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CARLTON AND UNITED BREWERY 
SITE CONCEPT PLAN

A Submission by the Council of the 
City of Sydney 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The City of Sydney welcomes the opportunity to provide comments on 
the concept plan for the Carlton and United Brewery (CUB) Site. The 
redevelopment of this site will completely change the character of both the 
Sydney Central Business District (CBD) and the village of Chippendale, so 
it is essential that the planning process seeks to enable the best possible 
urban development outcomes, and optimises opportunities for consultation.  
This submission raises issues in response to:

• the process for the progression of the concept plan; and 

• the content of the concept plan. 

In summary, the key issues for the City of Sydney are:

Process: 

• The process for the concept plan has not been transparent nor 
inclusive;

• The process neglects to consider the extensive and valuable technical 
assessment work undertaken for the site by the City of Sydney; and

• Considering the extent of information comprising the public exhibition 
and the strategic importance of this site, the exhibition period of just four 
(4) weeks is not sufficient.

Content:

• Options: a request in the Director-General’s requirements was the 
preparation of options for the future of the site. Options are part of the 
concept plan, but they are each very similar – for example, the locations 
of key elements such as the roads and the park are exactly the same for 
each option, meaning that the options show only minor variations on the 
same design, rather than being real development alternatives;

• Density: the proposed floor space ratio (FSR) of 4.23:1 (based on Gross 
Floor Area – GFA) and 4.36:1 (based on Floor Space Area – FSA) is 
excessive and will result in poor urban form and amenity outcomes;

• Heights of buildings: are excessive and will create a wall of buildings on 
Broadway and a ‘Stadium-like’ enclosure around the public park;

• Heritage: important heritage buildings are proposed for demolition, to 
make way for roads and new buildings;

• Traffic/circulation: Tooth Avenue serves little purpose, it is unnecessarily 
wide and tall buildings to its north mean that it will be permanently 
overshadowed, creating a negative pedestrian environment;

• Public park: is now enclosed by development on the site, that it is 
unlikely to be widely accessible to the community of Chippendale;
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• Public benefits: questions remain as to when and where these will be 
delivered and whilst the density on site is proposed to increase, the 
quantum of public benefits proposed does not appear to have changed 
from those proposed for the lower density of 3.5-4:1;

• Proposed public car park: current planning controls prohibit new public 
car parking and the City of Sydney is not aware of any valid approval for 
a public car park that currently exists for this site. The need for a public 
car park must also be questioned, given the proximity of the site to 
public transport;  

• Site remediation strategy: cannot be supported, given the onerous and 
expensive responsibility it will place on future Owner’s Corporations; 
and

• “Control document”: there is no proposal for a development control 
plan or similar document that will set the regulatory context for the site. 
Such a document is essential, to support the concept plan and to ensure 
a consistency of outcomes throughout the site and over time. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

In considering the CUB Site, it is important to acknowledge the extensive 
history and the detailed planning that has influenced and contributed to the 
process to date. Selected stages of this extensive history are summarised 
below.  This history clearly shows a progression of ideas and analysis, 
however these achievements are not represented in the concept plan and 
do not appear to have been taken into account in the planning for the future 
of this very important site. 

1.1 Local Environmental Plans 

The basic planning controls for the CUB Site are currently set out in Sydney 
Local Environmental Plan 2005 (SLEP 05). In summary, SLEP 05 provides 
for:

• A City Edge zoning, with the City Edge zone essentially being a 
transitional zone between the Sydney CBD and nearby lower-scale 
residential areas;

• 45 metre height limit, with a gradation to 15 metres at the western, 
southern and eastern edges of the site;

• an FSR of 3:1 for commercial land uses, 4:1 for hotels and rising to 5:1 
for residential land uses and serviced apartments; and

• Given that these controls are a relatively broad framework for such a 
large, significantly-located site, SLEP 05 also requires the preparation of 
a development plan to guide the future of the site. 

1.2 Design Competition

Given the planning controls quoted above, there has been much debate as 
to whether a maximum FSR of 5:1 may be achieved within a 45 metre height 
limit. It is unlikely that such a significant FSR could be achieved and the 
resultant urban form would not be likely to be attractive, rich and varied. 

The City of Sydney proposed a design competition to examine the future 
urban form of the site. The design competition brief fixed the maximum 
FSR at 4.4:1, set a mix of uses and allowed for some flexibility with respect 
to building height limits. This competition was launched early in 2004 and 
involved five (5) design teams. 

The Design Jury’s recommendations were presented to the community 
and the public in July 2004 and accompanied by an exhibition of the five 
(5) schemes. The Design Jury did not select a winning scheme, but rather 
recommended a preferred scheme and noted for all schemes that the 
maximum FSR set by the brief of 4.4:1 was excessive. 

1.3 Resolutions of Council and Central Sydney Planning 
Committee

Whilst the Central Sydney Planning Committee had previously resolved to 
prepare a Draft Local Environmental Plan (Draft LEP) in 2003, the Council 
had not made a similar resolution. As a result, both Council and CSPC 
resolved in May 2004 to prepare a Draft LEP for the CUB site. These 
resolutions each included an extensive list of requirements that the Draft 
LEP would need to address, including traffic, parking, open space, and 
heritage issues. 
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1.4 Technical Studies

Subsequent to the resolutions of Council and CSPC in May 2004, the 
City of Sydney commissioned studies o set parameters for aspects of 
the future development. These studies included research into traffic and 
transport, open space and community facilities, and heritage. The City also 
commissioned architects and urban designers to work with the outcomes of 
these studies, and to analyse the site so as to develop possible future built 
form options for the site. 

1.5 Redfern Waterloo Authority Act 2004

In late 2004 this Act took effect and delivered an unexpected impact to the 
CUB Site. The Act included a provision requiring a monetary contribution 
from the CUB Site redevelopment to the Redfern Waterloo Authority for 
affordable housing that would then be provided off-site.

1.6 Guiding Principles

These principles were developed to lead the preparation of the future 
planning controls and to reflect the outcomes of the various studies that 
the City of Sydney had undertaken for the site and its surrounding areas. 
These were reported to Council and CSPC in March 2005. A more detailed 
discussion of the Guiding Principles and a comparison of these Principles 
to the concept plan is included in Attachment A to this submission. 

1.7 Draft Planning Controls

The Draft LEP and Draft Development Control Plan (Draft DCP) were 
developed from March to November 2005, with extensive consultation 
including the Council, the CSPC, Fosters Ltd. (the owner of the CUB Site) 
and their consultants. 

The draft planning controls had regard to the extensive research and 
process preceding them. They were reported to Council and CSPC seeking 
approval to submit to the Department of Planning for the issue of a Section 
65 certificate (i.e. to publicly exhibit) in December 2005. The draft controls 
were endorsed for this progression, subject to completion of negotiations 
for the voluntary planning agreement that was to be made between the City 
of Sydney and Fosters Ltd. to secure public benefits to be delivered through 
the redevelopment process. These draft planning controls are discussed in 
more detail and evaluated against the concept plan in Attachment B to this 
submission.

1.8 Voluntary Planning Agreement Negotiations

These negotiations were ongoing through the first half of 2006, with the key 
issues being to determine: 

• what the benefits would be;

• when they were to be delivered; and

• the quality of their completion at the point of handover, or dedication to 
the City of Sydney. 

A discussion of public benefits now proposed within the concept plan are 
discussed in more detail in Attachment C to this submission. 
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1.9 Call-in by the Minister for Planning 

On 25th May 2006 the Minister for Planning wrote to the City of Sydney to 
advise of concerns regarding the progress of negotiations for the CUB Site. 
As a result the CSPC considered the matter at its meeting on 7th June 2006 
and resolved to request that the Minister for Planning use his powers under 
Part 3A of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 to deal with 
the site. 

In July 2006 the Minister for Planning declared the project State Significant 
and became the consent authority for the project. This led to the introduction 
of new entities, such as the Expert Advisory Panel and to new advice, 
such as the Director-General’s Requirements. The Director – General’s 
Requirements and the Expert Advisory Panel report recommendations are 
discussed in more detail in Attachments D and E to this submission. 
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