
 

 

Our ref 18098 

7 July 2022 
 
Sarah Glennan 
Director, Industrial Lands Policy Review  
by email 
 
Dear Sarah 
 
RE: Industrial Lands Policy Review  - Classification of Land  

(166 Epping Road Lane Cove West) 
 
We refer to the above, your email of 27 April 2022 and your recent webinar on the matter.  
The substance of this letter was prepared prior to the issuing of your ‘Review Findings 
Paper’ a notwithstanding the comments made about categorization, we are of the view 
that the issue we raised are of significance and it should be further considered how unique 
circumstances can be taken into account by some form of acknowledgement, be it by 
reference in draft Guiding Principle 8 or othermechanisms. 
 
The reason we support the approach of classification of land to assist in refining the ‘Retain 
and Manage’ policy for industrial land is to allow unique circumstances (such as in he case 
of the subject land) to be considered.  It is agreed that the overriding policy to ‘Retain’ is 
an important one however it should not unnecessarily stifle opportunities for growth and 
change consistent with other planning principles laid out in metropolitan and district plans.   
 
In the case of my client’s property, the land is already used for a higher order purpose – 
office premises (see Figures 1 and 2) and therefore retaining its current IN2 Light Industrial 
zoning (where office premises are not permitted) does not allow any reasonable 
redevelopment of the land.  This was part of the justification put forward in a Planning 
Proposal to allow the mixed use redevelopment of the site (see summary at Attachment 
A), similar to the adjoining Meriton development (see Figures 2 and 3). 
 
The Planning Proposal was refused by Lane Cove Council and also by the Regional Planning 
Panel in regard to a review request (see Attachment B), primarily for reasons relating to 
the loss of industrial land.  The language of the strategic framework simply does not allow 
any flexibility despite the fact that the land is effectively already used for other than 
industrial purposes.  The economic assessment submitted with the review request 
concluded that the redevelopment of the land based on the existing zoning was not viable 
(see Attachment C).   
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Figure 1 – Existing commercial building 
 

 
 

Figure 2 – Locality surrounding the subject site 
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Figure 3 – Meriton Arise as viewed from subject site 
 
For the above reasons we agree that the existing strategic framework needs to be 
amended to allow flexibility in certain circumstances and, where the land is already not 
used for a higher order purpose, should be one of these circumstances.  Without a 
reasonable pathway such land is never likely to be redeveloped (particularly where it also 
already exceeds the relevant planning controls as is the case here).   
 
Obviously, one cannot ignore other issues such as location as it might be inappropriate to 
encourage rezoning of land in the middle of an important industrial area, only because it is 
presently used for a higher order use.  Other considerations should also apply.  In the case 
here, the site is at the periphery of the Lane Cove West industrial area and is already 
adjoined by residential uses at the Meriton site.  It is also physically removed from the 
remainder of the industrial area along with its neighbours at the Meriton site, the Ingredion 
(National Starches) site and the SC Johnson site.  This attribute was noted by the Planning 
Assessment Commission (PAC) in their determination of the Part 3A application for the 
Meriton site (see Attachment D) where they noted: 
 
The Commission has broadly accepted the Department's recommendation, but concluded 
that a thorough and strategic examination of the adjoining area including SC Johnson and 
National Starches sites is required. The Commission strongly recommends that Council and 
the Department work together to clarify the future of this corridor to the north of the main 
industrial area. 
 
In response to the above, it is suggested that a classification to allow more flexibility for 
certain types of industrial land would also list some criteria (such as locational 
characteristics) that may be applicable to allow more detailed consideration of a change 
to the zoning.   
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Another consideration that should be part of the classification process is the issue of 
contamination.  Whilst the subject site is not affected by this constraint, if a precinct based 
approach was adopted for this isolated part of the Lane Cove industrial area (as per the 
PAC comments above), then the fact that the two major adjoining parcels – SC Johnson 
and the former National Starches site are likely to be significantly contaminated, needs to 
be considered.  If the cost of remediation is a factor that would render redevelopment for 
industrial purposes unviable, then alternate zonings should be able to be considered.  
These are important sites that are presently not being uses for industrial purposes (ie they 
are vacant or have minimal use) and it is not good or proper planning to restrict their 
reasonable redevelopment.  This has been the case with many areas in Sydney such as 
Rhodes where there was no potential for viable ongoing use of old, ‘dirty’ industrial uses 
and so, with the cost of remediation, only higher order uses were likely to result in the 
revitalization of such areas.  This precinct has similar characteristics. 
 
Conclusion 
 
We thank you for the opportunity to be involved with the Industrial Lands Review process 
and support the proposed classification of land to ensure that land where the ‘retain and 
manage’ policy is not appropriate and would stifle desirable growth and change, can be 
considered on its merits.   
 
We look forward to seeing your further work on this matter and hope the example 
provided in this letter assists you in understanding the circumstances where some 
flexibility is appropriate.    
 
Yours faithfully 
 

 
INGHAM PLANNING PTY LTD 
 


