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From: DM

Sent on: Wednesday, February 7, 2024 11:15:43 AM

To: council@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au

CC: gerard@gmp.net.au

Subject: D/2024/36 Address 372-374 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000 376 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000

378 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000 380 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000 382 Pitt Street SYDNEY
NSW 2000 382A Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000 372B Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000 Applica

Attachments: Side window for light 2.JPG (87.29 KB), Side building window 1.JPG (84.87 KB), Side window light
4.JPG (84.12 KB), Window closest to Pitt St.JPG (77.86 KB), Bl.png (1.64 MB)

Caution: This email came from outside the organisation. Don't click links or open attachments unless you know the sender,
and were expecting this email.

Dear Sir/Madam

[ write in relation to DA/2024/36
Address

372-374 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000
376 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000

378 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000

380 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000

382 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000
382A Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000
372B Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000
Applicant

WELL SMART INVESTMENT HOLDING (SYD) PTY LIMITED

I was having difficulty writing on the City of Sydney portal so am emailing instead.

The development looks lovely but I have concerns about the development's proximity to the building I occupy, namely
Suite 101 at 370 Pitt St, Sydney, as the light into my office on level 1 will be obscured greatly with the proximity of the
new building. I enclose photos of the current view, although not pretty, provides natural light into the office suite. If the
developer builds the atrium & the closed off sections of their development as closely as pictured and the upper levels, it
will darken the entire office, all 4 rooms of my suite and other offices along that wall to the side of that development.

Kind regards

G Malouf S/A Trust
Owner Suite 101/370 Pitt St, Sydney NSW 2000
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From:  Neil Robinson S

Sent on: Tuesday, February 20, 2024 3:50:38 PM
To: City of Sydney <council@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au>

Subject: Development Proposal D/2024/36 _ Concerns with Development Proposed
Attachments: 20240220 070931.pdf (455.44 KB)

Caution: This email came from outside the organisation. Don't click links or open attachments unless you know the sender,
and were expecting this email.

Hi City of Sydney
Attached is a letter from the owners of Lot 54, 55 and 56 in Strata Plan 52106 ( 370 Pitt Street) in which concerns are raised
with the proposed development and its impact on property owned.

The letter is signed by the Chairman of the entities owning the three Lots. The Chairman would like his name to not be shown
on documents in the public domain and also requests his details are removed wherever possible- thank you for this.

Thank you also for considering our concerns with the proposed development. We look forward to hearing the resolution of
these matters.

Regards

Neil Robinson
Chief Executive Officer

A start in (ife

a brighter future for young australions

[ 702, 370 Pitt Street, Sydney NSW 2000

ABN 21 871 881 074
www.astartinlife.org.au

This email (including attachments) is subject to copyright, is only intended for the addressee/s, and may contain confidential information. Unauthorised
use, copying, or distribution of any part of this email is prohibited. Any use by unintended recipients is expressly prohibited. To the extent permitted, all
liability is disclaimed for any loss or damage incurred by any person relying on the information in this email.
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A start in (ife

a brighter future for young australians

City of Sydney

Objections to Development Proposal D/2024/36 —372-382A Pitt Street

We are the owners of Lot 54, 55 and 56 in Strata Plan 52106 at 370 Pitt Street.

We have been advised that a development proposal has been submitted for 372- 382A Pitt Street
and have a number of significant concerns with the proposal. Those concerns relate to safety
(further details below), loss of amenity and significant loss of light due to the overwhelming and
disproportionate scale of the proposed development.

We are also very concerned that Carruthers Place, a public laneway seems to be incorporated in this
development proposal. The existence and ongoing existence of this laneway was a key factor for us
in the purchase of the three pieces of property in 370 Pitt Street. The existence of the laneway
provided substantial light and other amenity to each of the properties. Should there have been any
change in use of the laneway, as is now proposed and also occurred when City of Sydney (we are
now informed) sold the laneway, we should have received advance notification from City of Sydney,
allowing us to raise concerns. Unfortunately this did not occur.

It would appear that the plans submitted by 372- 380 Pitt Street provide for a loading bay, which will
have heavy and large vehicle traffic volumes, being located where services crucial to the safe
operation of 370 Pitt Street are located and have been located for over 30 years. These services have
always been located via/in Carruthers Place, a public laneway and were approved as such by City of
Sydney. Those services include two fire stairs from 370 Pitt Street discharging to the laneway. In
addition, ventilation to building (supply, exhaust and stair pressurisation intake), access to critical
fire control room and fire boosters, as required by Fire Rescue NSW are from this laneway.

The above issues present serious safety issues for 370 Pitt Street, its occupants and our employees.

We are very concerned that safety is being compromised particularly as pedestrians using fire exits

will be exiting onto a loading bay used by trucks, other heavy vehicles and cars servicing a very large
hotel complex.

We are aware that City of Sydney approved the Building Application for 370 Pitt Street over 30 years
(1988) ago and that at the time approval was given, Council knew these safety measures relied on
keeping Carruthers Place available as a public laneway.

We are also aware that Council records over the years and in more recent times also show a

significant awareness by City of Sydney of the existence of services from 370 Pitt Street ie fire exits,
fire sprinklers, fire valves and exhaust systems totally reliant on Carruthers Place, a public laneway.

Please note these objections to the development proposal D/2024/36.

Yours sincerely

NSW Masonic Youth Property Trust- (Chair)
NSW Masonic Welfare Property Trust-(Chair)

PO Box 20606, World Square NSW 2002 = Suite 702, 370 Pitt Street, Sydney NSW 2000
P(02)92643017 Eadmin@a94rtinlife.org.au ABN 21871881074 =  www.astartinlife.org.au



From: Paul Davison

Sent on: Wednesday, February 21, 2024 3:06:53 PM
To: dasubmissions@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au
Subject: Submission - D/2024/36 - 372-374 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000 - Attention Jessica Symons

Attachments: Ref D 2024 36 Sydney Masonic Centre response to City of Sydney Council regarding noise and
vibration.pdf (231.57 KB)

Caution: This email came from outside the organisation. Don't click links or open attachments unless you know the sender,
and were expecting this email.

Dear Jessica

Please accept our comments in regards to DA/2024/36 (attached). We acknowledge this is an amendment DA changing the
project from Hotel/ Residential to Hotel only, and reducing the below ground area to one level.

However, our concerns centre around the threat to our business during the demolition and heavy construction periods. We
are seeking certain conditions of consent that will provide us a fair and reasonable outcome. We understand this may need to
be negotiated with the developer and we have raised our concerns throughout the community consultation process with

URBIS.

We now request that our concerns are formerly recorded with appropriate steps put in place to address our concerns. We are
able to make ourselves available at any time that is suitable to Council or the developer in order to progress the discussions.

Yours sincerely

Paul Davison | General Manager | SMC
Sydney Masonic Centre

66 Goulburn Street, Sydney NSW 2000
PO Box A259 Sydney South NSW 1235

P:

Sent from Mail for Windows
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Sydney Masonic Centre response to Council -
Amending Concept Development 372 — 382 Pitt Street Sydney

Reference
D/2024/36

Sydney Masonic Centre (SMC) located at 66 Goulburn Street Haymarket is an Events and
Conference Centre which rents out commercial event space on a per event basis,
generally between one to four events per day period. SMC operates 17h x 7 days per week
between 0700 and 2400 most days. Government, corporate and association meetings
generally take place from early morning onwards throughout the day, with dining,
meetings, cultural or live music events in the evenings/nights.

The SMC building backs directly onto the proposed building site, separated only by a 3m
driveway. SMC has two subterranean garage levels, and five above ground levels making
up the podium building. The Civic Tower is positioned on top of the podium. SMCiis a solid
concrete building, with our foundation piers embedded into the common rock body
underneath both sites.

Whilst we support the principle of the project, we are very concerned about the
demolition and heavy construction period in relation to the viability of our business.

Noise, Vibration and Dust

SMC would be adversely affected by any noise or vibration sounds caused by drilling,
hammering, banging or any type of intrusive construction, with the noise transferring
throughout the entire building. Consequently, when heavy works are performed on the
building, or nearby, such as installation of FFE, drilling, lift maintenance etc, the works are
scheduled to take place outside of contracted booking times. Events cannot be held whilst
noisy works take place due to the sound and vibration transfer throughout the entire
building, rendering the spaces not fit for use during the demolition and excavation
periods.

During the online shareholder consultation briefing with Urbis on 23/1/2024, the
shareholders were advised that “to inform the assessment, background noise levels were
established. Predictions indicate typical site activities will exceed limits”. It was advised
that especially during the heavy construction period, noise and vibration levels are
predicted to exceed limits. Shareholders were further informed that it is the responsibility
of the selected contractor to manage:

Nosie and vibration through:

— Preparation of construction noise and vibration management plan
— Managing site activities within agreed times and respite periods

— Briefing all workers on managing disruption

\/ Sydney Masonic Centre Pty Lid (ABN: 30 105 222 491)
.> M ( : 66 Goulburn Street Sydney NSW 2000 96

SYDNEY MASONIC CENTRE

T: +61 2 9284 2888 F: + 61 9284 2883 E: info@sydneymasoniccentre.com.au www. sydneymasoniccentre.com.au
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— Developing work practices and use equipment that reduces noise and vibration to
adjacencies
— Promptly responding to and rectifying issues

Further, the minutes reflect that:

Community consultation is key to minimising, not removing all, noise impacts. — There
will likely be consultation required to prepare construction management plans.
— Ongoing coordination of construction activities with community to reduce disruption.

Monitoring and reporting

— Contractor to install noise and vibration monitors

— Maintain records of all monitor data for verification conformance of site activities with
agreed times.

— Provide vibration monitors incorporating an alert system to notify where there may be
potential building damage (refer to structural engineer).

Our concern is that, if a contracted event is taking place and the noise or vibration from
construction works is such that it causes the event to stop, which is highly likely, then this
would be a totally unacceptable situation. SMC have contracts in place with our clients to
supply the event spaces in a presentable condition, including within acceptable noise
limits. It will be unacceptable to ‘manage’ the noise and vibration disruptions through
‘monitoring’ and ‘scheduling’ because as stated — once and event starts it cannot be
stopped, and the business is booked 17h x 7 days per week. This could expose SMC to
litigation for breach of contract.

The stakeholder consultation indicated that the noise and vibration levels are predicted
to exceed limits, therefore potentially creating a situation where we as a business are
unable to trade for a certain period of time during the heavy construction period,
potentially weeks or months.

We are open to the prospect of compensation for the inability to trade for a certain
period, however this would need to be negotiated and implemented at the earliest
possible opportunity as event bookings are taken well in advance, ie months and years
ahead. We believe this needs to be a firm non-negotiable condition of consent.

Dust — The Sydney Masonic Centre (SMC) has an air-cooled HVAC system installed on the
roof top of level 5. The roof top is directly adjacent to the construction site, with no walls,
corners, screens or filters of any type in between the SMC HVAC units and the proposed
building.

It is expected that the demolition of existing buildings and excavation of the ground, and
then to a lesser extent the skyward construction will generate substantially more dust
pollution than is normally experienced. We have concerns that the additional dust caught
up in our air-cooled HVAC system will cause damage to the units, clog the filters and
thereby greatly reduce the efficiency of the system.

\/ Sydney Masonic Centre Pty Lid (ABN: 30 105 222 491)
.> M ( : 66 Goulburn Street Sydney NSW 2000 97
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We are seeking a solution and conditions that the contractor will implement to alleviate
any damage to the HVAC units during the heavy and general construction periods.

Paul Davison | General Manager | SMC
Sydney Masonic Centre

66 Goulburn Street, Sydney NSW 2000
PO Box A259 Sydney South NSW 1235

: 6
: | W: www.smcfc.com.au
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From: Solvej Malouf

Sent on: Thursday, February 22, 2024 12:01:50 PM
To: dasubmissions@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au
Subject: Submission - D/2024/36 - 372-374 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000 - Attention Jessica Symons

Caution: This email came from outside the organisation. Don't click links or open attachments unless you know the sender,
and were expecting this email.

City of Sydney
Objections to Development Proposal D/2024/36 — 372-382A Pitt Street

We have been advised that a development proposal has been submitted for 372- 382 A Pitt Street and have a number of significant concerns with the proposal.
Those concerns generally relate to:

1. safety (further details below); and

2. loss of amenity and significant loss of light due to the overwhelming and disproportionate

scale of the proposed development.

In addition, we are very concerned that Carruthers Place, a public laneway seems, to be incorporated in this development proposal. The existence and ongoing
existence of this laneway was a key factor for us in the purchase of and continued ownership of our property in 370 Pitt Street. The existence of the laneway
provides substantial light and other amenity to 370 Pitt Street. Any privatisation or change of use of the laneway ought to have been advised to the owners of 370
Pitt Street, so that we could raise our concerns. This has not occurred.

Safety

It would appear that the plans submitted by 372- 382 A Pitt Street provide for a loading bay, which will have heavy and large vehicle traffic volumes, being
located in the Carruthers Place laneway. This laneway contains services that are crucial to the safe operation of 370 Pitt Street and has done so for over 30 years.
The services include two fire stairs from 370 Pitt Street discharging to the laneway. In addition, ventilation to building (supply, exhaust and stair pressurisation
intake), access to critical fire control room and fire boosters as required by Fire Rescue NSW are from this laneway. It is a public laneway, and the location of
crucial services in that laneway was approved by City of Sydney.

We are aware that City of Sydney approved the Building Application for 370 Pitt Street over 30 years(1988) ago and that at the time approval was given, Council
knew these safety measures relied onCarruthers Place being available as a public laneway.

It is of serious concern that this space is now earmarked as a private loading dock instead of remaining a public laneway.The above issues present serious safety
issues for 370 Pitt Street, its occupants and our employees.

We are very concerned that safety is being compromised, particularly as pedestrians using fire exits will be exiting onto a loading bay used by trucks, other heavy
vehicles and cars servicing a very largehotel/apartment complex.

We are also aware that Council records over the years and in more recent times also show a significant awareness by City of Sydney of the existence of services
from 370 Pitt Street ie fire exits,fire sprinklers, fire valves and exhaust systems totally reliant on Carruthers Place, a public laneway.

Loss of light, privacy and amenityThe proposed development is of a significant scale, with minimal setbacks, and encroachment on to what is a public laneway. It
is clear from the application that in its current form, the proposed building will cast a significant and unreasonable shadow over 370 Pitt Street. It will block all
natural light on the South side of the building and will result in minimal to no privacy for occupants of either 370 Pitt Street or 372- 382 A Pitt Street.

Having regard to the above, we submit that the proposal is inconsistent with the intention of Sydney

LEP 2012, particularly in respect of tall buildings.

Conclusion
On the basis of the above, as affected neighbours, we object to development proposal D/2024/36.

Yours sincerely,

Solvej Malouf (owner 1304,1305) 370 Pitt St, Sydney
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From: S Fong

>
Sent on: Thursday, February 22, 2024 8:46:09 AM
To: dasubmissions@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au
Subject: Submission - D/2024/36 - 372-374 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000 - Attention Jessica Symons

Attachments: Request of Submissions (DA) Copy.pdf (241.35 KB)

Caution: This email came from outside the organisation. Don't click links or open attachments unless you know the sender,
and were expecting this email.

Dear City of Sydney,

As one of the owners in this building at 370 Pitt Street, Sydney 2000, we would like to submit our
comments as the per attached for your consideration please.

Regards
Spenser Fong
S & A Prosperity 138 Pty Ltd
**** CONFIDENTIAL ****

This email may contain privileged and confidential information intended only for the use of the entity to whom it is
addressed. Any unauthorised disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance on the contents
of this email is strictly prohibited. If you have received this transmission in error, please delete it at once and notify
us immediately.
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PO Box 75, STRAWBERRY HILLS NSW 2012
029219 4111

strata@whelanproperty.com.au

www.whelanproperty.com.au

WHELAN PROPERTY GROUP

STRATA MANAGEMENT SERVICES @ o

The Owners 21 February 2024
370 Pitt Street

SYDNEY NSW 2000

Subject: URGENT ATTENTION REQUIRED - SUBMISSION TO CITY OF SYDNEY

Dear Owners,

[ write on behalf of the Strata Committee to bring to your attention to a significant matter requiring your
urgent attention and prompt action.

As you may be aware, an application has been submitted by Well Smart Investment Holding (SYD) Pty
Limited to develop the site address 372-382A Pitt Street, Sydney NSW 2000.

The proposed development application will have significant implications on our fire and safety, as well as
loss of amenity to the southern side of the building.

The development application reference number is D/2024/36 and is currently open for
submissions until 28 February 2024.

The Strata Committee strongly encourages all owners to review the details of this application and submit
your concerns directly to the council. Your individual submissions will contribute to a collective voice that
has a more substantial influence on the decision-making process.

We also provide a sample letter below from the committee which you may utilise when making your
submission before the deadline.

If you require any additional information on the development application, you may contact Mia Music on
02 9265 9333 from City of Sydney Council.

To make a submission, please following the below steps:

1. Link: https://eplanning.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/Pages/XC.Track/SearchApplication.aspx?id=2290644
2. Once you have opened the link, select “comment on this application” and agree to the terms.

3. Once you have agreed, an email will open for you to complete for submission to Council.

We thank you for your immediate attention to this matter.

Yours faithfully,
The Strata Committee - SP 46628

WHELAN PROPERTY GROUP PTY LTD offices:
277 PYRMONT STREET, ULTIMO 460 CHURCH STREET, NOR [ PARRAMATTA 229 MILLER STREET, NORTH SYDNEY

Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation.  ABN: 28 116 912 488


http://www.whelanproperty.com.au/
https://instagram.com/whelanproperty/?h/=en
http://linkedin.com/company/whelan-property-group
http://facebook.com/whelanpropertygroup/
https://eplanning.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/Pages/XC.Track/SearchApplication.aspx?id=2290644

City of Sydney

Objections to Development Proposal D/2024/36 — 372-382A Pitt Street

We have been advised that a development proposal has been submitted for 372- 382A Pitt Street
and have a number of significant concerns with the proposal. Those concerns generally relate to:

1. safety (further details below); and

2. loss of amenity and significant loss of light due to the overwhelming and disproportionate
scale of the proposed development.

In addition, we are very concerned that Carruthers Place, a public laneway seems, to be
incorporated in this development proposal. The existence and ongoing existence of this laneway was
a key factor for us in the purchase of and continued ownership of our property in 370 Pitt Street. The
existence of the laneway provides substantial light and other amenity to 370 Pitt Street. Any
privatisation or change of use of the laneway ought to have been advised to the owners of 370 Pitt
Street, so that we could raise our concerns. This has not occurred.

Safety

It would appear that the plans submitted by 372- 382A Pitt Street provide for a loading bay, which
will have heavy and large vehicle traffic volumes, being located in the Carruthers Place laneway. This
laneway contains services that are crucial to the safe operation of 370 Pitt Street and has done so for
over 30 years. The services include two fire stairs from 370 Pitt Street discharging to the laneway. In
addition, ventilation to building (supply, exhaust and stair pressurisation intake), access to critical
fire control room and fire boosters as required by Fire Rescue NSW are from this laneway. It is a
public laneway, and the location of crucial services in that laneway was approved by City of Sydney.

We are aware that City of Sydney approved the Building Application for 370 Pitt Street over 30 years
(1988) ago and that at the time approval was given, Council knew these safety measures relied on
Carruthers Place being available as a public laneway.

It is of serious concern that this space is now earmarked as a private loading dock instead of
remaining a public laneway.

The above issues present serious safety issues for 370 Pitt Street, its occupants and our employees.

We are very concerned that safety is being compromised, particularly as pedestrians using fire exits
will be exiting onto a loading bay used by trucks, other heavy vehicles and cars servicing a very large
hotel/apartment complex.

We are also aware that Council records over the years and in more recent times also show a
significant awareness by City of Sydney of the existence of services from 370 Pitt Street ie fire exits,
fire sprinklers, fire valves and exhaust systems totally reliant on Carruthers Place, a public laneway.

Loss of light, privacy and amenity
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The proposed development is of a significant scale, with minimal setbacks, and encroachment on to
what is a public laneway. It is clear from the application that in its current form, the proposed
building will cast a significant and unreasonable shadow over 370 Pitt Street. It will block all natural
light on the South side of the building and will result in minimal to no privacy for occupants of either
370 Pitt Street or 372- 382A Pitt Street.

Having regard to the above, we submit that the proposal is inconsistent with the intention of Sydney
LEP 2012, particularly in respect of tall buildings.

Conclusion

On the basis of the above, as affected neighbours, we object to development proposal D/2024/36.

Yours sincerely
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From: Alana Heffernan

Sent on: Wednesday, February 21, 2024 4:10:28 PM

To: dasubmissions@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au

Subject: Submission - D/2024/36 - 372-374 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000 - Attention Jessica Symons
Attachments: 240221 development.pdf (301.17 KB)

Caution: This email came from outside the organisation. Don't click links or open attachments unless you know the sender,
and were expecting this email.

Dear Ms Symons,

Please find enclosed correspondence in respect of the above matter.
If you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours faithfully

Alana

Alana Heffernan

Head of Legal and Operations

Electrical Trades Union of Australia, NSW Branch
CEPU, Electrical Trades Union Division, NSW Branch

ETU ETU NSW & ACT

FIGHTING FOR MEMBERS

Electrical Trades Union

Attention:

The information contained in this message and or attachments is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. Any
review, retransmission, dissemination, or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon, this information by persons or entities other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you
received this in error, please contact the sender and delete the material from any system and destroy any copies.
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ELECTRICAL TRADES UNION OF AUSTRALIA

SECRETARY ALLEN HICKS

Electrical Trades Union . 2 g s :
NSW & ACT BRANCH Communications « Electrical - Electronic - Energy - Allied Services

City of Sydney
Objections to Development Proposal D/2024/36 — 372-382A Pitt Street

We have been advised that a development proposal has been submitted for 372- 382A Pitt Street and have
a number of significant concerns with the proposal. Those concerns generally relate to:

a. safety (further details below); and

b. loss of amenity and significant loss of light due to the overwhelming and disproportionate scale of
the proposed development.

In addition, we are very concerned that Carruthers Place, a public laneway, seems to be incorporated in this
development proposal. The existence of this laneway was a key factor for us in the purchase and continued
ownership of our property in 370 Pitt Street. The existence of the laneway provides substantial light and
other amenity to 370 Pitt Street. Any privatisation or change of use of the laneway ought to have been
advised to the owners of 370 Pitt Street, so that we could raise our concerns. This has not occurred.

Safety

It would appear that the plans submitted by 372- 382A Pitt Street provide for a loading bay, which will have
heavy and large vehicle traffic volumes, being located in the Carruthers Place laneway. This laneway contains
services that are crucial to the safe operation of 370 Pitt Street and has done so for over 30 years. The services
include two fire stairs from 370 Pitt Street discharging to the laneway. In addition, ventilation to building
(supply, exhaust and stair pressurisation intake), access to critical fire control room and fire boosters as
required by Fire Rescue NSW are from this laneway. It is a public laneway, and the location of crucial services
in that laneway was approved by City of Sydney.

We are aware that City of Sydney approved the Building Application for 370 Pitt Street over 30 years (1988)
ago and that at the time approval was given, Council knew these safety measures relied on Carruthers Place
being available as a public laneway.

It is of serious concern that this space is now earmarked as a private loading dock instead of remaining a
public laneway.

The above issues present serious safety issues for 370 Pitt Street, its occupants and our employees. We are
very concerned that safety is being compromised, particularly as pedestrians using fire exits will be exiting
onto a loading bay used by trucks, other heavy vehicles and cars servicing a very large hotel/apartment
complex.

We are also aware that Council records over the years show a significant awareness by City of Sydney of the
existence of services from 370 Pitt Street (ie fire exits, fire sprinklers, fire valves and exhaust systems) being
totally reliant on Carruthers Place, a public laneway.

Level 5, 370 Pitt St Ph O2 4968 2488 Fax 02 4968 3466 Ph 02 9267 4844 Fax 02 6163 6667
Sydney NSW 2000
Ph 02 9267 4844 Fax 02 9267 4877
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Loss of light, privacy and amenity

The proposed development is of a significant scale, with minimal setbacks, and encroachment on to what is
a public laneway. It is clear from the application that in its current form, the proposed building will cast a
significant and unreasonable shadow over 370 Pitt Street. It will block all natural light on the South side of
the building and will result in minimal to no privacy for occupants of either 370 Pitt Street or 372- 382A Pitt
Street.

Having regard to the above, we submit that the proposal is inconsistent with the intention of Sydney LEP
2012, particularly in respect of tall buildings.

Conclusion
On the basis of the above, as affected neighbours, we object to development proposal D/2024/36.

Yours sincerely

Allen Hicks
Secretary
Electrical Trades Union of Australia, NSW/ACT Branch

Page |2

Level 5, 370 Pitt St Ph 02 4968 2488 Fax 02 4968 3466 Ph 02 9267 4844 Fax 02 6163 6667
Sydney NSW 2000
Ph 02 9267 4844 Fax 02 9267 4877
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From: Kim Paul

Sent on: Thursday, February 22, 2024 12:16:52 PM
To: dasubmissions@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au
Subject: Submission - D/2024/36 - 372-374 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000 - Attention Jessica Symons

Caution: This email came from outside the organisation. Don't click links or open attachments unless you know the sender,
and were expecting this email.

City of Sydney
Objections to Development Proposal D/2024/36 — 372-382A Pitt Street

We have been advised that a development proposal has been submitted for 372- 382A Pitt Street and have a
number of significant concerns with the proposal.

Those concerns generally relate to:

1. safety (further details below); and
2. loss of amenity and significant loss of light due to the overwhelming and disproportionate scale of the proposed
development.

In addition, we are very concerned that Carruthers Place, a public laneway seems, to be incorporated in this
development proposal. The existence and ongoing existence of this laneway was a key factor for us in the purchase
of and continued ownership of our property in 370 Pitt Street. The existence of the laneway provides substantial
light and other amenity to 370 Pitt Street. Any privatisation or change of use of the laneway ought to have been
advised to the owners of 370 Pitt Street, so that we could raise our concerns. This has not occurred.

Safety

It would appear that the plans submitted by 372- 382A Pitt Street provide for a loading bay, which will have heavy
and large vehicle traffic volumes, being located in the Carruthers Place laneway. This laneway contains services
that are crucial to the safe operation of 370 Pitt Street and has done so for over 30 years. The services include two
fire stairs from 370 Pitt Street discharging to the laneway. In addition, ventilation to building (supply, exhaust and
stair pressurisation intake), access to critical fire control room and fire boosters as required by Fire Rescue NSW
are from this laneway. It is a public laneway, and the location of crucial services in that laneway was approved by
City of Sydney.

We are aware that City of Sydney approved the Building Application for 370 Pitt Street over 30 years (1988) ago
and that at the time approval was given, Council knew these safety measures relied on Carruthers Place being
available as a public laneway.

It is of serious concern that this space is now earmarked as a private loading dock instead of remaining a public
laneway.

The above issues present serious safety issues for 370 Pitt Street, its occupants and our employees. We are very
concerned that safety is being compromised, particularly as pedestrians using fire exits will be exiting onto a
loading bay used by trucks, other heavy vehicles and cars servicing a very large hotel/apartment complex.

We are also aware that Council records over the years and in more recent times also show a significant awareness

by City of Sydney of the existence of services from 370 Pitt Street ie fire exits, fire sprinklers, fire valves and
exhaust systems totally reliant on Carruthers Place, a public laneway.

Loss of light, privacy and amenity 107



The proposed development is of a significant scale, with minimal setbacks, and encroachment on to what is a
public laneway. It is clear from the application that in its current form, the proposed building will cast a significant
and unreasonable shadow over 370 Pitt Street. It will block all natural light on the South side of the building and
will result in minimal to no privacy for occupants of either 370 Pitt Street or 372- 382A Pitt Street.

Especially, our property (Suite 206) will loose natural light and privacy as we are at the 2"d Jevel of 370 Pitt street.

Having regard to the above, we submit that the proposal is inconsistent with the intention of Sydney LEP 2012,
particularly in respect of tall buildings.

Conclusion
On the basis of the above, as affected neighbours, we object to development proposal D/2024/36.

Yours sincerely,

Gi Yoan Kim
Owner of Suite 206, 370 Pitt Street, Sydney
22/02/2024
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From: Ming Ling

Sent on: Wednesday, February 21, 2024 6:34:21 PM
To: dasubmissions@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au
Subject: Submission - D/2024/36 - 372-374 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000 - Attention Jessica Symons

Caution: This email came from outside the organisation. Don't click links or open attachments unless you know the sender,
and were expecting this email.

Dear Sir/Madam

Objections to Development Proposal D/2024/36 — 372-382A Pitt Street
We have been advised that a development proposal has been submitted for 372- 382A Pitt Street
and have a number of significant concerns with the proposal. Those concerns generally relate to:

1. safety ;

It would appear that the plans submitted by 372- 382 A Pitt Street provide for a loading bay, which will have heavy and
large vehicle traffic volumes, being located in the Carruthers Place laneway. This

laneway contains services that are crucial to the safe operation of 370 Pitt Street and has done so for

over 30 years. The services include two fire stairs from 370 Pitt Street discharging to the laneway. In

addition, ventilation to building (supply, exhaust and stair pressurisation intake), access to critical

fire control room and fire boosters as required by Fire Rescue NSW are from this laneway. It is a

public laneway, and the location of crucial services in that laneway was approved by City of Sydney.

We are aware that City of Sydney approved the Building Application for 370 Pitt Street over 30 years

(1988) ago and that at the time approval was given, Council knew these safety measures relied on

Carruthers Place being available as a public laneway.

It is of serious concern that this space is now earmarked as a private loading dock instead of

remaining a public laneway.

The above issues present serious safety issues for 370 Pitt Street, its occupants and our employees.

We are very concerned that safety is being compromised, particularly as pedestrians using fire exits

will be exiting onto a loading bay used by trucks, other heavy vehicles and cars servicing a very large hotel/apartment
complex.

We are also aware that Council records over the years and in more recent times also show a

significant awareness by City of Sydney of the existence of services from 370 Pitt Street ie fire exits, fire sprinklers, fire
valves and exhaust systems totally reliant on Carruthers Place, a public laneway. and

2. Loss of light ;

loss of amenity and significant loss of light due to the overwhelming and disproportionate

scale of the proposed development. The proposed development is of a significant scale, with minimal setbacks, and
encroachment on to

what is a public laneway. It is clear from the application that in its current form, the proposed

building will cast a significant and unreasonable shadow over 370 Pitt Street. It will block all natural

light on the South side of the building and will result in minimal to no privacy for occupants of either

370 Pitt Street or 372- 382A Pitt Street.

Having regard to the above, we submit that the proposal is inconsistent with the intention of Sydney

LEP 2012, particularly in respect of tall buildings.

Conclusion

On the basis of the above, as affected neighbours, we object to development proposal D/2024/36.
Please consider the above reasons of our rejection.

Thank you

Regards 109



Ming Ling
Topline Enterprise Pty Ltd
13/370 Pitt street Sydney
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From:  Stephen P Firth of Firth

Sent on: Thursday, February 22, 2024 1:18:32 PM

To: dasubmissions@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au

Subject: D/2024/36 - 372-374 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000 - Attention Jessica Symons
Attachments: 2219 001.pdf (124.95 KB)

Caution: This email came from outside the organisation. Don't click links or open attachments unless you know the sender,
and were expecting this email.

Please find attached herewith correspondence from Stephen Firth.

Any responses to this communication should be sent only to[ s

Kind Regards,

FIRTHS

THE COMPENSATION LAWYERS
Level 6, 370 Pitt Street, SYONEY NSW 2000

P: (02) 8268 5300 F:(02) 8268 5399

W: www.firths.com.au E:[Is

This electronic mail may contain legally privileged or confidential information which is intended for the use of the addressee only. If you
receive this mail in error, please delete it from your system immediately and notify us at either the above email address or on +61 2 8268 5300.
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FIRTHS

THE COMPENSATION LAWYERS

ABN 56 056 553 407
The Chief Planning and Development Officer 22 February 2024
City of Sydney
Our Ref: SPF:SMB
E-mail: spf@firths.com.au
www.firths.com.au
Dear Sir/Madam

RE: OBJECTIONS TO DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL D/2024/36 —372-382A PITT
STREET SYDNEY

I am the owner of the whole of level 6, and also suite 707, 370 Pitt Street, Sydney. I have
been advised that a development proposal has been submitted for 372- 382A Pitt Street
and have a number of significant concerns with the proposal. Those concerns generally
relate to:

1. safety (further details below); and

2. loss of amenity and significant loss of light due to the overwhelming and
disproportionate scale of the proposed development.

In addition, I am very concerned that Carruthers Place, a public laneway seems, to be
incorporated in this development proposal. The existence and ongoing existence of this
laneway was a key factor for me in the purchase of and continued ownership of my
properties in 370 Pitt Street. The existence of the laneway provides substantial light and
other amenity to 370 Pitt Street. Any privatisation or change of use of the laneway ought
to have been advised to the owners of 370 Pitt Street, so that we could raise our concerns.
This has not occurred.

Safety

It would appear that the plans submitted by 372- 382A Pitt Street provide for a loading
bay, which will have heavy and large vehicle traffic volumes, being located in the
Carruthers Place laneway. This laneway contains services that are crucial to the safe
operation of 370 Pitt Street and has done so for over 30 years. The services include two
fire stairs from 370 Pitt Street discharging to the laneway. In addition, ventilation to
building (supply, exhaust and stair pressurisation intake), access to critical fire control
room and fire boosters as required by Fire Rescue NSW are from this laneway. It is a
public laneway, and the location of crucial services in that laneway was approved by City
of Sydney.

spf_smb_kaw01_666666_1034.docx 22/02/2024 11:23

Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation

The Chambers, Level 6, 370 Pitt Street, SYDNEY NSW 2000.

Phone: (02) 8268 5308-12ax: (02) 8268 5399
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I am aware that City of Sydney approved the Building Application for 370 Pitt Street over
30 years (1988) ago and that at the time approval was given, Council knew these safety
measures relied on Carruthers Place being available as a public laneway.

It is of serious concern that this space is now earmarked as a private loading dock instead
of remaining a public laneway.

The above issues present serious safety issues for 370 Pitt Street, its occupants and my
employees. I am very concerned that safety is being compromised, particularly as
pedestrians using fire exits will be exiting onto a loading bay used by trucks, other heavy
vehicles and cars servicing a very large hotel/apartment complex.

I am also aware that Council records over the years and in more recent times also show a
significant awareness by City of Sydney of the existence of services from 370 Pitt Street
ie fire exits, fire sprinklers, fire valves and exhaust systems totally reliant on Carruthers
Place, a public laneway.

Loss of light, privacy and amenity

The proposed development is of a significant scale, with minimal setbacks, and
encroachment on to what is a public laneway. It is clear from the application that in its
current form, the proposed building will cast a significant and unreasonable shadow over
370 Pitt Street. It will block all natural light on the South side of the building and will
result in minimal to no privacy for occupants of either 370 Pitt Street or 372- 382A Pitt
Street.

Having regard to the above, I submit that the proposal is inconsistent with the intention of
Sydney LEP 2012, particularly in respect of tall buildings.

Conclusion

On the basis of the above, as
D/2024/36.

ffected neighbours, I object to development proposal

Yours faithfully
FIRTHS — THE. €OMPENSATION LAWYERS

spf_smb_kaw01_666666_1034.docx
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From: David Lui

Sent on: Wednesday, February 21, 2024 6:44:58 PM

To: dasubmissions@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au

CcC:

Subject: D/2024/36 - 372-374 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000

Caution: This email came from outside the organisation. Don't click links or open attachments unless you know the sender,
and were expecting this email.

Attention: Jessica Symons
Dear Mdm,

| am the owner of a unit at 370 Pitt Street. After reviewing the application lodged for 372-374 Pitt Street, | would like
to put in my feedback to this development.

The loading bay design in the proposed development would prevent effective use of the public laneway (Carruthers
Place) as a safety measure of 370 and surrounding buildings. This would affect the safety in the short term and
asset value in the long term. If the developer has no solution to mitigate both of these risks, | have no choice but
object to this development.

Thank you for your attention.
Regards,,
David Lui

Kanto Holdings P/L
1308/370 Pitt Street.
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Objections to Development Proposal D/2024/36 — 372-382A Pitt Street

We have received information about a development proposal for 372-382A Pitt Street and have
substantial concerns regarding the proposal. These concerns include safety issues (details provided
below), the potential loss of amenity, and a significant reduction in natural light due to the proposed
development's overwhelming and disproportionate scale.

Additionally, we are troubled by the apparent inclusion of Carruthers Place, a public laneway, in this
development proposal. The existence and continued presence of this laneway played a crucial role in
our decision to acquire the five properties at 370 Pitt Street. The laneway provided considerable
light and amenity to each property. If there were any changes to the laneway's use, as proposed
now and as happened when the City of Sydney (as we recently learned) sold the laneway, we should
have received prior notification from the City of Sydney to express our concerns. Unfortunately, this
notification did not occur.

It seems that the plans submitted for 372-380 Pitt Street include a loading bay in a location where
essential services vital for the safe operation of 370 Pitt Street have been situated for over 30 years.
These services, approved by the City of Sydney, involve two fire stairs discharging to Carruthers
Place, a public laneway. Additionally, ventilation systems (supply, exhaust, and stair pressurization
intake), access to a critical fire control room, and fire boosters, as required by Fire Rescue NSW, all
rely on this laneway.

These issues pose significant safety risks for 370 Pitt Street, its occupants, and our employees. We
are deeply concerned that safety is being compromised, especially as pedestrians using fire exits
would be exiting onto a loading bay used by trucks, heavy vehicles, and cars servicing a large hotel
complex.

We understand that the City of Sydney approved the Building Application for 370 Pitt Street over 30

years ago (1988), and at that time, the Council was aware that these safety measures depended on
maintaining Carruthers Place as a public laneway.

Council records over the years, including more recent times, also indicate the City of Sydney's
significant awareness of the existence of services from 370 Pitt Street, such as fire exits, fire
sprinklers, fire valves, and exhaust systems, all heavily reliant on Carruthers Place as a public
laneway.

Please consider these objections to the development proposal D/2024/36.

Sincerelv vours,

vecwered leed 204 [C\ 2O
1p2~-370 A0 5
s3pMEY NS R0V

2| /OL‘ 2024
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6th August, 1990.

Attention: Director Of Planning and Building

Dear Sir,

RE: PROPERTY NO'S — 362-372A PITT STREET, SYDNEY.

BUILDING APPROVAL NUMBER 1092/88

We refer to the approval granted in respect of the Mechanical Services
Drawings dated 18th May, 1990 and Condition No. 6 attaching to the
Plan Assessment Report of the Health and Community Services Department
date 26th April, 1990. We also refer to our Meeting with Mr. Peter
Conroy of Council on Wednesday, 30th May, 1990 at which we agreed with
Mr. Conroy that we write to Council and ask that compliance with
Condition No.6 be dispensed with.

As you are aware, the position of the Car Park Exhaust Grilles shown
- in the Mechanical Services Drawings for the revised Building
Application (1092/88) is precisely the same as that contained in the)
Mechanical Services Drawings approved in respect of the Building

. Approval granted in March, 1988 (1872/f7§777/TKE‘MEEHEHIE;I_gg?zices
Drawings in Tespect of the earlter BuiTdimg Application were approved
on lst June, 1988, without mention or objection to the location of the
Car Park Exhaust Vents and there was no Condition attaching to such
Approval, in terms of Condition No.6, which Council has now sought to
impose. A summary of the events relating to these approvals is
attached.

As Council is aware, Carruthers Place has existed since a subdivision
of the area in 1840. Searches and enquiries made on our behalf have
failed to uncover any evidence that would suggest that Carruthers
Place has been used for any purpose other than a roadway and public
thoroughfare. With respect, it is inconceivable, given that Carruthers
Place has been used in this fashion for in excess of 150 years , that
anyone will now attempt to establish title to the land. Even if that
remote possibility should eventuate, such an attempt would be
unsuccessful, given the public use of the thoroughfare for such a long
period of time.

oy ud 2
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In fact it has been brought to our attention that Council at its
Meeting of 23rd July, 1990 has given notice of its intention to take
over Carruthers Place in accordance with the provisions of Sections
224 (3) and 628 of the Local Government Act 1919.

In conclusion, we consider that Council's Condition No 6 with respect,
is unreasonable having regard to the past, present and future use of
Carruthers place and to the previous approvals granted Dby Council and
accordingly our Company, respectfully requests that Council delete the
Condition No 6 it has imposed. Conditional upon the land being

resumed.

Yours faithfully,
SOUTHERN INTERNATIONAL CONSTRUCTIONS PTY LTD

D.Kenny
DIRECTOR

-
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Hi Matthew

As agreed here are the items that we wanted Warwick to consider and include as grounds for
Objection to the Wellsmart proposal. Could you please pass these on to Warwick.

Could you please advise Warwick that the grounds for our objection should include the following

General

e Council erred in not registering an easement, recognising fire exits, access required to fire
hydrants etc when the building was approved Building Approval 1092/88 ( refer doc
attached ) . See also plans submitted to City of Sydney showing the fire exits and hydrant
hooster valve.

e Council should now rectify these issues and do so in a manner that satisfies all and any
current council regulations. As a minimum we would expect a detailed Management Plan
to be prepared

e Council knew of existing fire egress, hydrant and exhaust requirements of 370 Pitt Street and
should have taken them into account before providing consent to Bellingbak and should
now do this before approval might be given to Wellsmart

e Non rectification of these issues will cause safety issues for this building and its occupants

e Council did not advise owners of 370 Pitt Street of its intention to sell what was considered
to be a public laneway, the existence of which provided substantial value to property
located in 370 Pitt Street

¢ 370- Pitt Street is very concerned with safety issues as per below

e It would appear that the plans submitted by 372- 380 Pitt Street provide for a
loading bay, which will have heavy and large vehicle traffic volumes, being located
where services crucial to the safe operation of 370 Pitt Street are located and have
been located for over 30 years. These services have always been located via/in
Carruthers Place, a public laneway and were approved as such by City of Sydney.
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Those services include two fire stairs from 370 Pitt Street discharging to the
laneway. In addition, ventilation to building (supply, exhaust and stair
pressurisation intake), access to critical fire control room and fire boosters, as
required by Fire Rescue NSW are from this laneway.

« The above issues present serious safety issues for 370 Pitt Street, its occupants and
our employees. We are very concerned that safety is being compromised
particularly as pedestrians using fire exits will be exiting onto a loading bay used
by trucks, other heavy vehicles and cars servicing a very large hotel complex.

Legal Issues Identified in Warwick’s Advice

 Easement by Prescription — we believe this applies to the fire exits, access to fire hydrants,
exhaust

e Developer has not satisfied the condition provided in the development consent dated 15
September 2022.

* As part of the conditions of consent the Council required the applicant to ensure that an
appropriate easement for fire safety matters was put in place along the northern boundary
of Carruthers Place for the specific use of SP46628

« That the following conditions included in the conditional approval given to Bellingbak
D/2021/1504 have not been met/ not complied with

¢ 22- development not to encroach onto neighbouring properties ( It does- as it encroaches on
fire exits, fire boosters exhaust)

¢ 27 - all loading must be carried out within the confines of the site and must not obstruct
other properties or the public way.

it does obstruct- particularly the loading bay which obstructs access to fire exits, fire boosters
exhaust systems)
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It will significantly obstruct pedestrians coming to and from 370 Pitt Street and is a major safety
hazard.

The loading bay will require cars to cross a footpath which carries significant pedestrian traffic going
to and from 370 Pitt Street and other buildings in this area

¢ 41- The latest DA does not provide any detail on how it will deal with easements, rights of
access we have to the Carruthers Place. It does not show how they will be maintained,
varied or extinguished

Other
Please also advise Warwick that we would also welcome his thoughts and inclusion of any grounds

that could strengthen the objection we are lodging. << File: Letter Objecting to WellSmarts DA -
General Concerns Strata Committee.docx >>

Also attached is a letter which an owner is planning to send. This may give Warwick some more
information which he may wish to include?

Thanks

Neil Robinson
Chief Executive Officer

121



O 0 0 1 0 1

4085692-300120241330-001412-ASA002-000055

+61 2 9265 9333
BITY ﬂF SYDNEY @ Town Hall House council@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au

456 Kent Street GPO Box 1591 Sydney NSW 2001
Sydney NSW 2000 cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au
30 January 2024
ST I R

The Occupier
362-370 Pitt Street
SYDNEY NSW 2000

Applicant name:
WELL SMART INVESTMENT HOLDING (SYD) PTY LIMITED

Reference number:
D/2024/36

Site address:

372-374 Pitt Street, SYDNEY NSW 2000, 382A Pitt Street , SYDNEY NSW 2000, 376
Pitt Street , SYDNEY NSW 2000, 378 Pitt Street , SYDNEY NSW 2000, 380 Pitt Street ,
SYDNEY NSW 2000, 382 Pitt Street , SYDNEY NSW 2000, 372B Pitt Street , SYDNEY
NSW 2000

Proposed development:

Amending Concept Development Application to modify the Concept Approval (D/2021/1504)
to allow for the removal of the approved residential land use, and the provision of hotel and
retail land uses only, and associated changes.

The City of Sydney has received the above application. As part of our assessment, we are
notifying surrounding neighbours and property owners to seek their views on the proposal.

We are accepting comments on the proposal until 28 February 2024. If this date is on a
weekend or public holiday, the period is extended to the next working day.

We encourage you to review all documents to understand the details of the proposal.

View the full application and send us your comments by typing city.sydney/find-da in the
address bar on your browser.

Guidance to prepare your comments is on the website and on the back of this page.

For more information, contact Mia Music on 02 9265 9333.

Bill MacKay
Manager Planning Assessments

CITY OF SYDNEY ©

cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au
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Providing feedback on development proposals

1.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

If you would like to comment on the proposal, you can email your feedback before the closing date
at ePlanning search - city.sydney/find-da (preferable) or by posting to City of Sydney, GPO Box 1591,
Sydney NSW 2001, including the relevant application number and address. If your feedback is an
objection, your reasons should be clearly given. We would like to know about the issues that are
important to you.

City of Sydney employees assess applications against planning criteria in local planning controls
and state legislation. You can view the planning controls on our website at
cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/development-control-plans.

We will send you a letter or email confirming we have received your feedback and will carefully
consider it as part of the assessment.

Any feedback about this development will not be kept confidential and will be made completely
available on the City of Sydney’s website as explained in the terms and conditions of making a
submission in ePlanning search.

If you want some or all identifying information about you to be private, instead of using ePlanning
search send your feedback to council@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au. You must include the relevant
application number, and the site address in your email. Tell us what identifying information you want
kept private in the first paragraph of your feedback. We will still publish your feedback but with
information which may identify you withheld.

Feedback is routinely placed on the NSW Planning Portal. Even when your privacy is requested,
personal information within these copies will be available in the portal to applicants and external
agencies.

If amendments are made to the application before determination and City of Sydney employees
consider these to be minor or to reduce impacts, you will not be notified again. However, we will
contact you if significant changes are made to the current proposal.

The Local Planning Panel or the Central Sydney Planning Committee will directly determine more
significant or contentious applications. The committee deals with applications valued over $50
million. Applications that involve minor development or less complex issues will ordinarily be
determined under delegation of Council, by the Director of City Planning, Development & Transport.

If the application is to be determined by the Local Planning Panel, City of Sydney employees will
contact people who provided feedback, wherever possible. Due to the short timeframe from when
an agenda is published to the meeting taking place, it is not always practical to post a letter to people
who commented. We ask you to include a daytime phone number or email address, so we can
contact you quickly.

The Local Planning Panel generally meets every second Wednesday. The Central Sydney Planning
Committee generally meets every 3 weeks on Thursday evenings. The public is welcome to attend
these meetings, which are held in the Council Chambers at Sydney Town Hall, 483 George Street.
Contact Secretarial on 02 9265 9333 to find out the dates and times of the next meetings. You can
ask to speak at committee meetings, and if this is possible, you will have three minutes to present
your issues.

Agendas and reports for committee are generally available one week before the meeting on the City
of Sydney's website, meetings.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au. Copies are also available free of charge
from our customer service centre at Town Hall House and our neighbourhood service centres in
Glebe, Green Square and Kings Cross.

When a final decision is made about an application, we will inform everyone who gave feedback about
the outcome. For development proposals determined by the Local Planning Panel or Central Sydney
Planning Committee,the minutes of meetings will be available on the City of Sydney's website.

Should you provide feedback, if you have given a gift or made a donation to a councillor, employee
or approved contractor of the City of Sydney in the past 2 years, you must include a disclosure
statement with your feedback (city.sydney/disclose-donation-gift). Failure to disclose relevant
information is an offence under the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act1979. It is also an
offence to make a false disclosure statement.

City of Sydney employees are available to assist you. You can talk with City of Sydney planner dealing
with the application about its progress, planning controls, the possible timing of considerationby
committee (if applicable) and further information on anything that is not clear from the application
documents.
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From:  Stephen P Firt of Firths [

Sent on: Friday, February 23, 2024 11:16:26 AM

To: dasubmissions@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au

Subject: D/2024/36 - 372-374 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000 - Attention Jessica Symons
Attachments: 2219 001.pdf (124.95 KB)

Caution: This email came from outside the organisation. Don't click links or open attachments unless you know the sender,
and were expecting this email.

Please find attached herewith correspondence from Stephen Firth.

Any responses to this communication should be sent only to[ s

Kind Regards,

FIRTHS

THE COMPENSATION LAWYERS
Level 6, 370 Pitt Street, SYONEY NSW 2000

P:(02) 8268 5300 F:(02) 82685399
W: www.firths.com.au E: spf@firths.com.au

This electronic mail may contain legally privileged or confidential information which is intended for the use of the addressee only. If you
receive this mail in error, please delete it from your system immediately and notify us at either the above email address or on +61 2 8268 5300.
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FIRTHS

THE COMPENSATION LAWYERS

ABN 56 056 553 407
The Chief Planning and Development Officer 22 February 2024
City of Sydney
Our Ref: SPF:SMB
E-mail: spf@firths.com.au
www.firths.com.au
Dear Sir/Madam

RE: OBJECTIONS TO DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL D/2024/36 —372-382A PITT
STREET SYDNEY

I am the owner of the whole of level 6, and also suite 707, 370 Pitt Street, Sydney. I have
been advised that a development proposal has been submitted for 372- 382A Pitt Street
and have a number of significant concerns with the proposal. Those concerns generally
relate to:

1. safety (further details below); and

2. loss of amenity and significant loss of light due to the overwhelming and
disproportionate scale of the proposed development.

In addition, I am very concerned that Carruthers Place, a public laneway seems, to be
incorporated in this development proposal. The existence and ongoing existence of this
laneway was a key factor for me in the purchase of and continued ownership of my
properties in 370 Pitt Street. The existence of the laneway provides substantial light and
other amenity to 370 Pitt Street. Any privatisation or change of use of the laneway ought
to have been advised to the owners of 370 Pitt Street, so that we could raise our concerns.
This has not occurred.

Safety

It would appear that the plans submitted by 372- 382A Pitt Street provide for a loading
bay, which will have heavy and large vehicle traffic volumes, being located in the
Carruthers Place laneway. This laneway contains services that are crucial to the safe
operation of 370 Pitt Street and has done so for over 30 years. The services include two
fire stairs from 370 Pitt Street discharging to the laneway. In addition, ventilation to
building (supply, exhaust and stair pressurisation intake), access to critical fire control
room and fire boosters as required by Fire Rescue NSW are from this laneway. It is a
public laneway, and the location of crucial services in that laneway was approved by City
of Sydney.
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I am aware that City of Sydney approved the Building Application for 370 Pitt Street over
30 years (1988) ago and that at the time approval was given, Council knew these safety
measures relied on Carruthers Place being available as a public laneway.

It is of serious concern that this space is now earmarked as a private loading dock instead
of remaining a public laneway.

The above issues present serious safety issues for 370 Pitt Street, its occupants and my
employees. I am very concerned that safety is being compromised, particularly as
pedestrians using fire exits will be exiting onto a loading bay used by trucks, other heavy
vehicles and cars servicing a very large hotel/apartment complex.

I am also aware that Council records over the years and in more recent times also show a
significant awareness by City of Sydney of the existence of services from 370 Pitt Street
ie fire exits, fire sprinklers, fire valves and exhaust systems totally reliant on Carruthers
Place, a public laneway.

Loss of light, privacy and amenity

The proposed development is of a significant scale, with minimal setbacks, and
encroachment on to what is a public laneway. It is clear from the application that in its
current form, the proposed building will cast a significant and unreasonable shadow over
370 Pitt Street. It will block all natural light on the South side of the building and will
result in minimal to no privacy for occupants of either 370 Pitt Street or 372- 382A Pitt
Street.

Having regard to the above, I submit that the proposal is inconsistent with the intention of
Sydney LEP 2012, particularly in respect of tall buildings.

Conclusion

On the basis of the above, as affected neighbours, I object to development proposal

D/2024/36.

Yours faithfully
FIRTHS — THE £FOMPENSATION LAWYERS

spf_smb_kaw01_666666_1034.docx
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From:

Sent on: Saturday, February 24, 2024 9:10:16 AM
To: dasubmissions@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au
Subject: Development Proposal D/2024/36 - 372-382A Pitt Street Objection

Attachments: Letter Object to Development Application.pdf (162.53 KB)

Caution: This email came from outside the organisation. Don't click links or open attachments unless you know the sender,
and were expecting this email.

Dear Sir,
Enclosed please find our letter of objection in regard to Development Proposal D/2024/36 — 372-382A Pitt Street
Regards,

James Liu

Fergusson & Wright

Chartered Accountants

Suite 1002 Level 10

370 Pitt Street

SYDNEY NSW 2000

Ph:

Liability limited by the Accountants Scheme, approved under the Professional Standards Legislation
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PIANCO HOLDINGS PTY LTD

ABN 31 003 051 509
Suite 1002 Level 10, 370 Pitt Street
SYDNEY NSW 2000
Telephone: (02) 9264 7288

City of Sydney

Town Hall House
Gadigal Country

Level 2, 456 Kent Street
Sydney 2000

23 February 2024

To City of Sydney,

RE: Objections to Development Proposal D/2024/36 — 372-382A Pitt Street

We have been advised that a development proposal has been submitted for 372- 382A Pitt
Street and have several significant concerns with the proposal. Those concerns generally
relate to:

1. safety (further details below); and

2. loss of amenity and significant loss of light due to the overwhelming and disproportionate
scale of the proposed development.

In addition, we are very concerned that Carruthers Place, a public laneway seems, to be
incorporated in this development proposal. The existence and ongoing existence of this
laneway was a key factor for us in the purchase of and continued ownership of our property
in 370 Pitt Street. The existence of the laneway provides substantial light and other amenity
to 370 Pitt Street. Any privatisation or change of use of the laneway ought to have been
advised to the owners of 370 Pitt Street, so that we could raise our concerns. This has not
occurred.

Safety

It would appear that the plans submitted by 372- 382A Pitt Street provide for a loading bay,
which will have heavy and large vehicle traffic volumes, being located in the Carruthers
Place laneway. This laneway contains services that are crucial to the safe operation of 370
Pitt Street and has done so for over 30 years. The services include two fire stairs from 370
Pitt Street discharging to the laneway. In addition, ventilation to building (supply, exhaust
and stair pressurisation intake), access to critical fire control room and fire boosters as
required by Fire Rescue NSW are from this laneway. It is a public laneway, and the location
of crucial services in that laneway was approved by City of Sydney.

We are aware that City of Sydney approved the Building Application for 370 Pitt Street over

30 years (1988) ago and that at the time approval was given, Council knew these safety
measures relied on Carruthers Place being available as a public laneway.
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It is of serious concern that this space is now earmarked as a private loading dock instead of
remaining a public laneway.

The above issues present serious safety issues for 370 Pitt Street, its occupants and our
employees. We are very concerned that safety is being compromised, particularly as
pedestrians using fire exits will be exiting onto a loading bay used by trucks, other heavy
vehicles and cars servicing a very large hotel/apartment complex.

We are also aware that Council records over the years and in more recent times also show a
significant awareness by City of Sydney of the existence of services from 370 Pitt Street ie
fire exits, fire sprinklers, fire valves and exhaust systems totally reliant on Carruthers Place,
a public laneway.

Loss of light, privacy and amenity

The proposed development is of a significant scale, with minimal setbacks, and
encroachment on to what is a public laneway. It is clear from the application that in its
current form, the proposed building will cast a significant shadow over 370 Pitt Street. It will
bock all natural light on the South side of the building and will result in minimal to no privacy
for occupants of either 370 Pitt Street or 372 — 382A Pitt Street.

Having regard to the above, we submit that the proposal is inconsistent with the intention of
Sydney LEP 2012, particularly in respect of tall buildings.

Conclusion

On the basis of the above, as affected neighbours, we object to development proposal
D/2024/36.

Yours sincerely

Yours faithfully,
PIANCO HOLDINGS PTY LTD

James Liu
Director
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From:  Simon Greig [N

Sent on: Tuesday, February 27, 2024 4:32:10 PM

To: dasubmissions@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au

cc:

Subject: Submission - D/2024/36 - 372-374 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000 - Attention Jessica Symons
Attachments: City of Sydney, DA objection, 372 Pitt St, 27 Feb 24.pdf (1.58 MB)

Caution: This email came from outside the organisation. Don't click links or open attachments unless you know the sender,
and were expecting this email.

Dear Jessica

Please see attached letter containing my formal objection in relation to the above DA submission.

Regards

Simon Greig
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City of Sydney
Objections to Development Proposal D/2024/36 — 372-382A Pitt Street

| have been advised that a development proposal has been submitted for 372- 382A Pitt Street and
have a number of significant concerns with the proposal.

Those concerns generally relate to:
1. safety (further details below); and

2. loss of amenity and significant loss of light due to the overwhelming and disproportionate scale of
the proposed development.

In addition, we are very concerned that Carruthers Place, a public laneway seems, to be
incorporated in this development proposal. The existence and ongoing existence of this laneway was
a key factor for us in the purchase of and continued ownership of our property in 370 Pitt Street.

The existence of the laneway provides substantial light and other amenity to 370 Pitt Street. Any
privatisation or change of use of the laneway ought to have been advised to the owners of 370 Pitt
Street, so that we could raise our concerns. This has not occurred.

The plans submitted by 372- 382A Pitt Street provide for a loading bay, which will have heavy and
large vehicle traffic volumes, being located in the Carruthers Place laneway. This laneway contains
services that are crucial to the safe operation of 370 Pitt Street and has done so for over 30 years.

The services include two fire stairs from 370 Pitt Street discharging to the laneway. In addition,
ventilation to building (supply, exhaust and stair pressurisation intake), access to critical fire control
room and fire boosters as required by Fire Rescue NSW are from this laneway. It is a public laneway,
and the location of crucial services in that laneway was approved by City of Sydney.

| am aware that City of Sydney approved the Building Application for 370 Pitt Street over 30 years
(1988) ago and that at the time approval was given, Council knew these safety measures relied on
Carruthers Place being available as a public laneway.

It is of serious concern that this space is now earmarked as a private loading dock instead of
remaining a public laneway. The above issues present serious safety issues for 370 Pitt Street, its
occupants and our employees.

I am very concerned that safety is being compromised, particularly as pedestrians using fire exits will
be exiting onto a loading bay used by trucks, other heavy vehicles and cars servicing a very large
hotel/apartment complex.

| am also aware that Council records over the years and in more recent times also show a significant
awareness by City of Sydney of the existence of services from 370 Pitt Street including fire exits, fire
sprinklers, fire valves and exhaust systems totally reliant access from and egress via Carruthers
Place, a public laneway.

In terms of specific details on Carruthers Place Laneway in the context of the original approval for
370 Pitt Street, | submit the following:

1) City of Sydney granted approval for 370 Pitt street [Development Approval (DA) & Building
Approval (BA)]and being built in accordance with the approval and relying on existing
laneway without any obstruction. In other words, City of Sydney has approved building (DA
and BA) at 370 Pitt St with two fire stairs discharging to the laneway (minimum of two

1]15
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metres of exit to Pitt St required for safe egress from two fire stairs and safe access by
FRNSW to Fire control room and fire hydrant and sprinkler booster)). In addition, ventilation
to building (supply, exhaust and stair pressurisation intake), access to fire control room and
booster by FRNSW are from subject laneway. All approved by City of Sydney.

2) Please refer to the attached document from Building Approval file by City Of Sydney in
relation to the subject lane way. It appears that it has been recommended in July 1990 and
approved by Council to change laneway to a public road. This would have been part of DA
and BA approval of 370 Pitt St.

3) lunderstand the laneway was sold recently by Council to someone and Council has ignored
the above matters, which is not right. This appears to be breach of Council base building
approval and Council recommendation to change laneway to public laneway!

4) The construction of the proposed loading dock in the lane way or any modification to the
lane way will be in breach of Council approvals and recommendations by them to change
laneway to public laneway.

5) Council will add to their previous mistakes by approving the proposed loading dock as shown
in the submitted drawing for the proposal.

6) Council must not approve the loading dock as shown on the submitted plan or any structure
or building elements or any obstruction over any part of laneway and must place a condition
for easement/covenant to prevent any future obstruction over full width of laneway
otherwise Council will be in breach of their previous approvals for construction of 370 Pitt
St. Also, if approval granted for the proposed loading dock or any building works within
laneway it will make 370 Pitt St as unsafe for its occupants and impact on health and
amenity of occupant of 370 Pitt St.

The following documentation from the time of the original approval for 370 Pitt Street supports the
above 6 points.

2|15
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4th June 1990

The Town Clerk

Council of the City of Sydney

PO Box 1541

SYDNEY NSW 2000

Attention: Mr. P. Conroy

{Health & Community Services Dept.)
Dear Sir,
Re: COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT - 370 PITT STREET, SYDNEY

MECHANICAL SERVICES
BEA REFERENCE 1092/88

We refer to the Health and Community Services Department Plan Assessment
Report dated 26th April 1990, Ref. No. DN 998/90.

This report contains conditions No. 1 and 27 which indicate new
requirements of air filters on fan assisted VAV boxes and the Carpark
supply system.

We respectfully request the Council reconsider implementation of these
conditions for this particular project for the following reasons:-

The Mechanical Services drawings for the above project were initially
submitted for Council approval in May 1988. These drawings were
documented for the thirteen (13) storey office building. Frior to
submission of drawings, details of the Carpark ventilation system were
reviewed with the Council in September 1987 and approval obtained for
the mechanical supply ventilation system without filters. This was in
consideration of the mechanical ventilation being supplemented by the
unfiltered make-up air entering the Carpark via the entrances at Pitt
and Castlereagh Streets.

The conditions of building approval BA Ref. No. 1872/87 were received in

June 1988, These conditions rajsed no requirement for the filtration of
air recirculated through the fan assisted VAV boxes.

2
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of Sydney

Subsequently, the project was expanded to the fifteen (15) storey office
building. This expansion however, had only minor effect on the
Machanical Services and did not affect design of the typical office
floor or the Carpark.

The drawings were resubmitted for Council approval in March/April 1989.
The new conditions of building approval were received in our office on
2énd May 1990. During the period of fourteen (14) months from the
resubmission of drawings to the receipt of approval conditions, the
project has reached the stage of practical completion.

By reasons of the above, we seek the Council’s dispensation from the
Conditions Mo, 1 and 27 of the Plan Acssessment Report.

Yours faithfully,
LINCOLNE SCOTT AUSTRALIA PTY. LTD.

M. KRAWCZYK ,
-~ .Ir'r_-: P
y ;A e ral i
i .".IIT « i
. o P e )
» oy -
= 4 /
] ; P
.Irfz.
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Southern International Constructions Pty Lid
rval T, 2% T Elocai St S

/
The Town Clerk / \j
The Council Of The City Of Sydney f 7 ( —
G.P.0. Box 1591 [

SYDNEY NSW 2001

6th August, 1990,

Attention: Director Of Planning and Building
Dear Sir,

RE: PROPERTY NO'S - 362-3724 PITT STREET, SYDNEY.

BUILDING APPROVAL NUMBER 1092/88

We refer to the approval granted in respect of the Mechanical Services
Drawings dated 18th May, 1990 and Condition No. 6 attaching to the
Plan Assessment Report of the Health and Community Services Department
date 26th April, 1990. We also refer to our Meeting with Mr. Peter
Conroy of Council on Wednesday, 30th May, 1990 at which we agreed with
Mr. Conroy that we write to Council and ask that compliance with
Condition No.6 be dispensed with.

As you are aware, the position of the Car Park Exhaust Grilles shown

- in the Mechanical Services Drawings for the revised Building
Application (l092/88) is precisely the same as that contained in theJ

| Mechanical Services Drawings approved in respect of the Byilding

|"u!u.pprn*-ra.l granted in March, 1988 (1872/2/87)+ The Mechanical Services
ﬁraJEﬁgﬁhii_?ﬁﬁrﬁfffﬁfﬂfﬁﬁqﬁE?TTET”BuiTHTﬁg Application were approved
on lst June, 1988, without mention or objection to the location of the
Car Park Exhaust Vents and there was no Condition attaching to such
Approval, in terms of Condition No.6, which Council has now sought to
impose. A summary of the events relating to these approvals is
attached.

As Council is aware, Carruthers Place has existed since a subdivision
of the area in 1840, Searches and enquiries made on our behalf have
failed to uncever any evidence that would suggest that Carruthers
Place has been used for any purpose other than a roadway and public
thoroughfare, With respect, it is inconceivable, given that Carruthers
Place has been used in this fashion for in excess of 150 years , that
anyone will now attempt to eastablish title to the land. Even if that
remote possibility should eventuate, such an attempt would be
unsuccessful, given the public use of the thoroughfare for such a long
peried of time.

R
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2.

In fact it has been brought to ouf attention that Council at its
Meeting of 23rd July, 1990 has given notice of its intention to take
over Carruthers Place in accordance with the provisions of Sections
224 (3) and 628 of the Local Government Act 1919.

In conclusion, we consider that Council's Condition No 6 with respect,
is unreascnable having regard to the past, present and future use of
Carruthers place and Lo the previous approvals granted by Council and
accordingly our Company, respectfully requests that Council delete the
Condition No 6 it has imposed. Conditional upon the land being
resumed.

) Yours faithfully,
SOUTHERN TNTERNATIONAL CONSTRUCTIONS PTY LTD

D.Eenny
DIRECTOR

F
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SUMMARY .
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Line into Carruthers Place.

Application (1872/2/87) for this project
eptember, 1987 and was approved by the
1988.

{3) Following Submission of that Original BA on the llth September,

1987, a Meeting was convene
This Meeting was Minuted an
Letter dated 30th September
the current problem.

(4) Following on from (3)

d with Council on the 28th September, 1987.
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, 1987. Minute 1.4 specifically refers to
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—1 988, ThHis revised B.A. was approved
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1988.
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in exactly the same location as shown in
vice Drawings approved on the l1st June,
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these drawings is acknowled
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on the 3rd April, 1989. Whilst receipt of
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COUNCIL

23RD JULY, 1990

PARCELS OF LAND, LANES, PASSAGES, BEING RESIDUALS OF SUBDIVISION, RATED OR
UNRATED, THE OWNERS OF WHICH ARE UNENOWN OR UNTRACEABLE - COUNCIL POLICY.

(403-00082)

16,
That arising from consideration of a report by the Acting City Engineer
dated 9ch July, 1990, approval be given to:=

(1) the service on the owners of the lands referred to in Items |, 5,
6, &, 9, 10, 11 and 15 of the schedule accompanying cthe report of
the Acting City Engineer, Notice of Council's intention to take
over the road in accordance with the provisions of Sections
224(3) and 628 of the Local Government Act, 1919, subject to the
City Solicitor being satisfied that each Item complies with Che
requirements of Secbion 224(3);

(2] the ltems 4, 7, 12, 13, 14 and 18 or the schedule accompanying
the report of the Acting City Engineer be referred to the City
Solicitor for invescigation and subsequent recommendation;

- and further, any relevant documents and plans be executed, if
required, wunder rthe Common BSeal of rthe Council or by Council's
Attorney,

Carried.

! o A2 L
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ié COMMITTEE
ITEM NOu st FINANCE COMMITTEE
City Engineer's Department

MINUTE PAPER C34ARG
KD/J

File Mo. AO3-00082

Subject: PARCELS OF [AND, TANES, PRASSAGES, BEING RESICUALS OF SUBDIVISION,
FATED CR UNFATED, THE COWNERS OF WHICH ARE UNFNOWN OR UNTRACERBIE.
COUNCIL POLICY.

Date 9th July, 1990

THE TCWN CLERK

I refer to the City Solicitor's minutes dated 10th and 31st January,
1930, which make further recommendation in respect of 17 parcels of land,
of doubtful status, which have wtraceable or unknown owners, referred to
in the Acting City Engineer's minute dated 27th September, 1983.

Six properties, namely Items 4, 10, 12, 13, 14 and 16, shown on the
revised Schedule attached hereto, were previously recommended by the
Acting City Engineer in the aformentioned minute for action by way of sale
for overdue rate persuant to Section 602 of the Local Govecnment Act,
1919, The City Sclicitor, in his first mentioned minute, however,
advised, in part, as follows:

"There are six properties which the City Enginesr recommended for
action by way of sale for overdue rates. In general I think that
this procedure is not recommended as it requires Council to form a
positive opinion that the land is privately owned. In the case of
any laneways or passages which were created before the 1879 Act I
would be reluctant to form that opinion.  The one thing that has
been clearly established by the recent examples of cases disputing
the status of laneways and passages is that if the laneway was
created befors 1880 then the determination of its status will almost
always be difficult and reguire exhaustive searcdhing of 19th century
records and conveyancing documents.  Whether lands are laneways or
passages, resumption or action under Section 224(3) will almost
always be more appropriats".

After further discussion with the City Scolicitor it is  n$ow
considered that five of these properties, Ttems 4,12,13,14 and 18, should
ke further investigated by the City Solicitor prior to final decision as
to resumption or action under Section 224(3) of the Tocal Government Act
would be more appropriate.

In the light of the City Solicitor's aforementioned comments and
further discussion, it is now recomnended that action under Section 224(3)
Local Government Act, 1919, be taken in regards tc Item 9, Carruthers
Place, a lane between Nos. 370 ard 372 and the rear of Nes. 372-374 Pitt
Street, and Item 10, a lane between No. 29 and No. 31 and at the rear of
Mos. 31-33 Oxford Strest.
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Items 1, 5, &, 7, B, 11, 15 of the attached Schedule were all
previously recommended for action under Section 224(3) of the ILocal
Government Act, 1919, by the Acting City Enginesr in his aforementioned
minute dated 27th September, 1989,

The City Solicitor in his first mentioned minute dated 10th January,
1990, advised, in part, as follows:-

"The remaining items are recommended for action pursuant to Section
224(3). The information in the Engineer's report, to my mind,
establishes a doubt as to the status of the lands in the case of all
but Item 7 where survey states that the lane is subject to various
rights of way. Specifically created rights of way on the vhole are
consistent with an intention that laneways remain in private
awnership."

It is thersfocre considerad that Item 7, a lane between Mos. 389 and
391 and at the rear of Hos. 389-395 George Street,; Sydney, noWw should also
be further investigated by the City Solicitor with regard to possible
resumption action under the provisions of the Public Rcoads Act, 1902

Items 2, 3, 17 of the attached Schedule are the subjects of separate
actions.

The City Solicitor in his second mentioned minute, ted 3lst
January, 1990, set out the appropriate steps that should be followed by
Council if it intends to take action pursuant to Section 224(3). The City
Solicitor states, in part, as follows:-

"The subsection (245(3)) clearly sets out the procedure to be
followed by Council. Council should not serve notice of its intenion to
take over the road until it is satisfied of two factors, namesly:

L that the road has been left in subdivision of private lands before
the commencement of the Local Government Act, 1906: and

b there exists a doubt as to whether or not it is a public road,

While my minute of 10 January, 1920 deals with the second point,
Council must also be satisfied as to the first., If Council is in
amy doubt as to whether any of the items recommended for action
pursuant to Section 224(3) were left in subdivision of private lands
before the commencement of the 1906 Act, this matter should be
clarified before any notice of intention to take over the road is
served, It is not possible for me to advise in relation to this
issue from the material contained in Council's file."

and further:

“Once Councll is satisfied that the items which are recommended for
action pursuant to secion 224(3) are roads left in subdivision in
private lands before the commencement of the Local Government Act,

1906, it would be appropriate for Council to pass the following
resolution:
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That arising from consideration of the Acting City Engineer's minute
of 27th September, 1989 and the City Solicitor's minute of 10
Jaruary 1990, Council resolves to serve on the owners of the lands
referred to in items ( } of the Schedule to the Acting
City Engineer's minute notice of intention to take over the road in
accordance with the provisicns of Sections 224(3) and 628 of the
Local Covernment Ack, 19197,

Recommendation

That arising from consideration of a report by the Acting City
Engineer dated 9th July, 1990, approval be given to :

l. —Service on the cwners of the lands referred to in Items 1, 5, 6, 8,
( 9, 10, 11, amd 15 of the Schedule attached to the Acting City
Engineer's minute, notice of intention to take over the road in
accordance with the provisions of Sections 224(3) and 628 of the
Local Government Ackt, 1919, subject to the City Solicitor being
satisfisd that each Item complies with the requirements of Section
224(3).

2. That Ttems 4, 7, 12, 13, 14, and 16 of the Schedule attached to the
hoting City Engineer's minute, be referred to the City Solicitor for
investigation and recommendations; and

3. 211 relevant documents and plans being executed under the Common
Seal of Council or by Council's Attorney.

66l 1iir gy
EETRILTe%) i
= T //72):(_1 _{;L-*-.._,E"'Iﬁ--—-"-'-—'
RECOMMERDATIOY | SOUNCIL | ) e
APPROVED 23 JUL 1990 A / CITY ENGINEER (9406)

R ” . 2th July, 1990
- ﬂ- o -'J'f - : j L
Aol ELl G (e f-"f'-’/'Li(‘.";“'L,-”

Page 11|15

141



Page 12|15

JVBESOD TSI NI 1ary5 3edond fe-pE IE91 3T
J0F JOITSTIOS A3t 03 JogEy 1161 | RE pEag ZBE FEAT 7578 BOT PET/EYS-SE | TEOTD 905 T38 3ToH 7 3ueselpe =bessed | *pT
PEHEOT
JUSMANGD T3 NT —pueg "35 ITEH Fh-fE IE=a 3B "3
A0G I0ITDTTOE £310 o Imey 1167 | puz peeg HIE"E PEET PEER" BOT £B1/EFE-65 | 0E9T0 905 | 3=d00D pbycr uesmisg abessed £
UBmAGS TSR NG DERT pera%a 25 TTROED §L-T. IO IWST '3g
193 ARTSTTes A31D 03 aegey | anoqy | pum peeg - 108 - RLT/EYS-55 | e0aTo ans Im3%03 £f Bututclpe sbessed F41
“aue] dueooeEeg
paEED PUB "15 I8I804 usavaan C1g
(€)rezx ~oeg| gopr | uSeomy - 00 - SLU/EYG—SE | DLZTD 905 | TT=0UED ZOT-ZH 7O JE@d sue] TT
1BBIYE PAOIXO fE-TC JO el
(€)pEZ *o8s CORT | R pEeg 000° LT 6LET T'6BLTT B0F ETT/EFE-45 | 62910 90s T puUR I 5 6f USaMleq Puwr] a1
*IBBRS 3T PLE-TLE IO
TEI1 10 ¥ FE W OLE usamaEg |
[F}teE o5 DEET | uE peeg oR L tasl TOO" BYSET " BOT PET/LPE-C5 | TOCTO 908 suey aowrd srspramn || g
S o
P Es TI8SIAS XASFNS £O7-Faf Iesd <t
(E)PPE “oo85 CO98T | pg pEeg = el - WORT/EtE-55 | LO9T0 9ns 188135 FPURS IO UG{SLa3xng 8 i
ELE i Le=lih CLEEE g abioen gep-6@0 J0 Iw9I
J0f I01TDTT0S Aa1D o9 393N SORT | I peeg BLT LT [ SYHITH0E LL/ERT-DLS | BZ9TD 905 A% 9 TEE ¥ EBC USBWMIE BV L
{E)IFFE “oog DERT | muy pemg - pE1E1 PETLL RO | WOLT/ers—Ss | L2710 QoS IIBII5 XK 69 I0 JET
o 1B W 1L ¥ ED USSMIDG B 9
"IBSIIE SY OOC-BOL pUR C35
pRIRI DMEDIAETT /T O1 £O7 IO Jwad
[Fi+Er ~oe=g MERT | PUF pesg - E= T WEBT/ES=55 [ 11910 905 | 3® "35 bury oF Bututolpe eam g
IUEAnCD FE1INg PEHDOT U IE NURL 10
I07 A0ATITTOS £I1D o3 Jegey - e 9ET‘ G 6961 EFbET BOT | WIRL/Eve—5E | 02070 908 | 3780 38sms 331d =17 70 I=W L4
TIoUmoD 57205 JWY Juse pEIET “asamnys sbicen npr
-ea1be ue jo aselang | somp | wBeomyg - 208 - 9T/E¥E-C5 | OTHTO 905 | pue gEE uBesaaq sue] sbutTed g
tE=1-1 F[ae faseInasg
worioe sreredas o1 aoaleng MEAT | uUBnomy = N | 09T ZLET 20T OLT/PLS-55 | OF100 905 | =Bprag arypl ussmiaq abesswg z
§5L°4T L9461 W8I 1114
{€l¥gz ‘oo LRt | AUz pEsg ELEh BOT BLT/EYE—CS | BOOTD o08 L15-¥EF IE21 8ans As1TEQ
B on bututcipe 1oy susand 1
NOLLOW v b 3 faan] = 1
HDT LA HMOHS | F3dAL SN 5/0 | 1s814 BOTIMTTHN oM MW ! cew o gugal 1oardns WELT
TIEGIVEIND HY HOTHM 40 SERm0 JHL RERIRS A0 ALID ZHL HIHLIM 007l Taiisss
e T Tl e i
ZROON=FA (086T "AINC} FTmLs
O

HOYTHS



Py pEe TESTITRS 2aT(0d TLIE]) Sprosy
1Ted) qaaras abioen wro-%79 JE31 IE

uoTIoF 2aeredes 03 soalang | oAl ybnaany, PR3El 208 - PETEDBOT | TPT/FHE-5S | L0970 905 | PUT Q2 5 BED useMmisq sbussegd | LT
ATRRBNCE  TE1[3.A0] autmadd T 9 Wer FE-§L IR 1T

07 AeATITI0E AT o1 JsTed | goAl yEnomyy, Beg 't TOET TESE Q0T | LBT/CFE=25 | L2910 ans pue fg % g Juenelpe sbessed [ ar
3BhME MGITeg pue t3g

{Ey vz "23s | coarn Bnomyy, asT's SUET T CLEZTANE | OLT/08-508 | 2TOT0 ans poaTIEn usemiaa aue] butaay | ST

ROTIoN ddd HD ] faiedl-c
o N0 T LR IO HMOHE HAdil SAINY 50 | JSHIE | 0N HOTJNTTTMA e e e 1°8ras PELLT

FIRVATGHLIN @8 HoTHEN 30 Sdams THE TN0hs 40 ALio SHL NIELIM ONvi Tdlsad

(66T AINC) FTUEEDS

Page 13|15

143



JAC K5 0N

s

o

N
e - =
J= ) e
n:r-_‘\;;:'\m“-? " 5 ST
STf=a ;

4§
i

W
i
= e i
b — _ i > =
4 a3 L S - -, = __ -
s [  F—— T = 3 T
4 " ] e E; -
%1\__\ - 1 ns. g.lf' | 2 3. !
’l B i} e AmL o
4 Bileri— B Ad ) =iE N

g Hy » p {1
] _" J-. i, z I|
PE T PR =

T
i

i)

[ 1
) S sl e @
RN A i R i s i |
L e Y T il G

LT o

1o T35 =
LOCALITY SKETCH

RESIDUAL LANDS WITHIN THE
CITY OF SYDNEY

THE DWHERS OF WHICH ARE

UHKNOWH DR UNTRACEABLE

Page 14|15

144



Apart from the above issues in relation the original DA approval for 370 Pitt Street, the extreme
safety issues highlighted above, the loss of light, privacy and amenity is also a major concern. The
proposed development is of a significant scale, with minimal setbacks, and encroachment on to
what is a public laneway. It is clear from the application that in its current form, the proposed
building will cast a significant and unreasonable shadow over 370 Pitt Street. It will block all natural
light on the South side of the building and will result in minimal to no privacy for occupants of either
370 Pitt Street or 372- 382A Pitt Street. Having regard to the above, we submit that the proposal is
inconsistent with the intention of Sydney LEP 2012, particularly in respect of tall buildings.

Based the above, as an affected neighbour who takes safety issues and Council’s role in allowing
conditions of original development approvals to be met very seriously, | hereby formally object to
development proposal D/2024/36.

Yours sincerely

Simon Greig
Owner of Suite 1407/370 Pitt Street, Sydney
Telephone:

Cc: Matthew Hua — Whelan Property Group by email.

15 | 15
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From:

Sent on: Tuesday, February 27, 2024 2:25:26 PM
To: dasubmissions@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au
Subject: Submission - D/2024/36 - 372-374 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000 - Attention Jessica Symons

Attachments: WellSmart development 2024.doc (31.5 KB)

Caution: This email came from outside the organisation. Don't click links or open attachments unless you know the sender,
and were expecting this email.

Objections to development at 372-374 Pitt St Sydney attached.

Regards,
Margaret Betty
Basel Enterprises Pty Ltd
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BASEL Enterprises Pty Limited ABN: 38 105 280 037

PO Box 1060

Rozelle NSW 2039
Telephone: 0450907064
Email: admin@basent.com.au

D/2024/36 _ 372-382A Pitt St Sydney NSW 2000

We write to object to the abovementioned development on the basis of

e Council’s previous decisions
Proposed use of Carruthers Lane is inconsistent with council’s previous decisions
with respect to 370 Pitt St and Carruthers Lane generally. 370 Pitt St was approved
and built on the basis of an unobstructed laneway which council subsequently
proposed and approved for change to a public road prior to selling the laneway to a
private entity.

e Safety
There are two fire stairs onto Carruthers Lane and Carruthers Lane is required for
access by Fire Rescue NSW to the fire control room, hydrant and sprinkler boosters as
approved by council.

e Ventilation and light
Unobstructed access to Carruthers Lane is required for building ventilation, supply,
exhaust and pressurisation intake. Further the scale of the proposed development has a
significant impact on light to 370 Pitt St.

Council has not advised owners at 370 Pitt St of changes to ownership of Carruthers
Lane or proposals which would impact on its use for safety purposes. In these
circumstances we strongly urge council to refuse this application and rectify the
situation with regard to unencumbered public access to Carruthers Lane being a
condition to any development.

Regards,
Margaret Betty
Basel Enterprises Pty Ltd.
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From: Louis Cox

Sent on: Tuesday, February 27, 2024 5:10:29 PM

To: DASubmissions <DA Submissions@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au>

Subject: Submission - D/2024/36 - 372-374 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000 - Attention Jessica Symons

Attachments: 370 Pitt St, Sydney NSW. Objection to Development propa[osal D 2024 36 372 to 382A Pitt St.pdf
(404.5 KB)

Caution: This email came from outside the organisation. Don't click links or open attachments unless you know the
sender, and were expecting this email.

Sent from my iPhone

148



City of Sydney
Objections to Development Proposal D/2024/36 —372-382A Pitt Street

We have been advised that a development proposal has been submitted for 372- 382A Pitt Street
and have a number of significant concerns with the proposal. Those concerns generally relate to:

1. safety (further details below); and

2. loss of amenity and significant loss of light due to the overwhelming and disproportionate
scale of the proposed development.

In addition, we are very concerned that Carruthers Place, a public laneway seems, to be
incorporated in this development proposal. The existence and ongoing existence of this laneway was
a key factor for us in the purchase of and continued ownership of our property in 370 Pitt Street. The
existence of the laneway provides substantial light and other amenity to 370 Pitt Street. Any
privatisation or change of use of the laneway ought to have been advised to the owners of 370 Pitt
Street, so that we could raise our concerns. This has not occurred.

Safety

It would appear that the plans submitted by 372- 382A Pitt Street provide for a loading bay, which
will have heavy and large vehicle traffic volumes, being located in the Carruthers Place laneway. This
laneway contains services that are crucial to the safe operation of 370 Pitt Street and has done so for
over 30 years. The services include two fire stairs from 370 Pitt Street discharging to the laneway. In
addition, ventilation to building (supply, exhaust and stair pressurisation intake), access to critical
fire control room and fire boosters as required by Fire Rescue NSW are from this laneway. It is a
public laneway, and the location of crucial services in that laneway was approved by City of Sydney.

We are aware that City of Sydney approved the Building Application for 370 Pitt Street over 30 years
(1988) ago and that at the time approval was given, Council knew these safety measures relied on
Carruthers Place being available as a public laneway.

It is of serious concern that this space is now earmarked as a private loading dock instead of
remaining a public laneway.

The above issues present serious safety issues for 370 Pitt Street, its occupants and our employees.

We are very concerned that safety is being compromised, particularly as pedestrians using fire exits
will be exiting onto a loading bay used by trucks, other heavy vehicles and cars servicing a very large
hotel/apartment complex.

We are also aware that Council records over the years and in more recent times also show a
significant awareness by City of Sydney of the existence of services from 370 Pitt Street ie fire exits,
fire sprinklers, fire valves and exhaust systems totally reliant on Carruthers Place, a public laneway.

Loss of light, privacy and amenity
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The proposed development is of a significant scale, with minimal setbacks, and encroachment on to
what is a public laneway. It is clear from the application that in its current form, the proposed
building will cast a significant and unreasonable shadow over 370 Pitt Street. It will block all natural

light on the South side of the building and will result in minimal to no privacy for occupants of either
370 Pitt Street or 372- 382A Pitt Street.

Having regard to the above, we submit that the proposal is inconsistent with the intention of Sydney
LEP 2012, particularly in respect of tall buildings.

Conclusion
On the basis of the above, as affected neighbours, we object to development proposal D/2024/36.

This will cquse mcUéf drsfonrom +o SHOP I+ iousines&

Yours sincerely

Lovisy /Vle(r3~l-]emil¢5€1m
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From:  Warwick Van Ede I

Sent on: Wednesday, February 28, 2024 11:12:31 AM
To: council@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au
Subject: Attention: Bill MacKay - D/2024/36 - 372-382 Pitt Street, Sydney (JSM 43992)

Attachments: Letter - Bill MacKay.pdf (181.93 KB), Approved Plans showing exists and fire boosters.pdf (1.37
MB)

Caution: This email came from outside the organisation. Don't click links or open attachments unless you know the sender,
and were expecting this email.

Dear Mr Mackay

| act for The Owners — Strata Plan No. 46628 located at 370 Pitt Street, Sydney and nowattach a submission on behalf of my
client in response to your letter dated 30 January 2024.

Yours faithfully

Warwick van Ede AT,
Lawyer | BEc LLM R %*
Accredited Specialist - %’?% sé’
Property Law iy v

JS Mueller & Co Lawyers

. JS MUELLER & CO

LAWYERS

Level 1, 240 Princes Highway
Arncliffe NSW 2205

T

F 02 9567 8551
E
W muellers.com.au

v

P In depth and unmatched experience in and comprehensive knowledge of strata law.

Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation.
This message is intended for the addressee named and may contain privileged or confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient you must not
use, disclose, copy or distribute this communication. If you have received this message in error please delete the email and notify the sender.
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27 February 2024
JSMUELLER & CO

LAWYERS
Mr Bill MacKay Our Ref: WVE:AK:43992
Manager, Planning and Assessments Your Ref: D/2024/36
City of Sydney our et

Town Hall House 456 Kent Street
SYDNEY NSW 2000

By Email: council@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au

Dear Mr MacKay

RE: SITE ADDRESS - 372-374, 382A, 376, 378, 380, 382, 372B PITT STREET, SYDNEY NSW
2000

We act for The Owners — Strata Plan No. 46628, located at 370 Pitt Street, Sydney and refer to letter
from Council dated 30 January 2024, being a notification of a proposed development D/2024/36 to modify
Concept Approval (D/2021/504).

Your letter provided an opportunity to make a submission and this letter serves as the owners
corporation’s submission which is addressed to various aspects relating to that proposed development,
each of which we will deal with separately.

Use of former Carruthers Place

The building comprising our strata scheme (SP46628) was designed incorporating features which
assumed the existence of Carruthers Place as a public laneway, and the proposal will significantly impede
those amenity and safety features which were incorporated into 370 Pitt Street based upon that
assumption.

Firstly, and critically, there are fire escape exits the egress for which is to the property formed by
Carruthers Place. | am attaching a diagram which indicates the proximity of the relevant fire egress
points in question.

It is incomprehensible to this strata scheme that approval could be given to a development incorporating
the Carruthers Place land which impacts on both primary and secondary fire safety indicators. The
primary issue is that the proposed development has the capacity to actually impede egress from the
relevant fire egress door in a physical sense.

Indeed, implied threats have been made to the owners corporation in relation to the need for this access
point to be restricted (see correspondence attached).

The secondary point arises in relation to the safety of persons exiting from that fire egress door and in
particular their safety in circumstances where there is likely to be a flow of vehicles and other traffic which
may cause a danger to persons exiting 370 Pitt Street from that point. It is incongruous that Council

NS
o LEVEL 1, M
W muellers.com.au 240 PRINCES HIGHWAY
E enquiries@muellers.com.au ARNCLIFFE NSWw 2205 7347(:5

bl i Troraihscd o o sadasprrseremsmenmed gl B P raal herruilir s | ssdicliabi
Liability limited Lx; a scheme approved unaer Prdé&ssional Standards | egilsiarion. -



City of Sydney 27 February 2024

would enable and facilitate a safety issue to be brought into existence as part of its planning process for
the benefit of the Applicant.

In addition, fire safety infrastructure for 370 Pitt Street is accessed via Carruthers Place including the
owners corporation’s sprinkler and hydrant systems room. In the owners corporation’s submission, it is
incumbent upon the Applicant to demonstrate appropriate safety measures not only in relation to persons
potentially exiting from the owners corporation’s fire egress, but also appropriate and lawful means by
which the owners corporation’s fire safety systems can be accessed as required.

The current form of the application fails to address these critical issues.

The plans submitted by the applicant provide for a loading bay to be accessed from Carruthers Place,
and servicing the development site and ultimately the development. This will mean heavy traffic volumes,
consisting of large and bulky vehicles in and through a space which is crucial to the safe operation of 370
Pitt Street, and adjacent to deliveries and services crucial to its operation — services and facilities which
have been located in those places for over 30 years.

Indeed, part of the approval originally given for the current building located at 370 Pitt Street by the Council
explicitly required the discharge of the two fire ingresses in question into Carruthers Place. | have already
dealt with the question of accessing the necessary services.

The application appears to gloss over the critical need for appropriate easements and rights to be
registered recognising fire exits, access required for fire hydrants inclusive of the hydrant booster valves
and other services. The need for these matters to be explicitly addressed should be detailed in an
appropriate Management Plan on which Council should insist being in a satisfactory state before
consideration can be given for approval of the proposal.

To do otherwise would potentially place the Council in a most difficult position in the event of any incident
arising from the need to utilise the fire exits or other fire services.

Air Light and Ventilation Matters Arising in Relation to Carruthers Place

Since construction of the building located at 370 Pitt Street, Sydney, The Owners — Strata Plan No. 46628
have enjoyed access to light and air as a result of the location of Carruthers Place.

Indeed, the rear aspect of the building at 370 Pitt Street is significantly reliant upon the air and ventilation
provided by the open space in Carruthers Place and immediately adjoining it.

The proposed development will result in a substantial loss of amenity for the owners and occupants at
370 Pitt Street, Sydney. The openness currently enjoyed will be cut off, and this will be particularly
significant at the rear of the building.

Whilst it is one matter for the Council to sell the land comprising Carruthers Place, it is entirely another
matter to enable that land to facilitate a development which will overshadow, crowd and effectively
“suffocate” other buildings, including the building located at 370 Pitt Street, Sydney.

Nowhere in the proposal is there any acknowledgement of the fact that ventilation to the building (supply,
exhaust and stair pressurisation intake) access to critical fire control room and boosters, as required by
Fire Rescue NSW, are accessed from this laneway.

Matters Arising from Physical Aspects of the Proposed Development

The issues arising from the proposed development are due to the proposal’s:

. location;

SINCE
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City of Sydney 27 February 2024
o size and bulk; and
o its proposed utilisation of all aspects of the street frontage of Pitt Street, including Carruthers Place.

As such, the proposal is out of scale and context for this site.

It is almost impossible to comprehend how significantly the actual development works will impact on the
occupants of 370 Pitt Street, Sydney. Given the nature of the site over which the proposed development
is to take place, it is inevitable that the applicant will seek to utilise Carruthers Place as an access point
for all aspects of the proposed development, including ingress and egress of demolition-related vehicles
and equipment, and ingress and egress of construction related equipment. In part this arises from the
proposal to include the street frontage of the balance of buildings fronting Pitt Street and to incorporate
them within the development. This will, as a matter of course, restrict the ability of the applicant to access
the site other than via Carruthers Place.

As was pointed out earlier in this submission, the frequent accessing of Carruthers Place provides a
substantial and significant hazard to owners and occupants of the strata scheme, putting aside the
amenity issues which arise from that use.

The impact on amenity of occupants of 370 Pitt Street will be impacted during the construction process
even prior to the completion of the proposed development. Such construction will involve the creation of
significant pollutants to the air and ventilation systems available to the occupants of 370 Pitt Street, and
will involve substantial noise impact as part of both the demolition and construction processes, not only
in terms of major percussive equipment and machinery, but also significantly increased heavy vehicle
movement, the operation of diesel and other motorised machinery on a daily basis, and the likely
interruption to the normal ingress and egress of occupants of 370 Pitt Street, Sydney.

Significant traffic management issues arise from the nature of the proposal, none of which are addressed.
The proposal says nothing about the significant issue which will arise in relation to the management of
pedestrians, their need to cross Carruthers Place, and at the same time, the use of Carruthers Place as
a loading bay and also effectively a service road for a large hotel complex.

Practical Matters Arising from the Proposal

The proximity of the proposed development site to 370 Pitt Street raises a number of concerns to the
owners corporation:

. Soil and groundwork management — there is a very real risk of land slippage and ground
displacement occurring during the course of construction and excavation, and/or the potential for
the undermining of support to the land on which 370 Pitt Street is located. At the very least, the
owners corporation would have expected to be presented with appropriate engineering reports
addressing these concerns, and establishing appropriate protocols for their avoidance;

Recent construction events in the wider Sydney area have highlighted the catastrophic
consequences to adjoining landowners of poorly planned construction and excavation work, and
the owners corporation located at 370 Pitt Street does not wish to be joining other strata schemes
as the victims of inappropriately planned development.

. Management and Interruption to Services — the nature of the proposed development will
necessarily impact services of various kinds currently available to SP46628. These issues need
to be addressed explicitly and prior to the granting of any development approval as the operation
of a major commercial building such as this located at 370 Pitt Street cannot be interrupted due to
ad-hoc plans to deal with matters of this kind.
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City of Sydney 27 February 2024

The owners corporation has the benefit of various easements relating to such services and the
proposed utilisation of Carruthers Place will impact upon these services explicitly. However, the
proposal does not seek to deal with these issues in any meaningful way, and the Council needs to
address these specifically and carefully.

Conclusion

Broadly, the proposal sets out development which is out of proportion, fails to appropriately deal with very
real safety and amenity issues, and completely avoids grappling with potential but very real building and
engineering issues.

It is appropriate that the Council require the Applicant to reconsider all of these issues and properly
document proposed solutions to them.

The very real risk is that the Council allows a “concept” to go forward in circumstances where that concept
cannot reasonably be brought to fruition in a way which properly addresses the real and appropriate
concerns of nearby and adjoining landowners and occupants.

Yours faithfully
‘J ACCREDITED SPECIALIST
" PROPERTY LAW

JS MUELLER & CO

Warwick Van Ede | Lawyer
E:
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From:  Warwick Van Ede I

Sent on: Wednesday, February 28, 2024 11:17:14 AM

To: dasubmissions@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au

Subject: Submission - D/2024/36 - 372-374 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000 - Attention Jessica Symons (JSM
43992)

Attachments: Letter - Bill MacKay.pdf (181.93 KB), Approved Plans showing exists and fire boosters.pdf (1.37
MB)

Caution: This email came from outside the organisation. Don't click links or open attachments unless you know the sender,
and were expecting this email.

Dear Jessica,
| act for the owners SP46682 located at 370 Pitt Street, Sydney.

Attached is a submission prepared on their behalf in relation to this application.

Warwick van Ede

Lawyer | BEc LLM T
Accredited Specialist - 3N ¢
Property Law iy svs”

JS Mueller & Co Lawyers

. JS MUELLER & CO

LAWYERS

Level 1, 240 Princes Highway
Arncliffe NSW 2205

T 029562 1266

F 02 9567 8551

E
W muellers.com.au

¥,

- In depth and unmatched experience in and comprehensive knowledge of strata law.

Liability limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legislation.
This message is intended for the addressee named and may contain privileged or confidential information. If you are not the intended recipient you must not
use, disclose, copy or distribute this communication. If you have received this message in error please delete the email and notify the sender.
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27 February 2024
JSMUELLER & CO

LAWYERS
Mr Bill MacKay Our Ref: WVE:AK:43992
Manager, Planning and Assessments Your Ref: D/2024/36
City of Sydney our et

Town Hall House 456 Kent Street
SYDNEY NSW 2000

By Email: council@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au

Dear Mr MacKay

RE: SITE ADDRESS - 372-374, 382A, 376, 378, 380, 382, 372B PITT STREET, SYDNEY NSW
2000

We act for The Owners — Strata Plan No. 46628, located at 370 Pitt Street, Sydney and refer to letter
from Council dated 30 January 2024, being a notification of a proposed development D/2024/36 to modify
Concept Approval (D/2021/504).

Your letter provided an opportunity to make a submission and this letter serves as the owners
corporation’s submission which is addressed to various aspects relating to that proposed development,
each of which we will deal with separately.

Use of former Carruthers Place

The building comprising our strata scheme (SP46628) was designed incorporating features which
assumed the existence of Carruthers Place as a public laneway, and the proposal will significantly impede
those amenity and safety features which were incorporated into 370 Pitt Street based upon that
assumption.

Firstly, and critically, there are fire escape exits the egress for which is to the property formed by
Carruthers Place. | am attaching a diagram which indicates the proximity of the relevant fire egress
points in question.

It is incomprehensible to this strata scheme that approval could be given to a development incorporating
the Carruthers Place land which impacts on both primary and secondary fire safety indicators. The
primary issue is that the proposed development has the capacity to actually impede egress from the
relevant fire egress door in a physical sense.

Indeed, implied threats have been made to the owners corporation in relation to the need for this access
point to be restricted (see correspondence attached).

The secondary point arises in relation to the safety of persons exiting from that fire egress door and in
particular their safety in circumstances where there is likely to be a flow of vehicles and other traffic which
may cause a danger to persons exiting 370 Pitt Street from that point. It is incongruous that Council

NS
o LEVEL 1, M
W muellers.com.au 240 PRINCES HIGHWAY
E enquiries@muellers.com.au ARNCLIFFE NSWw 2205 7347(:5

Vil e T by m schsrmasmmrmmed g Bl Saiamm] Elamdisrds Lomisldis
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would enable and facilitate a safety issue to be brought into existence as part of its planning process for
the benefit of the Applicant.

In addition, fire safety infrastructure for 370 Pitt Street is accessed via Carruthers Place including the
owners corporation’s sprinkler and hydrant systems room. In the owners corporation’s submission, it is
incumbent upon the Applicant to demonstrate appropriate safety measures not only in relation to persons
potentially exiting from the owners corporation’s fire egress, but also appropriate and lawful means by
which the owners corporation’s fire safety systems can be accessed as required.

The current form of the application fails to address these critical issues.

The plans submitted by the applicant provide for a loading bay to be accessed from Carruthers Place,
and servicing the development site and ultimately the development. This will mean heavy traffic volumes,
consisting of large and bulky vehicles in and through a space which is crucial to the safe operation of 370
Pitt Street, and adjacent to deliveries and services crucial to its operation — services and facilities which
have been located in those places for over 30 years.

Indeed, part of the approval originally given for the current building located at 370 Pitt Street by the Council
explicitly required the discharge of the two fire ingresses in question into Carruthers Place. | have already
dealt with the question of accessing the necessary services.

The application appears to gloss over the critical need for appropriate easements and rights to be
registered recognising fire exits, access required for fire hydrants inclusive of the hydrant booster valves
and other services. The need for these matters to be explicitly addressed should be detailed in an
appropriate Management Plan on which Council should insist being in a satisfactory state before
consideration can be given for approval of the proposal.

To do otherwise would potentially place the Council in a most difficult position in the event of any incident
arising from the need to utilise the fire exits or other fire services.

Air Light and Ventilation Matters Arising in Relation to Carruthers Place

Since construction of the building located at 370 Pitt Street, Sydney, The Owners — Strata Plan No. 46628
have enjoyed access to light and air as a result of the location of Carruthers Place.

Indeed, the rear aspect of the building at 370 Pitt Street is significantly reliant upon the air and ventilation
provided by the open space in Carruthers Place and immediately adjoining it.

The proposed development will result in a substantial loss of amenity for the owners and occupants at
370 Pitt Street, Sydney. The openness currently enjoyed will be cut off, and this will be particularly
significant at the rear of the building.

Whilst it is one matter for the Council to sell the land comprising Carruthers Place, it is entirely another
matter to enable that land to facilitate a development which will overshadow, crowd and effectively
“suffocate” other buildings, including the building located at 370 Pitt Street, Sydney.

Nowhere in the proposal is there any acknowledgement of the fact that ventilation to the building (supply,
exhaust and stair pressurisation intake) access to critical fire control room and boosters, as required by
Fire Rescue NSW, are accessed from this laneway.

Matters Arising from Physical Aspects of the Proposed Development

The issues arising from the proposed development are due to the proposal’s:

. location;

SINCE
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o size and bulk; and
o its proposed utilisation of all aspects of the street frontage of Pitt Street, including Carruthers Place.

As such, the proposal is out of scale and context for this site.

It is almost impossible to comprehend how significantly the actual development works will impact on the
occupants of 370 Pitt Street, Sydney. Given the nature of the site over which the proposed development
is to take place, it is inevitable that the applicant will seek to utilise Carruthers Place as an access point
for all aspects of the proposed development, including ingress and egress of demolition-related vehicles
and equipment, and ingress and egress of construction related equipment. In part this arises from the
proposal to include the street frontage of the balance of buildings fronting Pitt Street and to incorporate
them within the development. This will, as a matter of course, restrict the ability of the applicant to access
the site other than via Carruthers Place.

As was pointed out earlier in this submission, the frequent accessing of Carruthers Place provides a
substantial and significant hazard to owners and occupants of the strata scheme, putting aside the
amenity issues which arise from that use.

The impact on amenity of occupants of 370 Pitt Street will be impacted during the construction process
even prior to the completion of the proposed development. Such construction will involve the creation of
significant pollutants to the air and ventilation systems available to the occupants of 370 Pitt Street, and
will involve substantial noise impact as part of both the demolition and construction processes, not only
in terms of major percussive equipment and machinery, but also significantly increased heavy vehicle
movement, the operation of diesel and other motorised machinery on a daily basis, and the likely
interruption to the normal ingress and egress of occupants of 370 Pitt Street, Sydney.

Significant traffic management issues arise from the nature of the proposal, none of which are addressed.
The proposal says nothing about the significant issue which will arise in relation to the management of
pedestrians, their need to cross Carruthers Place, and at the same time, the use of Carruthers Place as
a loading bay and also effectively a service road for a large hotel complex.

Practical Matters Arising from the Proposal

The proximity of the proposed development site to 370 Pitt Street raises a number of concerns to the
owners corporation:

. Soil and groundwork management — there is a very real risk of land slippage and ground
displacement occurring during the course of construction and excavation, and/or the potential for
the undermining of support to the land on which 370 Pitt Street is located. At the very least, the
owners corporation would have expected to be presented with appropriate engineering reports
addressing these concerns, and establishing appropriate protocols for their avoidance;

Recent construction events in the wider Sydney area have highlighted the catastrophic
consequences to adjoining landowners of poorly planned construction and excavation work, and
the owners corporation located at 370 Pitt Street does not wish to be joining other strata schemes
as the victims of inappropriately planned development.

. Management and Interruption to Services — the nature of the proposed development will
necessarily impact services of various kinds currently available to SP46628. These issues need
to be addressed explicitly and prior to the granting of any development approval as the operation
of a major commercial building such as this located at 370 Pitt Street cannot be interrupted due to
ad-hoc plans to deal with matters of this kind.

SINCE
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The owners corporation has the benefit of various easements relating to such services and the
proposed utilisation of Carruthers Place will impact upon these services explicitly. However, the
proposal does not seek to deal with these issues in any meaningful way, and the Council needs to
address these specifically and carefully.

Conclusion

Broadly, the proposal sets out development which is out of proportion, fails to appropriately deal with very
real safety and amenity issues, and completely avoids grappling with potential but very real building and
engineering issues.

It is appropriate that the Council require the Applicant to reconsider all of these issues and properly
document proposed solutions to them.

The very real risk is that the Council allows a “concept” to go forward in circumstances where that concept
cannot reasonably be brought to fruition in a way which properly addresses the real and appropriate
concerns of nearby and adjoining landowners and occupants.

Yours faithfully
‘J ACCREDITED SPECIALIST
" PROPERTY LAW

JS MUELLER & CO

Warwick Van Ede | Lawyer
E:
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From: Jessica Connellan

Sent on: Friday, February 23, 2024 12:23:11 PM

To: dasubmissions@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au; council@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au
Subject: Submission - D/2024/36 - 372-374 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000 - Attention Jessica Symons [STL-
MATTER.FID374197]

Attachments: Letter of Objection - OBJECTION TO AMENDMENT OF CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT
APPLICATION TO MODIFY THE CONCEPT APPROVAL D 2021 1504 - 23.02.24.pdf (160.68
KB)

Caution: This email came from outside the organisation. Don't click links or open attachments unless you know the sender,
and were expecting this email.

Dear Sir/Madam,
Please see attached correspondence sent on behalf of Matthew Shannon.
Kind regards,

Jessica Connellan

Legal Assistant

SHAND TAYLOR LAWYERS
D | Ejc

Level 2 Mosaic Offices 826 Ann St Fortitude Valley | GPO Box 2486 Brisbane Q 4001
T +61 7 3307 4500 | F +61 7 3307 4599

www.shandtaylor.com.au
Shand Taylor Lawyers Pty Ltd ACN 655 157 396

CAUTION ON MONEY TRANSFERS
DO NOT deposit money to an account nominated by us without calling us to verify the account number by telephone

Liability limited by a scheme approved under professional standards legislation.

Privilege is not waived by mistaken delivery of this confidential email.
Please consider the environment before printing.
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23 February 2024

City of Sydney
Town Hall House
456 Kent Street
Sydney NSW 2000

Via email: council@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au & dasubmissions@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au

OBJECTION TO AMENDMENT OF CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION TO MODIFY THE
CONCEPT APPROVAL D/2021/1504

This correspondence is a submission made by:

Name of Submission-maker Sky’s The Limit Enterprises Pty Ltd

Address of Submission-maker C/- Shand Taylor Lawyers Level 2, 826 Ann

Street Fortitude Valley QLD 4006

Electronic Address for Service mshannon@shandtaylor.com.au
mailto:michael@ferraros.com.au

Site address of development application 372-374 PITT STRET, SYDNEY NSW 2000
382A PITT STREET, SYDNEY NSW 2000
376 PITT STREET, SYDNEY NSW 2000
378 PITT STREET, SYDNEY NSW 2000
380 PITT STREET, SYDNEY NSW 2000
382 PITT STREET, SYDNEY NSW 2000
372B PITT STREET, SYDNEY NSW 2000

This submission is made to the Council of the City of Sydney (Council), being the relevant assessment
manager for the Amendment of Concept Development Application D/2024/36.
Preamble

Our office has been engaged by Sky’s The Limit Enterprises Pty Ltd (the Submitter) to prepare this
submission regarding the abovementioned development application.

The Sumbitter is the registered owner of 35/362-370 Pitt Street Sydney (described as Lot 35 on Strata Plan
46628) (Lot 35).

At the outset, the Submitter notes that they support well planned development that respects and makes a
positive contribution to the planned neighbourhood character of our communities.

Privilege is not waived by mistaken delivery of this confidential communication. If there is a problem with this communication please contact us.

Directors Consultants Brisbane Office Sunshine Coast Office
Rod O'Sullivan John Saunders Eevgl 2, 8\2/6 Ann Street k/]eve‘\ 2, 77 Mooloolaba Esplanade
John Sneddon Terry Bethke ortitude Valley QId ooloolaba Qld
Matthew Shannon ) GPO Box 2486 GPO Box 5
Brad Clark Special Counsel Brisbane Qld 4001 Mooloolaba Qid 4557
i . Kaylie Bourke
Richard Waring T +617 3307 4500 T +617 5444 3466
Alex Tuhtan Senior Associates F +617 3307 4599 F +617 5444 2150
Kimberley Forman Ruby Nielsen
Patrick Sherlock Charlie Hodgetts 164 www.shandtaylor.com.au
Annie Kelly Vicky Stott Shand Taylor Lawyers Pty Ltd ACN 655 157 396

Dean Aitchison Liability Limited by a scherme approved under Frofessional Standards Legisiation
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However, the Submitter strongly objects to the proposed development in its current form. The grounds for
the objection are as follows:

1.

Removal of access via Carruthers Place

The documents submitted with the Development Application clearly show that access to Lot 35 will not
be maintained as part of this proposal.

The applicant is proposing to develop the Site (and particularly Carruthers Place) without ensuring proper
access is maintained to Lot 35 (which is bounded on its remaining three sides by existing buildings). Lot
35 is currently used for car parking and has always had access through Carruthers Place.

If approved in its current form, the proposed development will deny access to Lot 35, which would render
Lot 35 landlocked with no practical access and ensure Lot 35 is sterilised from future development.

Further, adjacent sites, including the Sydney Masonic Centre Civic Tower, require fire and vehicular
access via Carruthers Place’.

The proposed development in its current form ought not to be approved as the proposed development
will:

(a) Constitute a safety hazard as it will block a laneway (Carruthers Place) that is required for fire access
from two adjoining buildings, namely the Masonic Centre and 370 Pitt Street;

(b) Block vehicular and pedestrian access from Lot 35; and

(c) Alter the appearance of Pitt Street as Carruthers Place (which is recognised as an existing laneway
in the DCP?) will not be viewed as or be capable of being used as a laneway.

Environmental effects

The Statement of Environmental Effects accompanying the development application is misleading as it
does not recognise part of the site is being used for vehicular and pedestrian access to Lot 35 via
Carruthers Place.

The Statement of Environmental Effects notes that ‘Restricted access is also provided to the rear of the
site for loading and services via a shared vehicular right-of-way to the south from Goulburn Street’,
however, does not consider access to Lot 35 or fire access to adjoining buildings.

Conflict with Central Sydney DCP 1996
The Central Sydney DCP 1996 states that
1. ‘Lanes are an integral part of the public space network in Central Sydney’; and

2. ‘Lanes separate buildings, maintain Central Sydney's characteristic urban grain and permeability,
provide vistas and views through city blocks, and add visual interest to the built environment’ and
‘Lanes contribute significantly to the variety of pedestrian experience in Central Sydney. They can
enrich the urban quality of the city as well as being interesting places for a variety of uses, such as
restaurants, cafes and other activities that attract people and provide opportunities for social
interaction’.

The proposed development conflicts with the Central Sydney DCP 1996, particularly clause 3.1 as:
1. the capacity for Carruthers Place (as a laneway) to be used for pedestrian and vehicular access

will be denied by the proposed development and the appearance of Carruthers Place as a lane
will be lost.

' The City of Sydney Policy for the Management of Laneways in Central Sydney, page 2 ‘Lanes contribute to the pedestrian convenience
and amenity of the city, the servicing of city buildings and the appreciation of the heritage of a city by Providing access to buildings for
vehicles and pedestrians, particularly for service reasons such a;jeg egress or access to carparks and loading docks’.

2 Please see figure 3.1 ‘Lanes and Midblock Connections’ of Ce

ydney DCP 1996.
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4,

2. he removal of Carruthers Place will conflict with the objective of the Central Sydney DCP 1996
to retain and develop lanes as useful and interesting pedestrian connections as well as for service
access and to maintain Central Sydney’s fine urban grain.3

Inconsistency with the objectives for development within the City Centre Zone

The proposed development is inconsistent with the objectives within the City Centre Zone, particularly as
it does not ‘protect the fine-grained urban fabric of Central Sydney especially the existing network of
streets and lanes, and to provide for high quality development that contributes to the existing urban form’.

Impact on easements

The common property in Strata Plan 46628 is benefitted by Easements G319989 and G319990 (the
Easements).

The Easements burden Lots A and B in Deposited Plan 439950, both of which form part of the Site. The
Development Application fails to take into account the rights granted under the Easements, which include
rights to access the burdened areas and rights to maintain and reconstruct the sewer pipes contained
within the burdened areas.

Lower-Level Podium to exceed maximum height of the approved podium envelope

The lower-level podium is proposed to exceed the maximum height of the approved podium envelope as
follows:

e Upto RL 32.68 to accommodate the proposed ‘landscaped vessel.’
e Up to RL 33.88 to accommodate the balustrade above the ‘landscaped vessel'.

e Up to RL 36.48 to accommodate the awning and associated supporting structures above the
proposed landscaped vessel (at Level 4).

Although the Statement of Environmental Effects asserts that there will be no additional adverse impacts
on environmental amenity as a result of the ‘minor increase in street frontage height’, the Submitter
considers that if Council were to allow the lower-level podium to exceed the maximum height of the
approved envelope that the podium will overshadow pedestrians and conflict with City Centre Zone given
the proposed development will not enhance the amenity of community places by protecting sun access.

The Submitter also submits that the proximity of the lower-level podium to adjoining buildings will
adversely affect the amenity of the spaces inside the neighbouring buildings, the quality of space between
the buildings, and visual and acoustic privacy, especially in circumstances where the intended use of the
proposed development is a hotel.

The overall effect will result in a crowded feeling for residents of the adjoining buildings and the users of
Pitt Street.

Conclusion

We consider the Development Application ought not to be approved in its current form as the proposed
development must (at a minimum) be modified:

1.  to retain Carruthers Place as an existing laneway (to reflect the requirements of the DCP#) so
that it can be viewed as and be capable of being used as a laneway (including as a useful and
interesting pedestrian connection as well as for service access) and to maintain Central

3 Further, the Submitter notes that Council’s policy for the Management of Laneways in Central Sydney states:

(@) ‘Laneways have traditionally served a variety of functions in the city from the provision of off-street vehicular and service
access to city buildings to quality secondary pedestrian routes through city blocks’,

(b) ‘Submissions to the Central Sydney Planning Inquiry in August 1992 noted that laneways in the city were being lost and that
therefore something of Sydney's unique scale and character had vanished. This observation was linked to a criticism of the
practice of site amalgamation which it was said had led to projects of a much larger scale and the construction of "gargantuan”
buildings which overwhelmed their neighbours’;

4 Please see figure 3.1 ‘Lanes and Midblock Connections’ of Cer‘L’g@ydney DCP 1996.
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Sydney’s fine urban grain (including the existing network of streets and lanes) and the
appearance of Pitt Street;

to provide an easement for full, free and unimpeded vehicular and pedestrian access to Lot 35
at any time;

to ensure fire access remains to two adjoining buildings, namely the Masonic Centre and 370
Pitt Street;

to take into account the rights granted under the Easements over the Site; and

to reduce the size of the proposed podium to maintain reasonable amenity.

Thank you for your consideration. Please do not hesitate to contact us to discuss this matter.

Yours faithfully

Matthew Shannon

Director

T
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From: Matthew Shannon <mshannon@shandtaylor.com.au> on behalf of Matthew Shannon
<mshannon@shandtaylor.com.au> <Matthew Shannon <mshannon@shandtaylor.com.au>>

Sent on: Monday, April 22, 2024 1:16:26 PM

To: council@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au; dasubmissions@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au

CC: Christian de Blonk Smith <cdeblonksmith(@shandtaylor.com.au>

Subject: Submission - D/2024/36 - 372-374 Pitt Street SYDNEY NSW 2000 [STL-MATTER.FID374197]

Attachments: Letter to City of Sydney, Town Hall House - 22.04.2024(100443268.1).pdf (114.67 KB), ASIC
Organisation Extract Comprehensive - WELL SMART INVESTMENT HOLDING (SYD) PTY LTD
ACN 602 491 985 -22.04.2024(100443289.1).pdf (330.93 KB), Letter of Objection - OBJECTION

TO AMENDMENT OF CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION TO MODIFY THE
CONCEPT APPROVAL D 2021 1504 - 23.02.24.pdf (160.68 KB)

Caution: This email came from outside the organisation. Don't click links or open attachments unless you know the sender,
and were expecting this email.

Hi,

Further to our submission —attached, we provide the attached further correspondence in relation to the deregistration of the
applicant.

We look forward to receiving your response.

Regards,

Matthew Shannon

Director | Property & Commercial

SHAND TAYLOR LAWYERS

Incorporating MUNRO THOMPSON Lawyers

D 07 3307 4506 | E mshannon@shandtaylor.com.au | M 0419 661 736

Level 2 Mosaic Offices 826 Ann St Fortitude Valley | GPO Box 2486 Brisbane Q 4001
T +61 7 3307 4500 | F +61 7 3307 4599

Level 2 77 Mooloolaba Esplanade Mooloolaba | PO Box 5 Mooloolaba Qld 4557
T +617 5444 3466 | F +61 7 5444 2150

www.shandtaylor.com.au
Shand Taylor Lawyers Pty Ltd ACN 655 157 396

CAUTION ON MONEY TRANSFERS
DO NOT deposit money to an account nominated by us without calling us to verify the account number by telephone

Liability limited by a scheme approved under professional standards legislation.

Privilege is not waived by mistaken delivery of this confidential email.
Please consider the environment before printing.
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22 April 2024

City of Sydney

Town Hall House

456 Kent Street

SYDNEY NSW 2000 By Email: council@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au;
dasubmissions@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au

Dear Sir/Madam

OBJECTION TO AMENDMENT OF CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION TO MODIFY THE
CONCEPT APPROVAL D/2021/1504 (D/2024/36)

We confirm we act on behalf of Sky’s The Limit Enterprises Pty Ltd (Submitter).

On 23 February 2024 we lodged a submission on behalf of the Submitter (enclosed) in relation to the
proposed amendment of concept development application to modify the concept approval D/2021/1504
(application).

It has now been brought to our attention that the Applicant, Well Smart Investment Holding (Syd) Pty Limited
is deregistered — see enclosed ASIC extract.

On this basis, the application must be immediately rejected as the purported Applicant has no ability to submit
the application.

Yours faithfully
SHAND TAYLOR LAWYERS

PTWceer e

Matthew Shannon
Director

T 07 3307 4506
E mshannon@shandtaylor.com.au

Privilege is not waived by mistaken delivery of this confidential communication. If there is a problem with this communication please contact us.

Directors Consultants Brisbane Office Sunshine Coast Office
Rod O'Sullivan John Saunders Level 2, 826 Ann Street Level 2, 77 Mooloolaba Esplanade
John Sneddon Terry Bethke Fortitude Valley QId Mooloolaba Qld
Matthew Shannon ) GPO Box 2486 GPO Box 5
Brad Clark Special Counssl Brisbane Qid 4001 Mooloolaba Qid 4557
i . Kaylie Bourke
Richard Waring T +617 3307 4500 T +617 5444 3466
Alex Tuhtan Senior Associates F +617 3307 4599 F +617 5444 2150
Kimberley Forman Ruby Nielsen
Patrick Sherlock Charlie Hodgetts 169 www.shandtaylor.com.au
Annie Kelly Vicky Stott Shand Taylor Lawyers Pty Ltd ACN 655 157 396

#100366572v1

Dean Aitchison Liabilty Limited by a scheme approved under FProfessional Standards Legisiation



WELL SMART INVESTMENT HOLDING

ASIC EXTRACT SNAPSHOT

Date Extracted 22/04/2024

ACN 602491985 Name
ABN 87 602491985

Current Name WELL SMART INVESTMENT HOLDING (SYD) PTYLTD  Status
Registered In Victoria Type
Registration Date 23/10/2014 Class
Review Date 23/10/2023 Sub Class

Company Type ACN (Australian Company Number)
Current Directors 0

Current Secretaries 0

Share Structure

Class Class Type

(creditor)watch - Credit Score (0)

l_

0
Higher Risk

Risk Data Summary

Court Judgments 0 Payment Defaults 0

REVEAL*}? - Company Visualisation

InfoTrack

CURRENT ORGANISATION DETAILS

Start Date

Name Start Date

Disclosing Entity

Insolvency Notices

1

Mercantile Enquiries 0

14/12/2022

WELL SMART INVESTMENT HOLDING (SYD) PTY LTD
23/10/2014

Deregistered

Australian Proprietary Company

Limited By Shares

Proprietary Company

No

Go to Full ASIC Results

Shares Issued Amount Paid

Go to Full Credit Report

Average Australian Proprietary Compary 850

Lower Risk

Credit Enquiries 13

Go to full workspace

Well Smart Investment
Holding (syd) PtyLtd
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https://integrated.infotrack.com.au/Asic/Organisation/GetReportResult?token=qhqqZbHM29zdadOxdNzzfDXq2DT3mbdgxHvxn1Pr2eUaYGSu%2B2fzh5fGJeW2mgtzfzob4VBJ2kz9buS%2B1GNcP02uBT7GtBVDNwBahsCNYJEirLeig0yBr5I6x9MrC7IDvmceNDHXrqfqBA8HUgZ9qqpjDIJMwlG8LzFD0Wmm4gH8RBOMqKENFckgXGSG3a%2B44WVKipNC3%2BmurQVB%2BrBUQXEskp%2B%2FkArJxUaWkld0DMst5qBnqMY%2B1w9wSLQ7%2FBjsMpVbh1VzTPYA2WVzQQTZIg%3D%3D
https://search.infotrack.com.au/order/show/135239550
https://integrated.infotrack.com.au/RevealUI/Workspace/Create/135239544

InfoTrack ASIC InfoTrack
Current Organisation Extract

ASIC Data Extracted 22/04/2024 at 11:19

This extract contains information derived from the AustralianSecurities and Investment Commission's (ASIC) database
undersection 1274A of the Corporations Act 2001.Please advise ASIC of any error or omission which you may identify.

- 602 491 985 WELL SMART INVESTMENT HOLDING (SYD) PTY LTD -

ACN (Australian Document
Company Number): 602 491 985 No.
ABN: 87 602 491 985

Current Name: WELL SMART INVESTMENT HOLDING (SYD) PTY LTD

Registered in: Victoria

Registration Date: 23/10/2014

Review Date: 23/10/2023

Company Bounded By:

- Current Organisation Details -

Name: WELL SMART INVESTMENT HOLDING (SYD) PTY LTD
Name Start Date: 23/10/2014

Status: Deregistered

Date Deregistered: 14/12/2022

Reason Deregistered: SECTION 601AA

Type: Australian Proprietary Company

Class: Limited By Shares

Sub Class: Proprietary Company

- Company Addresses -
- Company Officers -

Note:

A date or address shown as UNKNOWN has not been updated since ASIC took over the records in 1991. For details, order the
appropriate historical state or territory documents, available in microfiche or paper format.

* Check documents listed under ASIC Documents Received for recent changes.

- Share Structure -

*Note:

Share details are not provided if:

(a) The company is not limited by shares; or

(b) The company has been registered less than 18 months and the first Annual Return has not been lodged. Check ASIC
Documents section for recent changes. Documents pertaining to Shares may be ordered via DOCIMAGE.

- Share/Interest Holding -
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- External Administration Documents -

There are no external administration documents held for this organisation.

- Charges -

There are no charges held for this organisation.

Notes:

On 30 January 2012, the Personal Property Securities Register (PPS Register) commenced.

At that time ASIC transferred all details of current charges to the PPS Registrar.

ASIC can only provide details of satisfied charges prior to that date.

Details of current charges, or charge satisfied since 30 January 2012 can be found on the PPS Register, www.ppsr.gov.au.
InfoTrack may cap documents for on-file searches to 250.

- Document List -

Notes:

* Documents already listed under Registered Charges are not repeated here.

* Data from Documents with no Date Processed are not included in this Extract.

* Documents with '0' pages have not yet been imaged and are not available via DOCIMAGE. Imaging takes approximately 2
weeks from date of lodgement.

* The document list for a current/historical extract will be limited unless you requested ALL documents for this extract.

* In certain circumstances documents may be capped at 250.

Form Type Date Received Date Processed No. Pages Effective Date Document No.
6010 07/10/2022 07/10/2022 2 07/10/2022 7TEBX15186
6010 Application For Voluntary Deregistration of a Company
484 24/08/2021 24/08/2021 2 24/08/2021 7EBK70910
484 Change to Company Details
4840 Changes to Share Structure
4841 Notification of Share Cancellation - Capital Reduction
484N Changes to (Members) Share Holdings
484 14/07/2021 14/07/2021 2 14/07/2021 7TEBJ44917
484A2 Change to Company Details Change Member Name or Address
484 07/11/2020 07/11/2020 2 07/11/2020 7EBCO04895
484N Change to Company Details Changes to (Members) Share

Holdings
484 29/01/2019 29/01/2019 2 29/01/2019 7EAI09376
484E Change to Company Details Appointment or Cessation of A

Company Officeholder
484 13/02/2018 13/02/2018 2 13/02/2018 7E9899292
484 Change to Company Details
4840 Changes to Share Structure
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484G
484N

484
484
4840
484G
484N

384
384

484
484
484A1
484A2

484
484A1

384
384

484
484E

384
384

484
484N

484
484

4848
484C

201
201C

Notification of Share Issue
Changes to (Members) Share Holdings

08/12/2017 08/12/2017 2
Change to Company Details
Changes to Share Structure
Notification of Share Issue
Changes to (Members) Share Holdings

27/09/2017 03/10/2017 1
Notification of Resol. By Directors of a Small Pty Company
Controlled By a Foreign Coy Which Is Not Part of Large Group

04/04/2017 04/04/2017 2
Change to Company Details
Change Officeholder Name or Address
Change Member Name or Address

03/04/2017 03/04/2017 2
Change to Company Details Change Officeholder Name Or
Address

15/09/2016 16/09/2016 1
Notification of Resol. By Directors of a Small Pty Company
Controlled By a Foreign Coy Which Is Not Part of Large Group

01/02/2016 01/02/2016 2
Change to Company Details Appointment or Cessation of A
Company Officeholder

14/09/2015 30/09/2015 2
Notification of Resol. By Directors of a Small Pty Company
Controlled By a Foreign Coy Which Is Not Part of Large Group

03/03/2015 03/03/2015 2
Change to Company Details Changes to (Members) Share
Holdings

04/12/2014 04/12/2014 2
Change to Company Details
Change of Registered Address
Change of Principal Place of Business (Address)

23/10/2014 23/10/2014 3
Application For Registration as a Proprietary Company

- Company Contact Addresses -

*** End of Document ***
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27/09/2017

04/04/2017

03/04/2017
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01/02/2016

14/09/2015

03/03/2015

04/12/2014

23/10/2014

7TE9726969

030127996

7E8939410

7E8936065

029737294

7E7657489

029397519

7E6765220
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creditor)watch

Credit Report

Name WELL SMART INVESTMENT HOLDING (SYD) PTY LTD
ABN 87602491985
ACN 602491985
Document Type Credit Report
Report Generated 22-04-2024 at 11:19
ASIC Extract Not Included

ASIC Extract Status Not Included
Credit Report v Included
RiskScore + Included
Payment Rating Not Included
CW Bankruptcy Check (PIRS) Not Included
ASIC Data (On File) Not Included
ASIC Current Extract Not Included
ASIC Current & Historical Not Included
PPSR ACN Not Included
PPSR ABN Not Included
PPSR Business Name Not Included
Append Docs Lodged v Included
Append Business Names v Included
Append Credit Enquiries v Included

Report Generated: 22-04-2024

ASIC Extract: Not Included (Cl‘ed itovaatch 10f 12

ASIC Extract Status: ASIC Extract Recommended



Summary

o~ ,
te % F/O 13 Credit A Deregistered

Default Risk Enquiries

No Registered No Court No Mercantile
Defaults Actions Enquiries

- Important Cross
1 ASIC No Critical ASIC Dirpectorshi .
Published Notices Documents : P
Not Available
Adverse
Risk Data Detected - Review Required
Risk Category Risk Level Risk Overview
ASIC Published Notice High There are asic published notices connected to this company
. . . . Business entity is cancelled. An ABR status of cancelled means the business may have
Australian Business Registry High )
ceased trading.
ASIC Status High The company is deregistered

Report Generated: 22-04-2024

ASIC Extract: Not Included (CI‘EC' itopgvatch 20f 12

ASIC Extract Status: ASIC Extract Recommended



ABR Data
Main Name
ABN
Registered Date
Entity Status
Entity Type
GST Status
Main Physical Address

ABN Last Updated

ASIC Data

Name

ACN

Registered Date
Deregistered Date
Next Review Date
Status

Company Type
Class

Subclass

Locality

Regulator

Report Generated: 22-04-2024
ASIC Extract: Not Included

ASIC Extract Status: ASIC Extract Recommended

WELL SMART INVESTMENT HOLDING (SYD) PTY LTD

87 602 491985

23-10-2014

Cancelled (from 07-10-2022)

Australian Private Company

Not currently registered for GST

VIC 3101 (from 01-02-2016)

07-10-2022

WELL SMART INVESTMENT HOLDING (SYD) PTY LTD

602 491985

23-10-2014

14-12-2022

23-10-2023

Deregistered

Australian Proprietary Company

Limited By Shares

Proprietary Company

Not Available

Australian Securities & Investments Commission

(creditop)watch

3o0f12



Industry

Financial and Insurance Services
Finance

Financial Asset Investing
Financial Asset Investing

ANZSIC Classification

Activities of holding companies
NACE Classification Trusts, funds and similar financial entities
Other financial service activities, except insurance and pension funding n.e.c.

Report Generated: 22-04-2024

ASIC Extract: Not Included (CI‘EC' itopyvatch 40f 12

ASIC Extract Status: ASIC Extract Recommended



RiskScore

‘- RiskScore Information
.“ | e F credit rating

e 0 out of 850 points
e Risk level Default

Average for similar entities

4 Higher risk Lower risk »

F RiskScore advice for the F Range

Rati Entity has become insolvent or does not have the ability to trade
ating

Entity has a 100% chance of default within the next 12 months.

RiskScore Historical Information
Within the last 12 Months

Al
A2
A3
Bl
B2
B3
C1

Cc3

RiskScore Rating

D1
D2
D3

F L L L L L L 4 @ @ L 4 L 4 L @
May 23 Jun23 Jul23 Aug23 Sep23 Oct23 Nov23 Dec23 Jan24 Feb24 Mar24 Apr24 Today

-~ Entity RiskScore =+ Industry RiskScore

© The CreditorWatch RiskScore is the most advanced algorithm in the market and is designed to ensure you make the right decision. The
RiskScore has been developed using the latest machine learning techniques in combination with CreditorWatch’s extensive data. The
CreditorWatch RiskScore should be used in partnership with your internal credit procedures and policies.

What is “probability of default”?
This is the likelihood that an entity will NOT be able to meet their financial commitments in the next 12 months eg: pay an invoice.

Report Generated: 22-04-2024

ASIC Extract: Not Included (CI‘EC' itO{)éNatCh 5 of 12

ASIC Extract Status: ASIC Extract Recommended



Score Recommendations

RiskScore Rating

A1, A2, A3

B1, B2

B3, C1

C2

C3

D1,D2,D3

Risk Level

Very Low

Low

Neutral

Acceptable

Potential
Risk

High

Impaired

Defaulted

Recommendation

Very strong credit quality based on behavioural and business demographics. Likelihood of
default or insolvency is considered very low. Extend terms within consideration.

Strong credit quality based on behavioural and business demographics. Likelihood of
default or insolvency is considered very low. Extend terms within consideration.

Lower than average default risk for an Australian business. Business demographics and
behaviours indicative of low likelihood of default or insolvency in the short to medium
term. Extend terms and monitor ongoing payment behaviour.

Average default risk for an Australian business. Standard underwriting criteria and due
diligence recommended prior to extending credit. Extend terms, closely monitor ongoing
payment behaviour.

Behaviours and business demographics may indicate increased risk for some businesses
in this group. Assessment of the entity's financial position and cashflow is recommended

prior to extending material unsecured credit.

Risk of default or insolvency is significantly higher than the average for Australian
businesses. COD trading highly recommended.

Entity is highly vulnerable to default or insolvency in the short term.

One or more creditors has initiated legal proceedings or other significant actions in
response to unpaid debt obligations, or the entity is entering or has entered insolvency.

© Please note that the rating and recommendation should be used in partnership with your company’s internal credit procedures and

policies. The rating should not be used as the sole reason in making decision about the entity.

Report Generated: 22-04-2024
ASIC Extract: Not Included

ASIC Extract Status: ASIC Extract Recommended

(creditor)yvatch 6of 12



Credit Enquiries

13 3
Last 5 Years Last 12 Months

Credit Enquiries
Within the last 12 Months

3
o 2
=
3
o
c
w
e
|gl

0

Apr 23 May 23 Jun 23 Jul 23 Aug 23 Sep 23 Oct 23 Nov 23 Dec 23 Jan 24 Feb 24 Mar 24 Apr 24

-~ Enquiries

Enquiries Ordered by Industry

Industry (ANZSIC Division) No of Enquiries
Information Media and Telecommunications (J) 2
Professional, Scientific and Technical Services (M) 1
Total Enquiries (within the last 12 months) 3

Enquiries Ordered by Date

Industry (ANZSIC Division) Date

Information Media and Telecommunications (J) 22-04-2024
Information Media and Telecommunications (J) 29-02-2024
Professional, Scientific and Technical Services (M) 20-02-2024

© Credit enquiries provide an indication of the number of times an entity's credit file has been accessed. For credit enquiries performed in
the last 12 months, the date of the enquiry and the industry of the business, sole trader or individual performing the credit enquiry is
detailed in the graph and table.

Report Generated: 22-04-2024

ASIC Extract: Not Included (CI‘Ed itoﬂgvatch 70f 12

ASIC Extract Status: ASIC Extract Recommended



Risk Data

Court Actions

Court Details Plaintiff Action Nature of the Claim Amount

©

No Court Actions

@ CreditorWatch aggregate data from courts around Australia to provide a summary of court actions against an entity. When available, details
of the action include location, case number, state, plaintiff, nature of the claim, action type and dollar amount.

Payment Defaults

Added Invoice Due Submitted By Amount Status

©

No Payment Defaults Lodged

@ A default indicates that the debtor has failed to make a payment for goods or services. Payment Defaults are unique to CreditorWatch and
can have one of three statuses: outstanding, partial payment or settled.

Tax Defaults

Date Added Date Updated Submitted By Status Amount

©

No Tax Defaults Lodged

@O A tax default indicates that a business has overdue tax payments and has failed to respond to a notice of disclosure by The Australian
Taxation Office (ATO). Tax defaults are only lodged on debts that are over 90 days overdue and are over a value of $100,000.

Report Generated: 22-04-2024

ASIC Extract: Not Included (CI‘Ed itO{Q yvatch 8 of 12

ASIC Extract Status: ASIC Extract Recommended



Mercantile Enquiries

Enquiry Date Mercantile Agent

©

No Mercantile Enquiries Lodged

© A Mercantile enquiry is an indication that a mercantile agency (or debt collection agency) has conducted an enquiry on this entity for the
purpose of debt collection.

Report Generated: 22-04-2024

ASIC Extract: Not Included (CI‘EC' itoﬂyvatch 9 of 12

ASIC Extract Status: ASIC Extract Recommended



Status Changes

ASIC Entity Status Changes

Change Date ASIC Status
14-12-2022 Deregistered (Current status)
07-10-2022 Strike-Off Action In Progress
23-10-2014 Registered

© The most common ASIC entity statuses are: registered, deregistered, external administration and strike-off action in progress. This section
identifies if there have any been changes to the status of the entity’s ACN, and the date the changes have occurred.

ABR Entity Status Changes

Change Date ABR Status
23-10-2014 Active (Current status)
07-10-2022 Cancelled

© An ABN can either have an ABR entity status of active or cancelled. This section identifies if there have been any changes to the status of
the entity’s ABN, and the date the changes have occurred.

GST Status Changes

Change Date GST Status
30-09-2022 Not Registered for GST (Current status)
23-10-2014 Registered for GST

© An ABN can either be registered for GST, or not currently registered for GST. This section identifies if there have been any changes to the
entity’s GST registration, and the date the changes have occurred.

Report Generated: 22-04-2024

ASIC Extract: Not Included (Cl‘ed itoﬂgvatch 10 of 12

ASIC Extract Status: ASIC Extract Recommended



Business Names

Registered Business Index

Business Name Status Registered Number Address

There are no business name extracts registered to this company

Registered Business Names
Name Business Name Type Source
WELL SMART INVESTMENT HOLDING (SYD) PTY LTD Main Name ABR

O Business names are derived from two data sources, one of which is basic information provided by ABR. The other comes from the business
names extract index which, when available, includes the owner of the business name and registered business address.

Report Generated: 22-04-2024

ASIC Extract: Not Included (CI‘EC' itoﬂxvatch 11 0f 12

ASIC Extract Status: ASIC Extract Recommended



Appendix

Disclaimer

CreditorWatch is committed to ensuring that the information provided is accurate and comprehensive however due to data being received from
sources not controlled by CreditorWatch we cannot guarantee that it is complete, verified or free of errors. To the extent permitted by law,
CreditorWatch will not be held responsible for any errors or omissions therein concerning the information sourced and published in its publications,
websites, APl or emails.

Report Generated: 22-04-2024

ASIC Extract: Not Included (creditoﬂgvatch 12 of 12

ASIC Extract Status: ASIC Extract Recommended



Workspace: WELL SMART INVESTMENT HOLDING (SYD) PTY LTD ACN 602 491 985
Matter: 135131-10

Created: 22/04/2024 11:19 AM R EV EAL *-;;ZI

Well Smart Investment
Holding (syd) Pty Ltd

InfoTrack shall not be liable to the User in negligence or otherwise in respect of anything done, omitted, modified or done by the User in reliance in whole or in part on the Service including any
assistance or demonstration provided to the User by InfoTrack and InfoTrack's liability to the User shall in any event be limited to the amount of the fees charged for the particular service to

which such liability relates I'nfoTrack
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23 February 2024

City of Sydney
Town Hall House
456 Kent Street
Sydney NSW 2000

Via email: council@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au & dasubmissions@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au

OBJECTION TO AMENDMENT OF CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION TO MODIFY THE
CONCEPT APPROVAL D/2021/1504

This correspondence is a submission made by:

Name of Submission-maker Sky’s The Limit Enterprises Pty Ltd

Address of Submission-maker C/- Shand Taylor Lawyers Level 2, 826 Ann

Street Fortitude Valley QLD 4006

Electronic Address for Service mshannon@shandtaylor.com.au
mailto:michael@ferraros.com.au

Site address of development application 372-374 PITT STRET, SYDNEY NSW 2000
382A PITT STREET, SYDNEY NSW 2000
376 PITT STREET, SYDNEY NSW 2000
378 PITT STREET, SYDNEY NSW 2000
380 PITT STREET, SYDNEY NSW 2000
382 PITT STREET, SYDNEY NSW 2000
372B PITT STREET, SYDNEY NSW 2000

This submission is made to the Council of the City of Sydney (Council), being the relevant assessment
manager for the Amendment of Concept Development Application D/2024/36.
Preamble

Our office has been engaged by Sky’s The Limit Enterprises Pty Ltd (the Submitter) to prepare this
submission regarding the abovementioned development application.

The Sumbitter is the registered owner of 35/362-370 Pitt Street Sydney (described as Lot 35 on Strata Plan
46628) (Lot 35).

At the outset, the Submitter notes that they support well planned development that respects and makes a
positive contribution to the planned neighbourhood character of our communities.

Privilege is not waived by mistaken delivery of this confidential communication. If there is a problem with this communication please contact us.

Directors Consultants Brisbane Office Sunshine Coast Office
Rod O'Sullivan John Saunders Eevgl 2, 8\2/6 Ann Street k/]eve‘\ 2, 77 Mooloolaba Esplanade
John Sneddon Terry Bethke ortitude Valley QId ooloolaba Qld
Matthew Shannon ) GPO Box 2486 GPO Box 5
Brad Clark Special Counsel Brisbane Qld 4001 Mooloolaba Qid 4557
i . Kaylie Bourke
Richard Waring T +617 3307 4500 T +617 5444 3466
Alex Tuhtan Senior Associates F +617 3307 4599 F +617 5444 2150
Kimberley Forman Ruby Nielsen
Patrick Sherlock Charlie Hodgetts 187 www.shandtaylor.com.au
Annie Kelly Vicky Stott Shand Taylor Lawyers Pty Ltd ACN 655 157 396

Dean Aitchison Liability Limited by a scherme approved under Frofessional Standards Legisiation
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However, the Submitter strongly objects to the proposed development in its current form. The grounds for
the objection are as follows:

1.

Removal of access via Carruthers Place

The documents submitted with the Development Application clearly show that access to Lot 35 will not
be maintained as part of this proposal.

The applicant is proposing to develop the Site (and particularly Carruthers Place) without ensuring proper
access is maintained to Lot 35 (which is bounded on its remaining three sides by existing buildings). Lot
35 is currently used for car parking and has always had access through Carruthers Place.

If approved in its current form, the proposed development will deny access to Lot 35, which would render
Lot 35 landlocked with no practical access and ensure Lot 35 is sterilised from future development.

Further, adjacent sites, including the Sydney Masonic Centre Civic Tower, require fire and vehicular
access via Carruthers Place’.

The proposed development in its current form ought not to be approved as the proposed development
will:

(a) Constitute a safety hazard as it will block a laneway (Carruthers Place) that is required for fire access
from two adjoining buildings, namely the Masonic Centre and 370 Pitt Street;

(b) Block vehicular and pedestrian access from Lot 35; and

(c) Alter the appearance of Pitt Street as Carruthers Place (which is recognised as an existing laneway
in the DCP?) will not be viewed as or be capable of being used as a laneway.

Environmental effects

The Statement of Environmental Effects accompanying the development application is misleading as it
does not recognise part of the site is being used for vehicular and pedestrian access to Lot 35 via
Carruthers Place.

The Statement of Environmental Effects notes that ‘Restricted access is also provided to the rear of the
site for loading and services via a shared vehicular right-of-way to the south from Goulburn Street’,
however, does not consider access to Lot 35 or fire access to adjoining buildings.

Conflict with Central Sydney DCP 1996
The Central Sydney DCP 1996 states that
1. ‘Lanes are an integral part of the public space network in Central Sydney’; and

2. ‘Lanes separate buildings, maintain Central Sydney's characteristic urban grain and permeability,
provide vistas and views through city blocks, and add visual interest to the built environment’ and
‘Lanes contribute significantly to the variety of pedestrian experience in Central Sydney. They can
enrich the urban quality of the city as well as being interesting places for a variety of uses, such as
restaurants, cafes and other activities that attract people and provide opportunities for social
interaction’.

The proposed development conflicts with the Central Sydney DCP 1996, particularly clause 3.1 as:
1. the capacity for Carruthers Place (as a laneway) to be used for pedestrian and vehicular access

will be denied by the proposed development and the appearance of Carruthers Place as a lane
will be lost.

' The City of Sydney Policy for the Management of Laneways in Central Sydney, page 2 ‘Lanes contribute to the pedestrian convenience
and amenity of the city, the servicing of city buildings and the appreciation of the heritage of a city by Providing access to buildings for
vehicles and pedestrians, particularly for service reasons such a;jeg egress or access to carparks and loading docks’.

2 Please see figure 3.1 ‘Lanes and Midblock Connections’ of Ce

ydney DCP 1996.
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4,

2. he removal of Carruthers Place will conflict with the objective of the Central Sydney DCP 1996
to retain and develop lanes as useful and interesting pedestrian connections as well as for service
access and to maintain Central Sydney’s fine urban grain.3

Inconsistency with the objectives for development within the City Centre Zone

The proposed development is inconsistent with the objectives within the City Centre Zone, particularly as
it does not ‘protect the fine-grained urban fabric of Central Sydney especially the existing network of
streets and lanes, and to provide for high quality development that contributes to the existing urban form’.

Impact on easements

The common property in Strata Plan 46628 is benefitted by Easements G319989 and G319990 (the
Easements).

The Easements burden Lots A and B in Deposited Plan 439950, both of which form part of the Site. The
Development Application fails to take into account the rights granted under the Easements, which include
rights to access the burdened areas and rights to maintain and reconstruct the sewer pipes contained
within the burdened areas.

Lower-Level Podium to exceed maximum height of the approved podium envelope

The lower-level podium is proposed to exceed the maximum height of the approved podium envelope as
follows:

e Upto RL 32.68 to accommodate the proposed ‘landscaped vessel.’
e Up to RL 33.88 to accommodate the balustrade above the ‘landscaped vessel'.

e Up to RL 36.48 to accommodate the awning and associated supporting structures above the
proposed landscaped vessel (at Level 4).

Although the Statement of Environmental Effects asserts that there will be no additional adverse impacts
on environmental amenity as a result of the ‘minor increase in street frontage height’, the Submitter
considers that if Council were to allow the lower-level podium to exceed the maximum height of the
approved envelope that the podium will overshadow pedestrians and conflict with City Centre Zone given
the proposed development will not enhance the amenity of community places by protecting sun access.

The Submitter also submits that the proximity of the lower-level podium to adjoining buildings will
adversely affect the amenity of the spaces inside the neighbouring buildings, the quality of space between
the buildings, and visual and acoustic privacy, especially in circumstances where the intended use of the
proposed development is a hotel.

The overall effect will result in a crowded feeling for residents of the adjoining buildings and the users of
Pitt Street.

Conclusion

We consider the Development Application ought not to be approved in its current form as the proposed
development must (at a minimum) be modified:

1.  to retain Carruthers Place as an existing laneway (to reflect the requirements of the DCP#) so
that it can be viewed as and be capable of being used as a laneway (including as a useful and
interesting pedestrian connection as well as for service access) and to maintain Central

3 Further, the Submitter notes that Council’s policy for the Management of Laneways in Central Sydney states:

(@) ‘Laneways have traditionally served a variety of functions in the city from the provision of off-street vehicular and service
access to city buildings to quality secondary pedestrian routes through city blocks’,

(b) ‘Submissions to the Central Sydney Planning Inquiry in August 1992 noted that laneways in the city were being lost and that
therefore something of Sydney's unique scale and character had vanished. This observation was linked to a criticism of the
practice of site amalgamation which it was said had led to projects of a much larger scale and the construction of "gargantuan”
buildings which overwhelmed their neighbours’;

4 Please see figure 3.1 ‘Lanes and Midblock Connections’ of Cer]h&%ydney DCP 1996.
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Sydney’s fine urban grain (including the existing network of streets and lanes) and the
appearance of Pitt Street;

2.  to provide an easement for full, free and unimpeded vehicular and pedestrian access to Lot 35
at any time;

3.  to ensure fire access remains to two adjoining buildings, namely the Masonic Centre and 370
Pitt Street;

4.  to take into account the rights granted under the Easements over the Site; and

5.  toreduce the size of the proposed podium to maintain reasonable amenity.

Thank you for your consideration. Please do not hesitate to contact us to discuss this matter.

Yours faithfully
SHAND TAYLOR LAWYERS

7TWceeriezes

Matthew Shannon
Director

T 07 3307 4506
E mshannon@shandtaylor.com.au
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