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Growing with Pride

Filer No. 145-571-1

16 May 2018

Director, Employment Policy and Systems
Department of Planning and Environment
GPO Box 39

Sydney NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

Blacktown City Council submission on the Planning for the Future of Retail
Discussion Paper and proposed amendments to the retail land use
definitions

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Planning for the Future of Retail
Discussion Paper and the proposed amendments to the retail land use definitions.

We generally support a strategic review on the future of retail and a focus on a centres
based approach. However, there are aspects of the proposal that we question or do not
support.

In particular, we do not support the growth of unplanned retail outside of recognised and
defined centres, mandating open zones or establishing retail innovation provisions. We
also do not support the proposed definition of ‘specialised retail premises’.

Our detailed submission on the discussion paper and the proposed retail land use
definitions is included as attachment 1.

If you would like to discuss this matter further, please contact Glen Weekley, Team
Leader Strategic Planning, on 9839 6236.

Yours faithfully,

Director Design and Development

Council Chambers « 62 Flushcombe Road « Blacktown NSW 2148
Telephone: (02) 9839 6000 « Facsimile: (02) 9831-1961 « DX 8117 Blacktown
Email: council@blacktown.nsw.gov.au « Website: www.blacktown.nsw.gov.au
All correspondence to: The General Manager « PO Box 63 « Blacktown NSW 2148



IMPORTANT ENGLISH

This letter contains important information. If you do not understand it, please come to Council’s Administration Centre
and discuss the letter with Council staff who will arrange interpreter services.

o A
Tty & clgongis o) 13) Zals il slace e (5 gin Al ) 038
‘_)..\ﬂ\j UAAA_“ LsALJA&A‘\.‘Lm),“ ‘\_u.B\JAJ ).uLA.‘\ \A)L\\ )S)AJ

A e Cladd s iy () ga shan

[TPOXOXH EAAHNIKA
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IMPORTANTE ITALIANO

Questa lettera contiene informazioni importanti. Se non la
capisci, sei invitato a venire al Centro amministrativo del
Municipio per parlare della lettera con gli impiegati del
Municipio, i quali organizzeranno i servizi di un interprete.

IMPORTANTE TAGALOG

Anglihamnaitoaynaglalamanng mahalagangimpormasyon.
Kung ito ay hindi ninyo maintindihan, makipagkita sa
empleyado ng Konseho sa Sentro ng Administrasyon ng
Konseho (Council’s Administration Centre) upang mapag-
usapan ito. Ang serbisyo sa pagpapaliwanag ay ihahanda
para sa iyo.

IMPORTANTE ESPANOL

Esta carta contiene informacion importante. Si usted no la
entendiera, le rogamos venir a las oficinas administrativas
del municipio (Council’s Administration Cenlre) para tratar
la carta con un funcionario municipal, quien se encargara de
proporcionarle los servicios de un intérprete.

ONEMLI TURKCE
Bu mektup dnemli bilgiler icerir. Mektubu anlayamazsaniz
litfen Belediye'nin Yonetim Merkezi'ne gelip Belediye’nin
terciimanlik hizmetlerini ayarlayacak olan gérevliler ile
eoristiniiz.

VAZNO HRVATSKI
Ovo pismo sadrzi vaznu informaciju. Ako ga ne razumijete,
molimo dodite u administrativni centar Opc¢inskog Odbora
i razgovarajte o pismu s opc¢inskim osobljem, koje ¢e se
pobrinuti za fumaca.
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IMPORTANTI MALTI

Din l-ittra fiha l'lghril'imporldnli Jekk int ma tistax tifhimha,
jekk joghgbok ejja fie-Centru ta’ l-Amministrazzjoni tal-
KCunsill biex tiddiskuti l-ittra ma’ I-istaft tal-Kunsill u dawn
jirrangawlek biex ikollok servizz ta” interpretu.

BAJKHO CPTICKIM

OBo nuemo caapiil Baikie nudopmanuje. Ao ra He
pazyaere, mominMo johure y AAMIHICTPATHBHI LEHTap
onuITHHCKOr ogdopa M ropasrosapajre 0 MiCMy  ca
OIIITHHCKIM 0c00JbeM, Koje hie ce noOpiuyTi 3a Tymaua.

TAUA FAA-SAMOA

O lenei tusi o loo iai ni faamatalaga taua. A ¢ I&¢ malamalama
jai, faamolemole sust mai i le Council’s Administration
Centre ma talatalanoa ai i le aufaigaluega a le Council e ala i
se tagata faalilivupu va fatulagaina.

QUAN TRONG TIENG VIET

Cé nhing tin te quan trong trong bire thir nay. Néu quy vi
khéng hiéu, xin vui long dén Trung Tam Hanh Chanh cua
Hoi Dong va thao ludn la thu nay véi nhin vién cia Hoi
Péng Thanh Phé. Nhan vién nay sé dan xép dé dich vu thong
ngon gitip quy vi.

WAZNE POLSKI

Niniejszy list zawiera wazne informacje. Zglo$ si¢ do
Osrodka Administracji Lokalnej (Council s Administration
Centre), jesli go nie rozumiesz i chcesz w tej sprawie
porozmawiac¢. Pracownik administracji zorganizuje
thumacza.
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Attachment 1

Blacktown City Council submission

Planning for the future of retail

Planning for the Future of Retail: Discussion Paper

a. Direction 1: Better local strategic planning for retail

We generally support a focus on centres by:

e establishing long-term place-based outcomes for retail
e updating local retail strategies
e aligning the strategic narrative and planning controls.

b. Direction 2: A modern approach to retail development that reflects a range
of retail formats in centres

We support a focus on retail activity being located within a defined hierarchy of
centres across the City. This enables focused investment in supporting infrastructure
and the promotion of higher density mixed use residential environments. We do not
support the growth of unplanned retail outside of recognised and defined centres.

Clusters of out-of-centre retailing are generally not supported by public transport,
social infrastructure, higher density housing, investment in the public domain, nor
have the activation and vibrancy that we plan to achieve in identified centres. Any
such recognition would detract from planned growth, investment and impact of the
viability of identified centres. We therefore strongly oppose the recognition of large-
format retail clusters as centres.

c. Direction 3: Adaptability and certainty for retail

We do not support the direction of creating open zones or establishing a retail
innovation provision to allow undefined or prohibited land uses to be potentially
permitted. Applying a universal approach is completely contrary to the strategic
place-based approach that is promoted in Direction 1.

We are concerned that we could not implement our strategic place-based intent for a
centre through the use of a universal open zoning approach. The current system of
‘closed zoning’ allows us to apply the most appropriate land use zone and determine
land uses that meet our strategic intent. There is not enough detail in the Discussion
Paper to determine the implications of such an approach.

An open zone approach would lead to developers focusing on land uses that create
the greatest yield return, as opposed to creating the best place-based outcome for a
centre. The result could lead to a greater focus on residential development in our
centres that could limit the ability for retail uses to operate. Whilst we are not



opposed to residential development, it needs to be balanced in a mixed use
environment, to ensure that centres have the right land use mix to enable them to
function and not be dominated by a single use, especially along main streets that we
are trying to activate. Furthermore, an open zone enables completely inappropriate
land uses to be located in a centre, which again could undermine the local place-
based intent for the centre.

Amendments to retail land use definitions

a. New land use definition for ‘artisan premises’

We generally have no objection to the proposed new land use definition of ‘artisan
premises’. We do however question the need for the definition given the existing
definitions of ‘light industry’ and ‘food and drink premises’. We also don’t support it
being a mandated use in the IN1, IN2, B5, B6 or B7 zones.

‘Artisan premises’ may be suitable in inner city locations where IN1, IN2, B5, B6 or
B7 land use zones are often in walking distance to neighbouring residential areas or
form part of large renewal projects. However, in Western Sydney industrial zones are
located considerable distance from residential areas, centres and public transport.
They are car and truck dependent given the nature of industrial activity being
conducted in these locations.

We believe that ‘artisan premises’ would be appropriate in many of our centres (B1,
B2, B3 and B4 zones) where we already permit ‘food and drink premises’ and other
forms of retail. They could well be that new use that could activate or regenerate
many smaller underutilised centres throughout Sydney that are struggling to compete
with larger supermarkets and shopping centres.

Whilst we don’t object to the use, we question the need for a further definition,
particularly when the whole concept of investigating the retail sector is to reduce
complexity. Adding new definitions increases the complexity in the planning system
and is contrary to the whole objective of the Discussion Paper.

We believe that the proposed definition of ‘artisan premises’ is already covered under
the existing definitions in the Standard Instrument LEP. The existing definition of ‘light
industry’ is the carrying out of an ‘industrial activity’, which includes ‘production’ and
‘processing’ of ‘goods, substances, food, products’. The existing definition of
‘industrial retail outlet’ enables the ‘display or sale’ of the goods manufactured on
site. Similarly, the existing definition of ‘retail premises’ is broad enough to cover the
selling of items, and includes ‘cellar door premises’ and ‘food and drink premises’.

b. Amended land use definition of ‘garden centre’

We are not opposed to the amended definition of ‘garden centre’.

c. New land use definition of ‘local distribution premises’

The size, location and operation of a ‘warehouse or distribution centre’ is determined
by a number of factors, such as the availability of land and floor space, and



development costs, as well as truck accessibility and the location of markets that they
are serving.

We therefore don’t believe a new definition that proposes to focus on ‘local’
distribution is necessary as it will have no effect on the number or location of new
warehouse or distribution centres.

Furthermore, the wording in the proposed new definition is unclear, impractical and
unenforceable as there is limited ability to differentiate between a ‘warehouse or
distribution centre’ that services a ‘local’ market as opposed to a broader market.

d. New land use definition of ‘neighbourhood supermarket’

Similar to ‘local distribution premises’, we don’t believe that a new definition of
‘neighbourhood supermarket’ is warranted. The size, location and operation of a
‘shop’ is determined by a number of factors, such as the availability of land and floor
space, costs, accessibility and the catchment that they are serving. The existing
definition of a ‘shop’, without any floor space restrictions, sufficiently covers the
intended use in the B1 zone.

e. Replace the land use definition of ‘bulky goods premises’ with ‘specialised
retail premises’

We strongly object to the proposed new definition of ‘specialised retail premises’. We
feel that the definition will negatively impact on the viability of existing and planned
centres, and is contrary to the principles outlined in the Greater Sydney Region Plan
and the District Plans.

In particular, the inclusion of food, clothing and footwear as part of one of the listed
categories of retailing enables uses to operate in locations away from a centre. For
example, the definition would enable a department store (eg. Myer, David Jones,
Kmart, Target or Big W) to be permissible in an out-of-centre location as they sell
household appliances, party supplies, baby and children’s goods, as well as food,
clothing and footwear.

We do not associate the concentration of ‘bulky goods premises’ (‘specialised retail
premises’) with traditional town centres focused on place-based planning outcomes.
Town centres are places where we want higher density residential, retail, commercial
and business activity, town plazas and community facilities, and are generally
serviced by public transport. We need to protect our existing and planned centres
from the unplanned concentrations of ‘bulky goods premises’ that undermines their
viability.

We do not support the simplifying of the definition as it broadens its application
substantially, to the detriment of real town centres.






