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The General Manager
Canterbury City Council
P.O Box 77

Campsie NSW 2194

Attn: Mr Marcelo Occhiuzzi, Director City Planning

Dear Mr Occhiuzzi,

Re: 2-16 Sixth Avenue Campsie NSW 2194

Nino Urban Planning + Development have been engaged to prepare this submission to Canterbury
City Council in response to the exhibition of the Planning Proposal to amend the Canterbury LEP
2012 - Implementation of Canterbury Residential Development Strategy — Stage 1, in relation to
the site at 2-16 Sixth Avenue Campsie.

The site is listed under Item H and the Site Specific Provisions (Page 17) of the Planning Proposal
Exhibition Document. The amendment under the Planning Proposal, is to increase the height to 25
metres where the site area exceeds 3000sgm and the site frontage exceeds 50 metres.

This amendment to the Canterbury LEP 2012 is supported.

The Planning Proposal Exhibition Document, at Page 17, refers to the findings of the Canterbury
Residential Development Strategy, which identified viability issues in relation to the current
planning controls that apply to the site. Page 17 states that Council proposes to increase the
height ‘to enable development viability that that will result in an appropriate development form
taking place’. However, the Canterbury Residential Development Strategy also found that the site
should have no FSR control, if the site area exceeds 3000sqm and the site frontage exceeds 50
metres.

Therefore, an increase to the height, will not ‘enable development viability’, because an increase to
the FSR/density is necessary to deliver the floor space to ‘enable development viability’. Put
simply, in order to ‘enable development viability’, both the Height and FSR need to be amended.
One cannot work without the other.

The fact that there is no amendment to the FSR standard is directly inconsistent with the findings
of the Canterbury Residential Development Strategy.

Therefore, whilst an increase to the height is supported, it is respectfully requested that Council
amend the FSR development standard that applies to this site from 1.8:1 to 3.15:1, where the site
area exceeds 3000sgm and the site frontage exceeds 50 metres.

The requested FSR of 3.15:1, has been derived by an Urban Study carried out by an independent
urban design consultant whom reviewed and tested the height and FSR controls. The Urban Study
has been prepared by Jones Sonter Architects and is submitted as an attachment to this letter,
dated 09/07/14.
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The request for an increase to the FSR has been communicated to Canterbury Council since our
practice submitted a submission in response to the Draft Canterbury LEP 2012 in February 2012.

Since then, the landowner and its consultants have been in discussions with Canterbury City
Council. During these discussions, it has been communicated to the Council that an increase in
FSR/density is required for planning, urban design and economic reasons.

Since this time, a detailed Planning Submission prepared by Nino Urban Planning + Development,
an Economic Report prepared by Saab & Saunders and an Urban Analysis prepared by
Candalepas Associates have been submitted in support of the proposed amendment to the FSR
development standard. It is not the intention to replicate or re-submit the same documentation,
however it is clear that the amendment to the FSR has been a long standing issue.

It also clear that Council has previously agreed to adopt a change to the FSR development
standard for this site, which occurred at the Council meeting on October/November 2013 where
the Council adopted both an increase to the height control for the site from 21 metres to 25 metres
and the removal of the FSR control, if the site is in excess of 3000sqm and has a frontage in
excess of 50 metres.

It is noted that in 2013, Council commissioned GLN Planning to prepare the Canterbury
Residential Development Strategy. The Canterbury Residential Development Strategy undertook a
comprehensive review of residential lands within the Canterbury Local Government Area, in
response to matters identified during the exhibition of the Draft Canterbury LEP 2012.

The Strategy recommended that no FSR be applicable to the site if the site is in excess of
3000sgm and has a minimum frontage of 50 metres. As a result of the Strategy, Council agreed to
prepare a Planning Proposal to amend the Canterbury LEP 2012, to reflect the outcomes of the
Strategy.

As previously stated, at the Council meeting on October/November 2013, the Councillors of
Canterbury Council resolved to increase the height control for the site from 21 metres to 25 metres
and adopted the removal of the FSR control, if the site is in excess of 3000sgm and has a frontage
in excess of 50 metres.

This adoption by Council formed part of the Planning Proposal documentation that was submitted
to the Department of Planning & Environment.

The Planning Proposal was lodged with the Department of Planning on the 7 March 2014 and a
Gateway Determination was issued by the Department of Planning on the 8 May 2014.

The Gateway Determination approved the increase in height for the subject site, however did not
endorse the proposed No FSR control for sites in excess of 3000sgm.

Put simply, the Gateway Determination is inconsistent with the Council resolution, which adopted a
no FSR control for the site if it is in excess of 3000sqgm and has a minimum frontage of 50 metres.

A meeting was conducted with Council’s Director of Planning and Manager of Development
Assessment on the 29 May 2014. At the meeting, the issues relating to the Gateway Determination
were discussed. The applicant advised that a submission would be lodged with Council during the
exhibition of the Gateway Determination/Planning Proposal.

It is also noted, that the applicant has submitted a Pre-DA application to Council which is based
upon a design with an FSR of 3.16:1.

The landowner has invested considerable time and financial resources in acquiring the site and
working with Council to develop a set of planning controls that will deliver the redevelopment of the
site in a sustainable, economical and environmental manner. In order to move forward, the
landowner submits the Urban Study prepared by Jones Sonter to support the proposed
amendment to the FSR to 3.15:1.
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Accordingly, it is requested that Canterbury Council amends the FSR for the subject site to 3.15:1,
where the site area exceeds 3000sqm and the site frontage exceeds 50 metres.

It is requested that Council gives due consideration to the findings of the submitted documentation.

Please do not hesitate to contact me on 0411 299 865 or wnino@nupd.com.au to discuss this
matter further.

Yours sincerely

e

"

Wil Nino
B Planning (UNSW) MPIA MUDIA
Director

-«'ninourbanplanning+development

CC: Idle Holdings Pty Ltd
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JONES SONTER ARCHITECTS

SIXTH AVENUE URBAN STUDY
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
The following analysis hos been puawed for Idle Holdings Pty Lid cnd PF Consuliing Services Ply Lid Jolnl Veniure
(the Chent], to for he he subject site af 2-16 Skih Avenue
Compsie. The analysis fokes ocooun?o! the: current ond proposed chwehpmnl conlrok [DCP) and standards |LEP),
together with SEPP&S principle d through guidelnes contained within the Residential Flal degign Code
[RFDC]. The intenlion i not fo underake o full urban design study end as a the DCP are
nol interogated.

In October 2013, Canterbury Council resclved to adopt no FSR control for his site. Councll ihen prepared a Flanning
Proposal to amend the Canterbury LEP 2012 to reflect this change. In ApiilfMay 2014 the Depariment of Planning
recommended that an FSR conirol be provided for the site.

The primary purpose of the study is o idenlify the Beely FSR thal woudd result from a design thal compbes with the
relevani design controk and the proposed height mil of 25 mefres. To this end, a concep! design was prepared
fram first principles, adopting ofl the controk to discover what Gross Floor Area [GFA) would result from the exercise,

Il is undersioad that the Client has commissioned an architectural design resuliing in o sel of Development
nppicullon drawings, which are due lo be submitied shorlly. The design thal informs fhis study has been prepared

denlly and with no el fo the design that i the subject of the proposed DA. During the preparation
of our work, the Clent Spedﬁ:ahf withheld Ihal deﬁon from us, as they wanted to avoid lnl|uunc1ng ourduslm
and wir the that would be with a c
approach.

Al the completion of our design analysis the Clen! issued fo us coples of the proposed DA drowings, which we nole
emplay a different design configuration and adopt aughm different inferpeetation of some aspects of the controls
and guidelines. we hove not 1} review of the proposed DA design, and this
report makes analysiks beh lha Mo desigrs. The design concepl informing this study i bosed
on proven SEPPSS com-pliant mll designs.

The following oulnes o ::nn:e'p!uuldeﬁm approach vo fhe main issues and conlrob applying on the site. Analysis

diagrams are pm\nded fo mrpkin e various i Larger scale plars are

infhe A fral howlhe i Fi i le unit designs and a realistic

of the devek .

CONCLUSION
The applcation of the varous controk has resulted ina bulcing envelope that has been thoroughly tested fo ensure
thal all units within the comoMnc lope meet SEPPAS for such things os amenity. room dimensions,
unik sizes, sunlight, and rmib. F the 1 has been tesied relalive to the DCP requirements and
conforms in all cases except for @ minor breach of the front L setback by fhe upp 1 eniry foyer.

It can be concluded thot a conferming design undel the: p!nbesed 25 metre height imit will generate an FSR of 3.15:1
without need o fully fill the building with the current DCF controk and a 25 meire
height mil, 0 3.15:1 FSRwouldbe o remonubin control and would result in a building with an acceplable archifectural
presentafion.
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JONES SONTER ARCHITECTS

HEIGHT

The current height confrol is 21 metres. However the proposed height conitrol
B 25 maires, The building envelope has been configured lo fil whelly under
the proposed new height Imit of 25 melres, which means thal the upper
Tloor units must be hwo-storey with their access from the lower storey, so that
the it overmun does not exceed the height imit,
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@ Building Sefbacks & Separalion Ground oot - Level 5
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W BULDING FOOTPRINT
T BUILDING SETBACE

SIXTH AVENUE URBAN STUDY

SETBACKS
The DCP selback controk are The design 1o
all setback Front and rear are both & metres
with no sl sired. Side are ako 6 melres and
lihough the DCP permits partial h it of 2 mefres into the side

seiback zone, the envelope concept does nol propose any
encroachment as this would rale seporale merd! ksues. The DCP seeks lo
have the uppemeost two storeys sel back a further 3 metres from all
boundaries. meaning that the upper unils are oll required to be sef back a
tatal of § metres from front, rear and side boundaries. Generally the design

s this tback trol without any
encroachments. However, due to the need for clear identification of the
eniry and verical circulafion at the street address, the it ond loyer serving
upper unils encroach info the ¥ metre selback on one level lo enable
access to the upper units.
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JONES SONTER ARCHITECTS

DEEP SOIL AREA

Mmmammlans for Ina daep soil planting areas c-nshmm on fhe below
g areas
that result humfmdeﬂun conl'luunﬁon There are of course furiher ground
level landscaped areas provided that would confribute to green open
space. but would not conform fo the definition of deep soil planfing.

ACCESS

Itis thaot the clear of access and enlry is imporiant o
The legibifly of the building. For this reason, The verfical circulation and
pedeﬂ!ﬁmanprdnhhmbeenbcnfeddkaﬂwoﬂmdmindmm

are highly visible. Vehicular cecess and egress has been localed af the
northem and southem ands of ihe sife, as this s the most legical ond workable
amangement lor the parking syslem.

SIXTH AVENUE URBAN STUDY

® Ground Fioor Access
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JONES SONTER ARCHITECTS SIXTH AVENUE URBAN STUDY
CALCULATION OF GROSS FLOOR AREA UNIT SCHEDULE
Diagrams are provided on 5K2.02 in the Appendix showing the method of
GFA colculation allowing for the SEPPAS recommended unit areas and room LEVEL 1-BED 1-BED 1-BED 1-BED 2-BED 2-BED 2-BED
dimernsions. Within the conlrol envelope, bolcony sizes that meet the DCP 2STOREY  +STUDY + STUDY 2STOREY  CROSS 2 STOREY
requirements have been allowed for. 2 STOREY
GROUND FLOOR 0 2 1 4 = 4 18 1
LEVEL | 2 - - - - - - -
UNIT MIX
LEVEL2 0 2 1 4 - 4 8 1
A wide range of unit Wpe! has been provided in The design concepl, renging LEVEL3 2 5 i : z i i 3
from 1-bed up to 3 ond including sludies in some cases. 2-
bedw:;\ units comprise: The melority (56%) as this is the predominant market LEVEL 4 8 2 1 4 2 s 8 '
LEVEL 5 - - - - 2 - - -
LEVEL & - & - - - 14 - 2
. LEVEL? - - - - = = - =
TOTAL a2 12 3 12 4 24 54 5
MOTES:
2 STOREY UNITS ARE COUNTED FROM ENTRY LEVEL
UNIT SUMMARY AREA SUMMARY
1-BED 44 30% SITE AREA AD4T mi®
1-BED + STUDY 15 (-4 GFA 12,766 m®
2-BED 82 54 FSR 3151
3-BED 5 4%
TOTAL 144 100%



JONES SONTER ARCHITECTS SIXTH AVENUE URBAN STUDY

MASSING & STREET ADDRESS

It was previously noted that the upper oddifional 3 metre selback had been
slightly encrooched upon by the fover and Bt ot the street front of the
building envelope, logelher with the reasons for deing so. In conjunclion
wilh thal, it should ako be noted that the massing al the shreet address s not
extended lo the {ull height of the available envelope. This has been done for
Iwo reasons. Frstly, the stepping down of the massing lo four sloreys ensures
greater penafration of moming kght fo the courtyard and secondly, the
massing step creates three distinet elements so that the three eniries fo the
building are represented in three massing groups and the scale i more
arficulated on the shreet front presentation.

30 Massing Stus
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JONES SONTER ARCHITECTS SIXTH AVENUE URBAN STUDY

APPENDIX

Sheet Name Revision
GFA Caleulations B
Ground Floor Plan
|Level | Floor Plan
Level 2 Floor Plan
Lewel 3 Floor Plan
Level 4 Floor Plan
Level 5 Floor Plan
Lewel & Floor Plan
Level 7 Floor Plan
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