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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE

This report presents an urban deslgn nent of the heights of certain buildings within a pro-
posed development known as 121 — 123 Union Street, Cooks Hill in the Newcastle City Council Local
Government Area. The proposal has been submitted to Council for development approval — refer-
ence DA 10/1511. Certain portions of the buildings exceed Council's helght limit for the site and this
report addresses the question raised by Council in a letter dated 2 March 2011 as to whether the
tieight limit applicable to the site is unnecessary or unreasonable,
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2.0 THE SITE AND ITS CONTEXT

The subject sile comprises two parosls, Lots 1 and 2 in DP 10560041 and the street address is 121 -
123 Union Street, Cooks Hill. The site is roughly square in shape, with a total area of 10,329 square
matres, as shown on Figure 1. It was previously low-lying swamp lands and currently contains a
building and associated works which will be demolished to make way for the proposad developmenl.
The sita is flood affected and the whole of the site is In a flood storage area.  These physical
constraints impact on the proposed building heights and are discussed further In Section 6.3.2 below.

To the north-west, the site fronts Union Street and beyond that National Park, which comprises In fts
entirety active recreation facilities including netball courts and sports fields.

To the south-oasl, the sile is bounded by Corlette Strest, On the opposite side of this street are one
and two storey altached dwellings (Figure 2).

The properties immediately to the north-east of tho sile are single storey detached dwellings in a
heritage precinet (Figure ). Their rear yards adjoin the subject site.

Immediately adjaining the gito o the gouth-west is Newcastle Grammar School, comprising ene and
twao storey buildings and various outdoor faciiities. Beyond the school is a privately owned boarding
house on the carner of Parkway Avenue anid Corlette Streef (Figure 4) and "soclal” housing along the
south-west side of Parkway Avenue (Figure 5), These are fhree storey bulldings with pitched roofs.
On the elevations which comprise part of the Development Application, the haight of the building on
the comer of Parkway Avenue and Corlelle Street is shown as RL 16.40m and thal of the building on
the comer of Union Street and Parkway Avenue as BL 14.05m1, Bullding heights for the proposed
development range from AL 13.2m to AL 17.3m,
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3.0 THE PROPOSAL

The proposal is Tor the:

— Demalition of all existing structures on tho site;
— Canstruction of a residential flat developmant containing a total of 107 units, being:

» & one badroom units ranging from 50sqrn Lo B4sam

» B lwo badroom unite ranging from 80sgm to 20.55am

» 10 three bedroom units ranging from 108sqrm to 134sgm
— Construction of a boarding house containing 112 bedrooms and a managers residonce
— Algrade and basement car parking for a total of 153 vehicles
Figure 6 shows the five buildings proposed for the slte. Buildings A and B comprise throe habitable
lloors above semi-basement parking.. Bullding G comprises four habitable floors abiove al-grade
parking. Building D comprises three habilabie flocrs above at-grade parking, Building E comprises
three habitable fioors above a zone for floodwater slorage.
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4,0 RELEVANT DEVELOPMENT CONTROLS

The lecal planning controls applicable. to the site are set oul in detall in the Statement of
Environmental Effects accompanying the Development Application. The site is currently zaned 2(b)
Urban Cora Zone, permitting multi-unit residential developrment with congent, and will be zoned R3
Medium Density Residential undsr Council’s new LEP. An FSR of 0.8:1 and a height limit of 10m will
apply to the site under the new LEP. Under the applicable Stato Envirenmental Planning Pelicy, the
bearding house portion of the development has a maximum parmissibie FSR of 1.4:1.

The site also immediately adjoins tho Cooks Hill Heritage Congervation Area to the norlh-east. The
rear yards of the nearest dwallings within the hentage conservalion area abut the north-east boundary
of the site.

Under Newcastie DGP 2005, the site is subject fo!

— A 10.0m height limit
— street sstbacks of 0.0m to a height of 3.0m, 2.0m to 6.0m and 4.0m above 6.0m
— side solbacks of 0.0m fo a helght of 6.0m and 4.0m above 6.0m

The sile is included within the 'Substantial Growth Precinet’ mapped in DCP20085, encouraging tho
tedevelopment of the site for urban housing at higher residenlial densities.

Council's Draft LEP, being a conversion to the Department of Planning’s Templalo LEP, has simply
proposed the adoption of the exisling helghts contained in the DCP, consistent with the approach the
Department of Planning  has:been following,

It s clear however that the DCP provides oppartunity for development o step outside of controls
whera it Is appropiiate to do so, evidenced from the following nole lo the DCP as it appears on
Council's web sito,

.......... However, some local circumstancos may apply to any particutar development site or proposal
that warant separate consideration outsido the frarmework of NDCP 2005. Accordingly, compliance
with the provisions does not guarantee developmont approval, nor will non compliance with the
provisions necessarily resilf in refusal of an agplication.”

This raport considers the merits of the “local circumstances” that support an acceptable varialion lo
the height control within the DCP.
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5.0 ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

This analysis sxamines lwo primary types of issues relatad lo [he proposed building heights:

— Material impacts — overlocking and overshadowing

— Visual impacts — the perception of increased helght

Matorlat impacts generally relate to immediately adjoining neighbours.  Because the development
shares lwo side boundaries with nelghbours and Council's height limit parmits dovelopment to a
height of 10 metres and relatively small side boundary setbacks, it Is to be expected thal there will be
somo polential for overlooking, given the densily of developrent permitted on the site. Similarly there
will ba some degree of overshadowing of the neighbour to the seuthwest under Counsil's controls.

An impartant consideration for both overlooking and overshadowing Is the degree to which they are
increased by the portion of the proposal which excesds Council's height limit and more generally
whether the proposed impacis are acceptable as measured agains! eslablished standards. Visual
impacts relate to the way the bullding will be geen from surrounding areas and generally focuses on
impacts from the public realm.  The issue again is the degrea o which visual impacts are increased
by that part of the proposed development which exceeds Council's height limit and whether they aro
acceptable,
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6.0 ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED HEIGHT INCREASES

The fwo proposed bulldings along Corlelte Street (Buildings D and E) generally lie below the 10m
height plane., The only exception is & small number of units on Level 2 of Building D which penetrato
the height plane by a maximum of aboul 400mm, Nene of these unils face the boundary so lhare o
no overlooking Issues, there s no ovorshadowing because the neighbours are to the north east and
this minor height average will nol bo noliceable from any street of public place.

Thie following assessment of height impacts is thus largely confined to Buildings A, B and C.
8.1 MATERIAL IMPACTS

6.1.1 Overlocking

North-sast Side Boundary

Tho north-gaslem boundary of the site adioins single story detached houses with pitchied roofs which
frant Tooke Street or Union Street.

The proposad development has given careful consideration lo potential impacts from overloeking of
the existing adjoining properties. Satisfactory oulcomos have been achieved through fthe
combination of building setbacks (in all cases beyond that reguired by the DCP), landscaping
including deep soil zone landscaping, building offsetling as well as appropriately positioned privacy
screening consistent with the objectives within Council's DCP, The proposed additional height has
fioen managed in the same way and so also has no unacceptable Impacts.

South-west Side Boundary

The South-west boundary adjoing Newcastie Grammar Schouol. The school's site layout includes a
number of buildings along the boundary and three permanonl shade cloth structures, so the areas
which can be ovetlooked are fimitad.

Whist the sensitivity of overlooking Lo the south west iz considered to be less due to the land use
type, existing position of school buildings, shade cloth structures and landscaping, the propossd
development responds to its neighbour through the same measures that are adopted to the north
east aftention to appropriate setbacks, landscaping and gcreening. The additional height near this
boundary has been managed in the same way and also has no unaceeptable Impacts.

6.1.2 Overshadowing

The gritical time of the year Lo oxamine shadow impacs is the winter solstice, June 22, when shadows
are longest, Owvershadowing caused by the proposal in mid-winter between 9.00am and 3.00pm s
limited to the site Immediately lo tho soulh-west of the subject site {ocoupled by Newcastle Grammar
School) and Corlette Street and a negligible portion of some front yards on the opposite (south-sast)
side of Corlette street between aboul 2.30pm and 3.00pm.

The approach adopted here to assessing overshadowing impacts is similar to that for everlooking.
The degreu of overshadowing caused by a development which complies with Councii's height and
selback conlrols is compared o the degree of overshadowing caused by the proposal.

Figures 7 — 13 show shadows at howly Intorvals belwesn 9.00am and 3.00pm in mid-winter.
Shadows cast by the proposed development are shown in dark grey. Those cast by a similar
development which extends furthar south-wost lowards the schoel, but is within Council's height and
setback controls, are shown in orange.  Tho lalter building envelopes are actually well within Council's
controls, with a setback of 4m from ground level ko 10m-and gaps between Buildings B and C and C
and E equal to those of the proposal. (A complying development could extend to the boundary line
up to a height of 6m before setting back 4m and could extend along the full length of the side
boundary, minus the front setbacks required at Union Streat and Corletle Street.)
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Al avery hour, betwesn 9.00am and 3.00pm, the proposed developmenl results in less
overshadowing of the school than a similar complying development, The degreo of difference
increases during the day, Befwesn midday and 1.00pm1, when pupils are most likely lo be outdoors,
tha differenice Is guite apparent (and as noled above would be mare so (I a complying option
axtonded along the ull length of the boundary).

it iz also noted that much of the school site adjeining the side boundary is occupied by buildings and
shade structures, troas planied within the school's land and ‘a wide sealed pathway. Little uscable
external area is Impactod by overshadowing.

Mid-winter shadow impacts on Corlett Strect ileell begin about 11.00am and roach a small part of
the front yards of & small number of properlios epposite the subject site betwoen about 2.30pm and
3,00pm. Bulidings D and E, which cast these shadows, are generally a litlle under Couneil's 10m
haight limil. As expected, 10m high bulldings with the same setback from Corletie Streef as the
proposal would cast longer shadows.  Again, the proposed development results in lesser
ovarshadowing than a complying building onvelope.  (The difference would be even more
pronaunced if the complying envelope came closer to the street boundary, as permitied by the DCP
controls,)

I summary, the proposal causes less overshadowing than would a development adapting Councll's
height and setback controls. The additional height of the proposal beyond 10m has no advarso
overshadowing impacts.

6.2  VISUAL IMPACTS

This part of the height assessment focuses on tho visibility of the portions of the proposed
development which exceed Gouncil's 10m height limit. 1L has fo do with the perception of height and
how an observer might fesl about any increase in height above the 10m limit.

A complox set of hydrological constraints operate on the subject site and these have a direct bearing
an the overall height of the proposad devalopmenl. These constraints ars detalled in Section 6.3.2
below. It Is clear from Council's inclusion of tho subject site within its 'Substanlial Growih Precinct’
and the applicable 0.9:1 FSR that Councll envisages & substantial level of development here. It is
understood (hal under the hydrological constraints which impinge on the site and Council's 10m
height limit, il would not be feasible to achieve the lovel of developrment contemplated by Council's
precingt and denslty controls.  Given the hydrological constraints and expected density of
development, il Is considered unrsasenable to apply the 10m height plane fo the proposed
development, This consideration should be berne in mind when reading the following assessment of
view impacts.

6.2.1 Proximate Views

Union Straet

The facades of Buildings A and B facing Union Strest extend bayond Council’s 10m height limit by
approximalely 1.5m. Councli's DCP 2006 dogs not specify numerical standards for street setbacks in
the Substantial Growth Precinet in which tho proposal is located. |t states thal "lhe setbacks of
bulldings are related to their height and to the width of the street, in such a way lo onsure pedestrians
do not feel buildings are overbearing." The facades could be brought closer to the street boundary
so that, from lha Union Strast footpath adjoining the site, the upwards viewing angle would be steeper
and the additional tacads height may be lass notlceable. A reduction of tha front solback would have
other undesirable consequances, howsver, and il |s considered that with the current arrangement,
from the adjoining footpath the additional facade height above 10.0m will have negligible visual
impact.

From the footpath on the opposite side of Union Street, the additional facade height will be detectable
(Figura 15). (Note that the orlgin points of all the computer-generated images in this section of this
report are shown in Figure 14 and that fences and existing and future vegolalion, which will have.
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additional screening effects, are not shown in the images). The increass is not considered visually
significant, howoever. At a distance of about 30m, the bullding facades will not be overbearing. Tho
visual Impacl of the facade heighte above 10.0m will additionally be mitlgated by the separation of the
buill form into two masses (Buildings A and B) and the arliculation of the facades.

The top floor of Building € will typically not be apparent fram either side of Union Street opposite the
proposad development bocause of the sereening effect of Buildings A and B. There are two minor
exceptions. Standing on Union Street directly in front of the main entry lo the proposal, a small
portion of the top floor of Building C will be visible between Buildings A and B. This will ocour for a
distance of about 17m on the near {south-eastern) footpath and 30m on the opposite (narth-westemn)
feotpath.  From locations on Unlon Street to the south-west of the site porlions of the top floor of
Building C will be vislble batweon Bullding B and the Grammar School buildings {Figure 16). These
are more distant views and soen In & broader context are also considerad to be relatively insignificant.

The visual presence of the proposad development from Unien Street is related to the fact thal thore
are no bulldings on the opposite side of the street. The streot Teels more open than it would If it wore
flanked by bulldings on both sides. This is a significant consideration in arriving at an assessment of
the acceplabillly of the fact that the proposal includes somo 1.5m of additional helght on Union
Streel. It also relales directly to Council's DCP 2005 statement that height and setback should bo
configured "in such away to ensure pedestrians do not feel bulldings are overbearing.”

National Park, the open space opposite the development, Is an active recreation facilily with multiple
sports flelds and courts. The portion of the park opposite the proposal Is reserved for aclive use. Itis
entirely open and devoid of trees, benchos of other similar elements assoclated wilh passive
recreation. As demenstrated above, the modesl amount of additional height proposed for Bulldings
A and B has no material impacts on the park and any visual consequences are considered immaterial
because the open space is used for sporting aclivitios, rather than passive recreation.

Corlette Street

The Tacades of Buildings D and E facing Corletto Sireet are within Coungil's 10m height limil with a
very minor exception of about 300mm at the south-wost end of Building D (Figure 17). Heighl plane
excxedances are generally not an issue on this street. It s also noted that the street facados of
these bulldings are setback from the Corlette Strest boundary approximately 6m.

The top floor of Building C will typically not be apparent from Corlette Sireet opposile the proposed
development bacause of the screaning offecl of Buildings D and C and the school bulldings in the
fareground (Figure 18). From a point on Corlstte Street directly in front of the anlry to the project
betwean Buildings D and E thare will be minor glimpses of the top floor between these two buildings.
To the north-east of the proposal en Corlstte Streel, the minar extent to which Building D exceeds the
10m height plane will be visible in some viaws, and lhere may be glimpses of the top floor of Bullding
G, depending on the extent of vegetation in that view {figure 18). Te the south-west, thero will be
somoe viows of the portions of Building C which excecd 10m (Figure 20), but these are limited in
extont,

In surmmary, in the immediate conlext of the subject site, visibility of the porlions of the propesed
huildings which excesd Councll's 10m height plane is generally limited to Union Streel. The exira
height at the top of the thicd storey is of course visible, but is considered acceptable. There are no
neighbours opposite and Mational Park is not a passive recreation facillly. ls sporting uses are not
considerad zensitive to visual Impacts. The top storsy on top of Building C will be visible from certain
locations on Union Strest, bul these are glimpses between foreground buildings or vegetation.
Rroadly speaking, there is no significant additional building height above 10m visible from Corlette
Street. Views of the top storey clement of Building C are generally limited lo glimpses between
foreground buildings or vegstation.
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6.2.2 Distant Views

The subject site sils within a broad valley which appears weli-vegetated in distant views (Figure 21).
The site is located approximately in the centre of this Image. The three storey bulldings on Parkway
Avenue to the south-west of the site (Figure &) ara nol visible. It is estimated thatl lhe top fivor of
Building C would also not be apparent in this view, particularly considering the darkar uxlerior colours
which are propesed for this element.

Apart from the ridge of land along the coast (from which the above image is taken), the terraln
surrounding the proposed development is virluzally flat. As a general rulo, buildings and tree canopies
to a height of about 15m will merge to screen objects up to about thal height in views beyond the
immediate context. (There may be oxceplions to this principle, but thoy would be rare)) The four
storey buildings on Darby Sireat to the east of the subject site (Figures 22 and 23) are not generally
visiblo from National Park, for exampla. With the exception of Natlonal Park, it is evident that in views
to the site beyond the streets immedialoly, surrounding it, the proposed development at a maximum
heighl of about 15m, will not be visibla,

Another example in the broador context of typical building helghts at which the upper floors become
visible in distant views is provided by the residential building on the corner of Parry and Union Strects.
This building has a height of eight storeys plus plant overrun. Seen from Corlette Strest Jusl lo the
north-east of Tooke Street and the subject site, the first & floors are screened by foreground buildings
and vegatation (Figure 24).

Because thora is little in the way of intervening structures or uege\tanon between National Park and the
subject site, the height excesdances of the propused developrment (and indesd most of the portions
of the buildings below the 10m height limit) will be visible from the park. Howsver, he coastal ridge
to the east of tho site ensures that in maore distant views from within the park the proposed
develapment will nol penstrate the herizon line (Figure 25). By contrast, other bulldings vigible from
the park rise well above the horizon line (Figure 26),

In summary, In more distant views to the subject site, the portions of the proposed bulldings above
10m will gonerally not be visible. The sxceplion is Natlonal Park, but this is an aclive sperting facility
and the visibility of portions of proposed buildings exceeding 10m, Including an additional storey to
Building G, is not considered a significant issua.
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6.3 RELATED COMNSIDERATIONS

6.3.1 Herltage

A rovisod Heritage Impact Statement accompanies this height report. It examines the issue of the
proposod development's hieight in refation to the adjoining heritage procinet In considerable defall.

The subject site abuts the Cooks Hill Horilage Conservation Area to lts north-sast. Two important
considerations neasd to be bome in mind in assessing the height of the proposed dovelopment in
relation to the adjoining heritage conservalion area;

— Undor Council's DCP the proposed development site is within the Substantial Growth Precinct
— Height and salback controls under the DCP allow a building all along the north-gast boundary without
seiback Up to a heighl of B and then a further increase in height to 10m with a 4m setback

Because of the screening effect of struciures and vegetation, It is effectively only the properties
adjoining the slte and frenting on to Union or Tooke Streets which need to bo considered in terms of
the proposed developmont's height impacts on the heritage precinct. it is noted thal the Tooke Strest
houses have large rear yards, in the order of 15m to 256m deep, and that existing melure trees in this
rear yard zone will continue Lo provide significant screening of the proposed development.

I comparison to the DCP setbacks, the proposed development presents a much |ess imposing
prosence lo the rear yards of the adjoining dwellings In the horitage precinct;

— Building A is setback from the boundary approximately 5m

— Bulilding C is selback from the boundary 15m for the podium, 17m for Levels 1 and 2, and 26m for the
top floor

— Building D is setback from the boundary approximataly 5m and 7m

In addiliotr there are significant gaps belween the buildings.

Given that the proposed =st backs from the north-eastern boundary are significantly more generous
than those permitted under Councll's DCP, 1t is considered that, in relation to the adjeining horitage
precinct, its 10m height limit is in this case neither necessary nor reasonable.

6.3.2 Hydrology

There is a complex sel of hydrological constraints impinging on the subjoct site, The whele of the site
is within a zone designaled by Council as a flood storage area. As such, lhe maximum area of fhe
site which can be “fillod” {occupied by structures or increased in ground level by earthworks) s 20
percent. The water table across the site is at BL 1.0m. The estimated probablo maximum flood level
is RL4.9m. The minimum floor level for occupiable rooms is AL 3.2m,  Finally, ary on-site parking
which is not within contained structures must be located at or above RL 2.5m, lo avoid floating cars
becoming a hazard in the evont of a flood.

It i clear from Couneil's inclusion of the subjact site within its ‘Substantial Growth Precinet' and the
applicable 0.2:1 FSR that Councll envisages a substantial level of development on this site. It s
understood that inder the hydrological constraints describud above and Coungil’s 10m height limit, It
would nol be possible to achieve the level of developmenl contemplated by Gouncll's precinct and
dansily confrols.  Given the outcomes of the height analysis in Sections 6.1.and 6.2 above, If is
considered unreasonable to limit developmeant on the subject sito Lo a height of 10m
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7.0 CONCLUSION

The proposad Miller Union Development al 121-123 Urion Street Cooks Hill sxceeds the 10m haight
limit In Council's applicable planning controls for the site. Council states that the documentation
supporting the project's Development Application "has not demanstrated that lho 10metre standard is
unnecessary or unreasonable in this instance”,

Elzewhere, howaver, Councll makes the peint that site conditions may require or allow development
to be at variance with provisions within the DCP, This report addressas those relevant site conditions.
Hydrological issues have major impacts on the site. A development of lesser density could of course
resolve the flooding issues and remain beneath the height plane, but [t would result in a development
that doas not properly take advantage of its location close o shops and senices and would not
promote the important urbian consolidation objectives that Council asplres to in this location,  Other
unaccepiable outcomes such as building scale and separation and open space issues would also
likety arise. A decision to reduce the scale would clearly ba inconsistent with Council's deciston lo
include the subject site within its'Substantial Growth Precinet’.

Provided that a development is configured on the sile, as is the case hers, so that tho places where it
axceeds Council's height limit do not resull in significant adverse impacls on its context, it is
considered to be unreasonable to reject the propasal on the basis of sheer non compliance with the
numerical height control. A merit consideration of the issue is considered lo ostabiish that the
proposed height of the development is appropriale,

This report documents in detall the reasons why the heighl of the proposed development s
satisfactory. In summary:

— Ay potential for avorleoking of adjoining properties has been earefully managed and the proposed
additional height does not Increase this potential and does not have any unacceptable impacts

— The proposal causes less ovorshadowing of neighbours than would a development adopling
Council's height and setback controls

— Portions of the proposed development exceeding 10m in height which ara visible from the public
realm in closo proximity to the site are generally firmited to Union Street. Their extent Is not considered
significant given the active recreation uses opposito

— Porfions of the proposed developmeant excesding 10m in height which are visible In more distant
views will generally only be seen from National Park, These Impacis are considerad acceptable given
that the park does not comprise passive recreation uses and thal the building height will be below the
horizon line of the coastal ridge to the east in the majority of viows

— The parts of the proposed development which exceed 10m in height do hat block any existing views

Council's Urban Design Consultative Group reviewed lhe current propasal at a meeting on the 16th

February 2011, lts subsaguent written assessment includes the stalement that *Tha height and scate

of the buildings have been modulated both horizontally and vertically with maximum height located at

the cenire of the site. The group considerad the managsment of scale lo be accoptable (o the

facation”.

The site is within Council's "Substantial Growth Precinct’.  Within the contox! of the proposed
davelopment, and given the findings of this reporl, Coungil's 10m height limil |s considered boih
unreasonable and unnecessary.

HAO EMTD Lirban and Landscaps Dasign 5052011 Miller Union Development; Urban Dasion Assessment of Building Heighls 11



APPENDIX A: ILLUSTRATIONS
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Figure 1 The Sile and Ils irmodiate context
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Figure 2 Corlette Strael opposite the site

b

Figure 3  Tooke Street, The site adjoins the rear yards of these proparlios
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Figure 4  Multi-unit housing on the comer of Parkway Avenue and Corlefie Street

Figures  Multi-unit housing on the south-west side of Parkway Avenue
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TOOKE STREET

Figura 8  Tho Five Buildings Proposed for the Sita
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O 9am June 22 with Cumplyi Envelope
SCALE: 111

CKDS |ARCHITECTURE

Figure 7 Mid-winter shadows at 9.00am
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CKOS | ARCHITECTURE

Figure 8  Mid-winter shadows at 10.00am
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Figure g Mid-winter shadows al 11.00am
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O 12?m June 22 with Complying Envelope
CALE 111000
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CKOS |ARCHITECTURE

Figure 10 Mid-winter shadows al Midday
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CKOS | ARCHITECTURE

Figure 11 Mid-winter shadows at 1.00pm
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CKDS | ARCHITECTURE

Figure 12 Mid-winter shadows at 2.00pm
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O_%&m June 22 with Complying Enve!pe

LE: 1,000
e
s e
P fiairieetd

CKDS | ARCHITECTURE

Figure 13 Mid-winter shadows at 3.00pm
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‘Figure 18'

Figure 14 Qrigin points of computer-gensrated viows shown In following Figuras
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[ romTiONSs OF BULEINGS BELCAY 100
[1 roRNOHS OF BULDINGS ABOVE 104

Figure 15 View frem Union Streel

5] FoRTIoNS OF BUILDNGS BELOWY 10M

[ PORTIONS OF BUILDINGS ABOVE 100

Figura 16 View from Union Stroet
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[F0]  PORFCHS OF BUILDMIGS BELOW 108
{7 ] PoRtioNS OF BUILDINGS ABOVE 104

Figure 17 View from Corlstte Sirest

[T PoRTSNS OF DUILDINGS BELOW 108

[ | PORTIONS OF BLILLNGS ABOVE 100

Figure 18 View from Corlolte Strest
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[Z7] PORTIONS OF BLALDINGS BELOW 104

{1 PORTIONS OF BURDINGS ABOVE 10M

Figure 19 View [rom Coiletle Straet

[T PoRTIONS OF BUILDNGS BELOW 10M

[ | PORTIONS OF BUILDMGE ADOVE 104

Figure 20 View from Corlotle Street
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Figura 21 View from the abslisk on the coastal ridge to the sast of the site. The site Is in the
approximate middie ground and centre of the photograph,

Figure 22 Building on Darby Sireet to the east of the site
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Figure 23 Building on Darby Street to the east of the site

Figure 24 View to apartment building on the comer of Parry and Union Streets from Corlette Strest
Just narth of Tooke Street
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Figure 26 The subjoct site viewed from National Parle. The light coloured roof In the centre of the
image Is the exlsting bullding on the site, The rldgo of the roof s estimated to be
approximatoly 3 storeys high. The yellow horizonlal line above it indicates the
approximate maximum height of the proposed development.

Figure 26 View from National Park looking east
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