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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE

This report prosents & supplemeritary urban design asscssment of the heights of certain buildings
within a proposed development known as 121 — 123 Unjon Sireet, Cocks Hill in the Newcastle Gily
Council Local Govemment Area. The proposal hag bDeen submitted to Council for development
approval - refarence DA 10/1511. It has boen considered by the Hunter Region Joint Regional
Planning Panel which has sought a number ol points of clarification. Submissions objecling fo the
scheme have also been racsived by Council, This  supplemantary report addrosses various
concens, particularly in relation to cerlain portions of the bulldings which exceed Council's height
limit far the site.

2.0 THESITE

The subject slite comprises wo parcels, Lots 1 and 2 in OP 1050041 and the street address Is 121 -
123 Union Streat, Cooks Hill. 1t has a total area of 10,328 square metres. 1t was previously low-lying
swamp fands and currenlly containg & building and associatod works which will be demalished to
make way for the proposed development.

The site i flcod affscted and the whole of the site s in a flood storage area. A complex set of
nydrological constraints operate on the subject site and these have a direct bearing on the overall
helghl of the proposed development. These constraints are delailed in the earlier height report at
Appendix B. It is clear from Council's inclusion of the subject site within its ‘Substaniial Growih
Procinct' and the applicable 0.8:1 FSR Ihal Council ehvisages a substantial level of development
hera. Itis understood that under the hydrological constraints which impinge on the sile and Council's
10m height limit, it would not be feasible lo achleve the fevel of development conternplated by
Council's precinet and density controls. Glven the hydrological constraints and expecled density of
development, it is considered unrcagonable to apply the 10m height plang fo the proposed
development. This consideralion should be borne in mind when reading the [ollowing assessment of
physical and visual impacts.
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3.0 THE PROPOSAL

The proposal is for the:

—  Demolition of all existing structures on the sile;
—  Construction of a residential flat development containing a total of 102 units, being:
» B3 ane bedroom units ranging from 50sqrm 1o S4eqm
» 6 two badroom units ranging from 80sgrm Lo 80.5sgm
» 14 three bedroom units ranging from 109sgm te 134sgm
— Construction of a boarding house conlairing 112 bedrooms and a managers residence
—  Atgrade and basement car parking for the residential flat bullding containing 115 car parks,
21 visitor car parks and bioycle racks (including at grade parking under Building C which is a flood
raguirement)
— At grada/semi basement car parking for the boarding house containing 13 car parks, 23
motorcycle parks and 123 bicycle racks/storage
Figure 1 shows the five buildings preposed for the slte. Bulldings A and B comprise tiree habitable
floors above semi-hasement parking. Building C comprises four habitable floors above at-grade
parking. Building D comprises throe habilable floors abova al-grade parking. Bullding E comprises
thres habitable floors above a zone Tor flcodwater storage.
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4,0 RELEVANT DEVELOPMENT CONTROLS

The local planning conlrols applicable to the site are described in the earlier height reporl al Appendix
B, It iz understood that the developmant now complies with all of these controls with the axception of
the height limit, which is 10.0 metres. (A discussion of how this height Is measured is provided in
Section 5.0 belaw.)

MNowcastle DCP 2005 allows tho height limit to be excesded where Its Imposition can be
demonstrated to be either unreasonable or unnecessary. Tho following note from the DCP as il
appears on Council's web site |s relevant;

__________ However, some local circumstancos may apply to any particular doevelopment site or proposal
that warrant separale consideration outsids the framework of NOCP 2005, Accordingly, complianca
with tho provisions does not guaranico development approval, nor will non compliance with the
provisions nocessanly result in refusal of an application.”

This report considers the merlls of the "local circumstances” that support-an acceptable variaticn 1o
lhe height contrel within the DCP.
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6.0 ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY: MEASUREMENT OF HEIGHTS

The question has arsen as to how the 10 metre height limit across the site should be measured,
given that a portion in the northeast corner has been proviously excavated for the development which
currently occuples the site. One option is to measuro height as it relates to 10 metre helght lines
established along each boundary (where on this sile excavation has not occurred). This Is the
standard specified in the SEPP 65 Residential Flal Design Code. The other option which has been
suggested is to measure the height above current ground level at any point wilhin the site, which Is
the approach adopted in Council’'s DCP 2005,

The project architects have provided a series of Technical Elevations and Sections. The sections
show the 10 metre height plancs calculated by both of tho above methods. The accuracy of thess
drawings hes been indopondenlly checked and verified by de Wilt Consulting in a letler dated 18
August 2011,

Cxamination of the architects sections shows that the only area of signilicant difterence between tho
two maethods of establishing the 10 moetro height limit occurs in the north easten corner of the site,
where tho height limit measured above current ground level (DCP approach) is approximately 1.1
metros below the height fimit as measured at the boundary (SEPP 65 RFDC approach). Interestingly,
Section B shows that there is a part of Ihe buildings along Union Stree! where the situation is reversed
- the DCP height fine is some 0.6 melors above the SEPP 65 line. ILis also noted that obiectors lo the
development focus on the extenl 1o which proposed buildings rise above the tops of boundary
fences, whose height cbviously relalos 1o the ground level at the boundary.

Measuring the height limit at the boundary is the approach adopted in this reporl and the original
helght report at Appendix B. In examining the impacts of the proposed dovelopment on its
neighbours, heights al the boundary are considered more relevant. It is noted howover that wherever
the height line is drawn, the proposed building heights in terms of Reduced Levels remain the same
and the proposed buildings bear the same relfationship to their neighbours regardioss of the location
of the height lins.
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6.0 ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED HEIGHT INCREASES

The fallowing assessment, which should be read in conjunction wilh the original height assessment
report at Appendix B, addressas two principles identified in Land and Emvirenment Court cases:

Are the proposals physical impacts on surrounding development acceptable? The physical impacts
include constraints on the development potential of surrounding sites

Is the proposal’s appearance in harmony with the bulldings around It and the character of the stroot?

The first principle relates to the "material” impacis — overlooking and overshadowing — assessed in
the earlier height report. Bocause the development shares two side boundzries with neighbours and
Council's helght limit parmils development to a height of 10 metres and relalively small side boundary
setbacks, it is to be axpected that there will be some patential for overlooking, given the density of
development permilied on the site.  Similarly. there will be some degree of overshadowing of the
neighbour to the soulhwest undsr Council's contrals.  The test in the first principle above is not
whether overlooking and overshadowing oceur, but whether such impacls are acceptable.

The second principle relates to the visual impacts which were also assessed in the earller roporl.
Visual impacts relate to the way the development will bo seen from surrounding areas and genoerally
focus on impsacels Trom the public realm. The degres lo which visual impacts are increased by that
part of the proposed development which exceeds Courcil's height limit are part of this test, bul il |s
the appearance of the development as a whole and whether it achieves harmony with its neighbours
and street character which are the key considerations.

6.1 PHYSICAL IMPACTS: OVERLOOKING AND QVERSHADOWING

6.1.1 Corlette Street

The extent lo which the development exceads the 10 metra height limit on this frontage is minimal - a
maximurn of 0.5 metres for Building D and no excgedance for Building E. Both buildings are satback
5.5 metros from the Corlette Street boundary, DCP 2005 does not specify a front setback dimension,
but for bulldings in the Substantial Growth Precinet states that "the setbacks of buildings are related
to thelr helght and to the widih of the sirest, in such a way to ensure pedestrians do not fesl bulldings
ara overbeaning.! The proposed 5.5 metre fronl selback with deep soil landscaping moots this
standard.

The fact that a significant number of the units in these buildings overook Corlelte Street iz considered
an advantage in terms of safely and security.

Mid-winter shadow impacts on Corlette Strool begin about 11.00am and reach a small part of the
front yards of & small number of properlios opposite the subject site between about 2.30pm and
3.00pm. There are generally no significant overshadowing impacts on neighbouring properties on
Corielle Street.

As noted In the origingl height report, a complying development closer to the Corlette Street boundary
would have greator shadow impacts on the strest and propuerlles opposite.

Considering both overlooking and over shadowing, the proposal's physical impacts on surrounding
development on Corlette Street aro clearly acceplable.
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6.1.2 Union Street

The extent to which the development exceeds the 10 metre height limit on this lrontage ranges from
1.35 to 1.5 metres, Buildings A and B lacing Union Street are setback 7.0 melres from the street
Boundary. All of the setback zone is available for desp soil planting. Again, the setback and its
treatment are sufficient to meet tho DOF seiback standard,

A significant number of the units In these bulldings overlook Union Street and National Park beyond.
Overiooking fram Ihe developmant will make a usclul contribution to the safety and socurily of these
public places.

There Is no ovarshadowing of Union Street between 9.00am and 3.00pm in Midwinter.

Considering bolh overlooking and over shadowing, the propesal’s physical impacts on Unicn Street
and Mational Park are clearly acceptable.

6.1.3 MNartheast Boundary

The north-eastern boundary of the site adjoins the side and rear yards of single story detached
houses with pitched roots which front Tooke Street or Union Strest. These dweliings are within the
Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area. The extent to which the development exceeds the 10 molro
height limit en this frontage ranges from 0.0 to 1.5 metres, Buliding A is setback 8.5 metres from Lhe
boundary, Building © 15.0 metres and Bullding D 6.2 and 5.2 rmetres.

Owverlooking across the northeast boundary has been carefully managed, wilh a majority of units
looking parallel to the boundary, either across Union Street or into the development. In Building A,
only two units (202 and 302} lock across the houndary, but they look onto the side wall and roof of the
nearest dwelling fronting Union Streel. In Building C, 4 units (223, 224, 318 and 319) look fo the
neighbours, but these units are 15 maotres from the boundary. In Building D, 8 unils ook across the
noundary, but they overlock garages on the boundary, with only a portion of the rear yerd of the
dwalling on the comer of Corlette and Took Streets overlocked, In all cases where overlaoking
oceurs, he proposed development responds to its neighbour through attention to the sensitivity of
the affecled area, appropriate setbacks, landscaping and soreening.

I considering the relationship betweaen the proposed dovelopment and ts neighbours, it Is Important
to consider potential development under Council's contrels in comparison to what Is proposed. The
minimum side setback under DCP 2005 in the Substantial Growth Pracinet in the Urban Housing
section of the DCP is shown in camparison to the proposal's setbacks in Figures 2, 3 and 4. In each
of these diagrame, the building envelope permilled under Council’s DCP 2006 is the arca coloured
orange under a black dashed ling. In summary,

— Building A (Figure 2) Is solback 8.6 metres, more than twice the DCP requirement for a 4 melre
sotback above 6.0 metres

—  Building C (Figure 3) Is setback 17.2 metres, more than four fimes he DCF requirement
Building D (Figure 4) is setback b.1 molres and 6.2 metres, also in excess of the DCP requirement

(I is noled that a side setback distance of 6.0 metres may be inferred from the SEPP 65 Residential
Fiat Desigh Code, but this assumes thal a 6.0 metre setback |s also provided on the adjoining lot,
whoreas the actual setbacks of the neighbouring dwellings are well In excess of this dimansion.)

It is clearly apparont that a development complying with Council’s height and setback conlrols would
have significanlly greater impacis in terms of overiooking of the neighbours Immadiately 1o the
northeast.

There iz no overshadowing of the adjaining properties along the northeast boundary between 9.00am
and 3.00pm in Midwinter,

Consldering bioth averlocking and over shadowing. the proposal’s physical irmpacts on surrounding
developrnent are deemed acceptabla,
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6.1.4 Southwest Boundary

The south-western beundary of the sile adjoing Newcastle Grammar School, The extent to which [he
development excesds the 10 metra height limit on this frontage ranges from 0.2 to: 2.4 molres.
Building B is setback 5.3 metres from the boundary, Building C 8.5 metres and Building E 8.1 melres.

Overlooking across the southwest boundary has also been carefully managed, with a majority of units
again looking parallel to the boundary, either across Union Streat or inte the development. In Building
8, anly two urils (220 and 221) look across the boundary, but they are double height apariments with
only a single bedroom on the top floor and no balcony. In Building C the same situation applies
(Units 236 and 237). In Building E, 8 unils look across the boundary, bul they overiook play areas
with permanant shade cloth canopies above, which prevent viewing from lhe proposed development,
These units also overlook a one storoy class room building, but It In Lurm looks to Corlette Street and
into the school site, rather than fo the slde boundary,  In all cases where overlooking oocurs, ho
proposed development responds to Its neighbour through attention o the sensifivity of the affacled
area, apprapriate setbacks, landscaping and screening.

The proposed development rosults i overshadowing of a small portion of the school site in
Midwinter, Full documentalion of overshadowing is provided in the originat height reporl atl Appendix
B which shows shadows casi at haurly intervals. Figure 5 shows the extent of overshadowing at
Midday, when school children are likely to be ouldoors. The areas of the schocl which are
avershadowad are paripheral spaces or already covered with shada cloth.

It Is useful lo examine the actual shadows cast by the proposal with those cast by a developrment
complying wilh the DCP 2005 sids setbacks cited above (Figure 5). In this diagram, shadows cast by
the proposod development are shown In dark grey. Those cast by a similar development which
axtends furlher south-west towards the school, but is within Council's height and setback controls,
are shown In orange. |t is clear that a development which was bullt to Council's envelope controls
would cause greater overshadowing (han the proposal, notwithstanding the fact that it exceeds tha 10
metre heighl limit along this boundary.

Congsidering both ovarlooking and over shadowing, he proposal's physical Impacts on surrounding
development are desmed acceptable.

6.1.5 Summary of Physical Impacts

With roference to the first Land and Envitonment Court principle cited at the beginning of Soetion 6.0
above, the foregaing detalled analysis confirms that the propesed development’s physical impacts on
surrounding development are acceptable.
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6.2  VISUAL IMPACTS

6.2.1 Corlatte Strest

The axtent to which the development exceads the 10 metre height limif on this frontage is minimal — a
maximum of 0.5 metres for Building D and no exceedance for Building E. Thore are therefore no
visual Impacts resuling from non-complying heights o Coretie Street. Both bulldings are setback
55 metroes from the Corlette Strest boundary and the setback zone s deep soll, allowing for
substantial low-maintenance planting.

Tha two buildings facing Corlelie Street are separated by a gap of 6.1 metres. Building E has a deep
recess 7 metres wide al aboul its midpeint. This massing reduces the scale of the development and
is complemented by facade modulation using a variely of shading and screening duvices and a
related diverse palotlo of finishes and colours. The overall result is a well-mannered prosentation to
Corlette Sirest. Whilst the scals of the proposal Is different to that of the bulidings around It, it is
considerad to ba In harmony with them and the character of the sirest,

6.2.2 Unign Street

Tho facades of Buildings A and 8 facing Union Strest extend beyond Counell's 10m height limit by
botweon 1,35 and 1.5 metres. They are setback 7.0 metres from Lhe street boundary, The DCP
conlrols do not specify a numerical selback. Instead they require that “the setbacks of bulldings are
rotaled to their height and to the widlh of the street, in such a way lo ensure pedesirians do not fesl
buildings are overbearing.” All of the setback 7one is available for doop soll planting.

From the Union Stroet footpath adjoining the site, the visual impact of the pertions of the Tacades
which excead 10.0m will ba negligible because of the relatively steep upward angle of view. The front
setback Is of more importance to the perception of bulk at this location. At 7.0 moters this setback
will be more than encugh to achisve the DCP intention.  Bulldings within the 10 matro hoight plane but
closer to the street would have a greater visual impact.

From lhe footpath on the oppasite gide of Union Sireet, the additional facade height will be apparent.
Tho Increased extent of the facades i not considered visually signilicant, however. At a distance of
aboul 30m, the building facades would not be overbearing, whether they are at a height of 10.0 or
11.5 metres. The visual impact of he facade heights above 10.0m will additionally be mitigated by
the separation of the built form into two masses (Buildings A and B) separated by a distance of 12
molres and the substantial articulation of the facades, with two balcony zones and deep recesses in
Bullding B. The scale of Building A has been deliberately limiled to improve jts relationship to the
neighbouring dwellings in tha Heritage Conservation Area.

The visual impact of the additional Union Streot facade height from National Park |s also considered
negligible. The part of National Park opposite the davelopment is an aclive recreation facility with
multiple sports flelds and courts. 1t is entirely opan and deveid of trees, benches or ather similar
elements associated with passive recreation,  Any visual conseguences resulting from the modest
amount of additional height proposed Tor Bulldings A and B are considered immaterial bacause the
opan space is Used for sporting activilies, rather than passive recreation. Even [f passive recreation
faclitios were to be introduced to this part of the park they would undoubtedly include additional tree
planlings and the proposad devaluprment wouid have no significan adverse impacts,

Objectors 1o the proposed development have prepared a photemontage which purports to show the
proposal In lts context as seen from National Park. There is reason to be concerned that this image
does not accurately reflect sither the exisling context or the proposal. The row of trees along the
adge of National Park adjacent to Union Street is niot shown and there is no background vegefation
tailer than the single storey housas In the Consepvation Area between lho proposal and Tooke strest.
The top fluor of the development is shown as white against a grey background, which increases its
visual prominence, In additien, the hill and ridgeline in the background are cut out of the montage,
which furthor exaggerates the visual impact of the proposal.
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6,23 Northeast Boundary

The extent to which the development exceeds the 10 metre helght limit on this frontage ranges from
0.0 to 1.5 metres. Bullding A is setback 8.5 metras from the boundary, Bullding C 15.0 metres and
Building D 6.2 and 5.2 metres. These setbacks are well in excess of Councll's minimum requiremant
and help to reduce the visual presence of tho development as seen by ils neighbours. Views to
Buildings A and D from the rear yards of tho adjoining dwellings are partially blocked by either the
dwellings fronling Union Street (Building A) or rear yard garages (Buliding D). Building C has the
greatest potential for visual impacts, but il Is set back 15 melres from the side boundary, Visual
impacts along this boundary are considored acceptable.

The relationship between the proposal and the exsting dwellings to the northeast |s primarily
determined by the massing of the development, Three relatively short building ends face the
boundary with gaps of approximately 9 metres betwoen them: Facade articulalion and a diverse
range of materials, finishes and colours are used o reduce the percelved scale of the development.
Although the scale of the proposal Is different to thal of its nelghbours, It Is considered to be in
harmeny with them.

6.24 Southwest Boundary

Because the school ocoupies a lurge site and views from its buildings and grounds to the proposed
development will generally be limiled to certain areas in close proximity lo the boundary, visual
impacle on the school are considered to be of lesser concom. The extent to which the proposed
devalopment exceeds the 10 metre height limit on this frontage ranges from 0.2 to 2.4 molres,
Bullding B excesds the helght limil by 1.5 metres and is sol back 6.4 metres from the boundary.
Bullding C is between 2.1 and 2.4 meters above the height limil and |5 set back 8.6 metres. Bullding
E has a minor height exceedance and |8 setback 8.1 metres,

Although Bullding C has the greatest potantial for visual Impacts on the school, its proximity to the
school's administration bullding and a covered play area constrain views to Ihe proposal from these
locations.

Massing and architectural stralegles similar to those employed along the north east boundary are
adopled here to reduce the porceived scale of the development. It is considered to ba in harmony
with the school

6.2.5 Additional Floor to Building C

Bullding C containg an additional floor of apariments. This floor is locatod above the 10 metre height
limit, but its visibility is constrained by its localion in the centre of tha site,

Fram Carlette Sirest, the lop lloor of Building C will typically not be apparent opposite the proposed
dovelopment bacause of the goreening effect of Bulldings D and E and the school bulldings in the
foreground. Figure 6 shows thal In addition the top fioor will also not be visible from the upper floor of
the two storey residencos on the other side of the stroal. There will be glimpses of the extra floor
belween Buildings D and E and at some points on Corlelle Strest.

The top floor of Building C will typically not be apparent from eithor side of Union Street opposite tho
proposed development because of the screening effect of Buildings A and B (Figure 6). Thero are
two minor exceptions. Standing on Union Street directly in fronl of the main entry o the proposal, a
small portion of the top floor of Building C will be visible between Buildings A and B. From locations
on Union Street to the south-west of the site portions of the top floor of Building C will be visible
bolween Bullding B and the Grammar School buildings. These are more distant viows and seen In a
breader context are considered to be relatively insigrificant.

Figure B also shows that the top lloor oh Building G will anly bagin to be visible from points mara than
B0 melres Inlo National Park. An observer would have to be al lwico that distance to see a significant
portion of the top floor facade.
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As a goneral rule, bulldings and tree canoples to a helght of about 15m will merge to screen objects
up to abaut that height in views beyond the immsadiate contexl. The four storey buildings on Darly
Street to tho casl of the subject site are not generally visible from Mational Park, for example. With the
oxception of National Park, It is evident thal in views to the site beyond the streets immediately
surrounding it, the proposed development al a maximum height of about 18m, will not be visible.
National Park is primarily an active sporling facilily and the vigibility of portions of proposed buildings
exceading 10m, including an additional storey to Building C, is not considered a significant issue,

6.2.6 Summary of Visual Impacts

With reference Lo the second Land and Environment Courl principle cited at the beginning of Saclion
6.0 abova, the foregoing detalied analysis confirms that he proposal's appearance is In harmony wilh
the buildings around it and the character of lts surrounding sirests.
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7.0 CONCLUSION

This supplementary report provides further analysis of the heighls of buildings in the proposed
devalopment and the polential impacts resulting from bulldings which exceead the 10.0 metre hoight
limit applicable lo lhe site.

Council's planning instruments allow the height control to be exceeded where |1 can be shown that
compliance with the control Is unreasonable or unnecessary. Hydrologleal constraints play a major
role in the dasign of the proposed development, impesing a minimum AL for hiabltable floors and a
maximurm area of the sile which can be hbuilt on. These limitations tend 1o drive the buildings
upwards. A developmant of losser density andfor lesser setbacks from its neighbours (as permitted
under Council's contrals) could resolve the flooding 1ssues and remain beneath the height plane, but
it would either nat realise the full patential of the site or increase Impacls on the neighbours, It would
be unreasonable to reguire slrict compliance with the height contrel under these circumstances.

The analysis in this report and the earlier height report demonstrates that the design of the proposal is
such thal it is also unnecessary to comply wilh Council's height limit, because the bulldings which
axcead the height limit do not result in significant adverse impacts, either physical of visual;

— Any potential for overiooking of adjaining properties has been carefully managed and the proposed
additional height dows nol significantly increase this potentlal and does not have any unacceptable
impacts, The overlooking of Union and Carlette Streets and Union Park is considered advaniagsous
in terms of safety and security

— The proposal causus less overshadowing of neighbours than would a davelopment adopting
Council's height and selback conlrols

— Portions of the proposed development excaeding 10m [n height which are visible from the public
realim in close proximity to the site are generally limited to Union Strestl. Their extent is not considered
significant given the active recrealion uses opposite

— Portions of the proposed development exceeding 10m in height which are visible in more distant
views will generally only be sean from National Park. These impacts are considered acceplable given
that the park doss not comprise passive recreation uses in the viginity of the proposed development
and that the bullding height will be balow the horizon ling of the coastal ridge lo the east in the
majorily of views

— The parts of the proposed developrnonl which exceed 10m in height do not block any existing views

The analysis provided in this roport also addresses two pringiples identified in Land and Enviranment

Court cases!

Are the proposal's physical impacts on surrounding development acceptable? The physical impacts
include constraints on the development potentlal of surreunding sites

Is the proposal's appeafanco in harmony with the buildings around it and the character of the street?

The first prnciple, which reiates 1o overlooking and over shadowing, is satisfied by the proposed
dasign.

The second principle incorporates visual impaets, which have also been shown In this report to be
acceptable.

In surnmary, the propesed development provides the FSR parmitted under the applicable planning
instruments, which is appropriate for a development within Council's highest-densily residential zone
and with oxcellent access fo transport, shops and services. The proposed buil form has been
configured so as to ensure that there are no significant adverse impacts on neighbours and the
projocl's wider context, In order lo achieve this, the height limit applicable lo ihe site is exceeded.
Given the lack of adverse impacts, this outcome |s assessed on ils merlls Lo be acceptable and
appropriate.
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APPENDIX A: FIGURES
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Figure 1 The Five Buildings Proposed for the Site
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Figure' &  Seclion through context (Union Sireet and National Park to left, Corlette Strest to right)
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APPENDIX B: URBAN DESIGN ASSESSMENT OF BUILDING HEIGHTS (ISSUE B)
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE

This report presents an urban design assessment 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 height limit for the site and this
report addresses the question raised by Councll in a letter dated 2 March 2011 as to whether the
height limit applicable to the site Is unnecessary or unreasonable,
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2.0 THE SITE AND ITS CONTEXT

The subject site comprises two parcels, Lots 1 and 2 in DP 1050041 and the slroet address is 121 -
123 Union Street, Cooks Hill. The site is roughly square in shape, with a total area of 10,329 square
metres, as shown on Figure 1. It was proviously low-lying swamp lands and currently contains a
building and associated works which will be dermolished to make way for lhe proposed development.
The 'site Is flood affected and the whole of the site is in a flood storage area. These physical
constraints impact on the proposed bullding heights and are discussed [urther in Section 6.3.2 below.

To the norh-west, tho site fronts Union Street and boyond that National Park, which comprises in its
entiraty active recrealion facilities including netball courls and sports fields.

To tho soulh-east, the site is bounded by Corlgtte Street. On the opposite side of this street are one
and lwo storey attached dwellings (Figure 2).

The properties immeadiately o the narth-east of the site are single storey detached dwellings in a
heritage precinet (Figure 3), Their rear yards adjoin the subject site.

Immediately adjcining the site to the soulh-west is Newcastle Grammar School, comprising one and
two storey bulldings and various ocutdoor facilities. Beyend the school is & privately owned boarding
house on lhe comer of Parkway Avenue and Corlette Street (Figure 4) and “social" housing along the
south-wast side of Parkway Avenue (Figure 5), These are three storey bulldings with pitched roofs.
On the elevalions which comprise part of the Development Application, the height of the building on
ihe comer of Parkway Avenue and Corlette Street is shown as RL 16.40m and thatl of the building on
the comer of Union Street and Parkway Avenue as RL 14.05m. Bullding heights for the proposed
development range from RL 13.2m to RL 17.3m.
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3.0 THE PROPOSAL

The proposal is for the:

- Damolilion of all existing struclures on the site;
- Conslrugtion of a residential flal devolopment containing a total of 107 units, being;

» 81 one bedroom units ranging from 50sam to 54sgm

» B lwo bedropm units ranging from B0sgm to 90.5sqm

= 10 three bedroom units ranging from 108sgm to 134sgm
- Construction of a boarding house containing 112 bedrooms and @ managers residence
— Al grade and basement car parking for a total of 153 vehicles
Figure 6 shows the five bulldings proposed for the site. Buildings A and B comprise three habilable
floors above semi-basement parking. Building G comprises Tour habitable floors above at-grade
parking. Building D comprises Ihree habitable floors above al-grade parking. Building E comprises
three habitable floors above a zone for floodwater storage.
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4.0 RELEVANT DEVELOPMENT CONTROLS

The local planning controls applicable to the site are set out in detall in the Statement of
Emdronmental Eflects accompanying the Development Application. The site is currenltly zoned 2(b)
Urban Care Zone, permitting multi-unit residential development with consent, and wlill be zoned R3
Mediurm Denslity Residential under Council's new LEP: An FSR of 0:8:1 and a hoight [imit of 10m will
apply to the site under the new LEP. Under lhe applicable State Environmantal Planning Palicy, the
boarding heuse portion of the development has a maximum permissible FSR of 1.4:1.

The site also immediately adjoins the Cooks Hill Heritaga Conservation Area fo the north-gast. The
rear yards of the nearest dwellings within the heritage conservation area abut the north-east boundary
of the site.

Under Newcastie DCP 2005, the site is subject to:

— A 10.0m height limil
- streat satbacks of 0.0m o & height of 3.0m, 2.0m to 8.0m and 4.0m above 6.0m
— side setbacks of 0.0m to a helght of 6.0m and 4.0m above B.0m

The site is included within (he ‘Substantial Growth Pracincl’ mapped in DCP2005, encouraging the
redevelopment of the site for urban housing at higher residential densities.

Council's Drall LEP, being a conversion to the Department of Planning’s Templale LEP, has simply
proposed the adoption of the existing heights contained in the DCP, consistenl with the approach the
Departmant of Planning has been following,

It is clear howaver that the DCP provides opportunity for developmant to step outside of confrols
where it is appropriate to do so, svidenced from the following nole lo the DCP as it appears on
Council's web site.

....However, some local circumstances may apply to any particular development sile or proposal
rhaf warrant separare consideration outside the framework of NDCP 2005, Accordingly, eompliance
with tho provisions. does not guaranice development approval, nor will non compliance with tho
provisions necessarly result in refusal of an application,”

This report considars the merils of the "local circumstances” that support an acceptable varialion to
the height control within the DCP.
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50 ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

This analysis examines two primary types of issues related to the proposed building helghts:

— Material iImpacts — overtooking and overshadowing
— Visual impacts - the perception of increased height

Material impacts generally relate to immediately adjoining neighbours.  Because the development
shares twao side boundaries with neighbours and Council's: height limit permits development to a
height of 10 metres and relatively amall side boundary setbacks, it is to be expected that there will be
some potential for overlooking, given the density of development pemitted on the site. Similarly there
will be some degres of overshadowing of the neighbour to the southwest under Council’s cantrols.

An imporiant consideralion for both overfooking and overshadowing is the doegroe Lo which they are
increased by the portion of lhe proposal which oxcoods Counci's beight limil and more generally
whothior the proposed Impacts are acceplable as measured against oslablished slandards.  Visual
impacts relate o the way the building will be seen from surrounding areas and generally focusas oh
impacts from the public realm.  The issue again is the degree to which visual impacts are ingreased
by that parl of the proposed development which exceeds Councll's helght limit and whether they are
acceplable.
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6.0 ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED HEIGHT INCREASES

The two proposed bulldings along Corlette Street (Buildings D and E) generally lie below the 10m
helght plane. The only exception is a small number of units on Leval 2 of Building D which penetrate
the height plane by a masimurm of about 400mm. None of theso unils face the boundary so there are
no overlooking issues, thore Is ne overshadewing becausa the neighbours are to the north east and.
this minor height overage will not be noticeable from any strest or public place.

The followirig assessment of height impacts is thus largely confined to Bulldings A, B and C.
6.1 MATERIAL IMPACTS
6.1.1 Overlooking

North-sast Slde Boundary

The north-eastern baundary of the sile adjoins single stary detached houses with pitched roofs which
fronl Tooke Street or Union Street.

The proposed developmont has given careful consideration lo potential impacts from overlooking of
the existing adjpining properties.  Satisfactory oulcormnos have been achieved through lhe
combination of bullding setbaeks (in ail cases beyond thal required by the DCP), landscaping
including deep soil zone landscaping, building offsetting as well as appropriately positioned privacy
screening consistent wilh the objectives within Council’'s DCP.  The proposed additional heighl has
been managed in the same way and so also has no unaccoplable Impacts.

South-west Side Boundary

The South-was! boundary adjoins Newcastle Grarmmar School. The school's sile layout includes a
number of bulldings along the boundary and three permanent shade cloth struclures, so the areas
which can be ovetlooked are limited.

Whist the sensitivity of overlooking 1o the scuth west is considered to be less due to the land uso
lype, existing position of school bulldings, shade cloth structures and landscaping, the proposod
development responds to ils nelghbour through the same measures that are adopted to the north
east: altenfion to appropriate setbacks, landscaping and screening. The additional helght near this
boundary has been managed in the same way and also has no unacceptable Impacts.

6.1.2 Overshadowing

The critical lime of the year to examine shadow impacts Is the winter solstice, June 22, when shadows
are longosl, Overshadowing caused by the proposal in mid-winter between 8.00am and 3.00pm is
limited to the site immediataly to the south-west of the subject site {occupled by Neweastle Grammar
School) and Corlelie Street and a negligible portion of some front yards on the opposite (south-east)
sida of Corlette sirest betwean aboul 2.30pm and 3.00pm.

The approach adopled here to assessing overshadowing impacts is similar to that for overlooking,
The degree of ovorshadowing caused by a development which complies with Council's helght and
setback controls is compared 1o the degres of ovorshadowing caused by the proposal,

Figures 7 — 13 show shadows al hourly intervals betwsen 9.00am and 3.00pm in mid-wintar.
Shadows cast by the proposed development are shown in dark grey. Those cast by a similar
development which extends further south-west towards lhe school, but is within Coungil's height-and
setback confrols, are shown in orange. The latter building envelopes are actually well within Council's
‘contrals, with a setback of 4m from ground level lo 10m and gaps between Buildings Band C and G
and E equal to those of the proposal. (A complying development could extend to lho boundary line
up to a height of &m before setting back 4m and could extend along the full longlh of the side
boundary, minus the front setbacks required at Union Street and Corlette Strest.)
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At every hour, between 9:.00am and 3.00pm, the proposed devolopment results In iess
overshadowing of the school than a similar complying development. The degres of difference
increases during the day. Between midday and 1.00pm, whan pupils are most likely lo be outdoors,
the difference is guite apparent (and as noled above would be more so f @ complying option
extendad along the full length of the boundary).

It Iz also notedd that much of the schoal site adjoining the side boundary is occupied by bulldings: and
shade structures, trees planted within the school’s land and a wide sealod pathway, Lillle useabls
external area is impacted by overshadowing,

Mid-wintor shadow (mpacts on Corlette Sireet itself bagin about 11.00am and reach a small part of
the front yards of a small number of properties opposite the subject site batween about 2.30pm and
3.00pm. Bulldings D and E, which cast these shadows, are generally a little under Council's 10m
height fimil.  As expected, 10m high builldings with the same setback from Corleite Sirest as tho
proposal would cast longer shadows.  Again, the proposed development resulls in lesser
overshadowing Ihan a complying building envelope.  (The difference would be even more
pronounced If the complying envelope came closer to the street boundary, as parmitted by the DCP
canirols,)

In summary, the proposal causes less overshadowing than would a development adopting Coungil's
height and setback conirols. The additional heighl of the proposal beyond 10m has no adverse
overshadowing impacts,

6.2  VISUAL IMPACTS

This part of the height assessment focuses on the wisibility of the portions of the proposed
dovelopment which exceed Gountil's 10m height limit. 1t has to do with the perception of height and
how an observer might feel about any increase in height above the 10m limit,

A complex set of hydrological constraints operale on the subject site and these have a direct bearing
on the overall height of the proposed davelopment. These conslraints are detailed in Section §.3.2
below. It is clear from Council's inclusion of the subject site within its "Substantial Growth Precinet’
and the applicable 0.9:1 FSR that Council envisagos a substantial level of development here. It is
understood that under the hydrological constraints which impinge on the site and Council’s 10m
height limit, it would not be feasible to achiove lhe level of development contemplated by Council's
precinct and density controls.  Given the hydrological constraints and expectad density of
development, it is considered unreasonable o apply the 10m height plane to the propesed
development. This consideration should bo borme in mind when reading the following assessment of
view impacis.

6.2,1 Proximate Views

Union Street

The facades of Bulldings A and B facing Union Stroot extend beyond Councll's 10m height limit by
approximately 1:.5m. Council's DCP 2005 does nol specily numerical standards for strest setbacks in
the Substantial Growth Precinct in which the proposal Is located, |t stales that "the selbacks of
buildings are related to their height and Lo lhe width of the street, in such a way to ensure pedestrians
do nat feel buildings are overbearing.” The facades could be brought closer fo the street boundary
s0 that, from the Union Street lootpath adjoining the site, the upwards viewing angle would be stesper
and the additional facade haight may be less noticeable. A reduction of the front setback would have
other undesirable conseguencos, however, and it is considered that with the current arrangement,
from the adjeining footpath the additional facade height above 10.0m will have negligible visual
impact.

From the footpath on the epposite side of Unfon Streel, the addilional facade height will be detectable
(Figure 15). (Mote that the origin points of all the computer-gonerated Images in this section of this
report are shown in Figure 14 and that fences and exsling and future vegetation, which will have
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additional screening effects, are not shown in the images). The increase is nol considerad visually
significant, however. Al & distance of about 30m, the bullding facades will not be overbearing. The
visual impact of the facade heights above 10.0m will additionally be mitigated by the separation of the
built form inlo wo masses (Buildings A and B) and the articulation of the fagades.

The top floor of Building © will typically not be apparent from either side of Union Street opposite the
proposed development because of the screening effect of Buildings A and B. Thare are two minor
exceptions, Standing on Union Street directly in front of the main eniry to the proposal, a small
portien of the top floor of Bullding C will be visible between Bulldings A and B. This will ocour for a
distance of about 17m on lhe near (south-sastem) footpath and 30m on tho opposite (north-western)
tootpath, From locations on Unjon Street to the south-west of the site porliens of the top floor of
Building C will be visible between Bullding B and the Grammar School bulldings (Figure 16). These
are more distant viows and sean in a broader coniext are also considotad lo be refatively insignificant.

The visual presence of the proposed developmaent from Union Strest is related to the fact thal there
are no buildings on the opposite side of tho slreet, The sirest feels more open than It would 1T It were
flanked by buildings on both sides. This Is a significant consideration in arriving at an assessmonl of
the acceptability of the fact that the proposal includes some 1.5m of additional height on Union
Street. |t also relates directly to Councll's DCP 2005 staiement that height and setback should be
configured "in such a way to ensure padestrians do not feel buildings are overbearing.”

Matianal Park, the open space opposite the development, s an active recreation facility with multiple
sporis fields and courle. The portion of the park opposite the proposal Is reserved for active use. Itis
entirely open and deveid of trees, benches or other similar olements assoclated with passive
recreation. As domonstrated sbove, the modest amount of addilional helght proposed for Buildings
A and B has no material impacts on the park and any visual conseguences are considered immaterial
because the opon space is used for sporfing activities, rathar than passive recrealion.

Corlette Strest

The fasados of Buildings D and E facing Corette Strect are within Gouncil's 10m haight limit with a
vary minor exception of about 300mm at the south-wast ond of Building O (Figure 17). Height plane
axcxoodances are generally not an issue on this streol. It is also noted that the street facades of
these bulldings are setback from the Corlstte Strast boundary approximately 6m.

The top tloor of Bullding © will lypically not be apparent from Corlette Stresl opposite the proposed
development because of the screening effect of Buildings D and E and the schoal bulldings in the
foreground (Figure 18). Fram a point on Corlette Street directly in front of the entry o the profect
between Buildings D and E there will be miner glimpses of the top floor boetweon these two buildings.
To the north-sast of the proposal on Corlette Strest, the minor extent to which Building D excesds the
10m height plane will b visible in some views, and there may be glimpses of the top floor of Building
C, depending on the extent of vegetation in that view (figure 19). To lhe south-west, thers will be
some views of the porlions of Bullding © which excead 10m (Figure 20), but these are limited in
extent.

In summary, in the immediate context of the subject site, visibllity of the porlions of tho proposed
buildings which exceed Councll's 10m height plane is generally limited to Union Slrest. The extra
height at the top of the third storey is of course visible, but is considered accoptable, There arg no
neighbours opposita and Nalional Park is not a passive recrealion facility, Its sporting uses are not
considered sensitive to visual mpacts, The top storey on top of Building C will be visible from certain
locations on Union Streel, but these are glimpses betwesn foroground buildings or vegetation.
Broadly speaking, tharo I8 no-significant additional building height above 10m visible from Corlette
Streat, Views of tho top storey slement of Bullding C are genorally limited 1o glimpses batween
foreground buildings or vegetalion,
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6.2.2 Distant Views

The subject site sits within a broad valley which appears well-vegefated in distant views (Figure 21).
The site Is located approximately in the centro of this image. The three storay buildings on Parkway
Avenue to the souih-wast of the site (Figure 5) are not visible. It is estimated that Ihe top floor of
Building C would alsa not be apparent in this view, particularly considering the darker exterior colours
which are proposed for this element.

Apart from the ridge of land along the ceast (from which the above image is taken), tho larrain
surrounding the proposed davelopment is virtually flal. As a general rule, bulldings and tree canopies
to a helght of aboul 15m will merge to screen objocts up o about that height in views beyond the
immediate context. (There may be exceptions to this principle, but they would be raro.) The four
storay buildings on Darby Street to the east of the subject site (Figures 22 and 23) are nol generaily
visible from Nalicnal Park, for example. With the exception of Natlonal Park, it is evident that in views
to the site buyond the streets immediately surrounding It the proposed davelopmant al & maximum
height of about 15m, will not be visible.

Another example in the broader contex! of typical building heights at which the upper floors become
visible in distant views is provided by the residential building on the comner of Parry and Union Streets.
This huiiding has a height of cight storeys plus plant overrun. Soon from Corlette Street just to the
north-east of Tooke Streel and he subject site, the first 5 floors are screened by foreground buildings
and vegetation (Figure 24),

Because there s litia in the way of intervening structures or vegeiation betwsen National Park and the
subject site, he height excesdances of the proposed development (and indeed most of the portions
of the buildings belaw the 10m height limit) will be visible from the park. However, the coastal ridge
to the east of the site ensures that In more distant visws from within the park the proposed
developmenl will not panetrate the horizon line (Figure 25). By contrast, other bulldings visible from
the park rise well above the horizon line (Figura 26}

In summary, in more distan! views to the subject site, the perlions of the proposed buildings above
10m will generally not bae visible, The exception Is National Park, but this is an active sporting facilily
and the visibility of portions of proposed buildings excsading 10m, including an additional starey (o
Building C, is not considerod a significant issue.
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6.3  RELATED CONSIDERATIONS

631 Herltage

A revised Herllage Impact Statement accompanies this height report. It examines tho issue of the
proposed development's height in relation Lo the adjoining heritage precinct in considerable detail

The subject site abuts \he Cooks Hill Heritage Conservation Area o its north-sast. Two important
considerations nead o be borme in mind in assessing the height of the proposed development in
relation to the adjoining heritage conservation area:

- Under Council's DOP the proposud development site iz within the Substantial Growth Precinet
— Height and setback cantrals under the DCP allow a buiiding all along the north-gast boundary without
solback up 1o a height of 6o and then a furlher increase in height to 10m with a 4 setback

Bocause of the scresning efiect of structures and vegetation, it is effectivaly only the properties
adjeining fhe site and franting on to Union or Tooke Streets which need to be considered in terms af
the proposed developmant's height Impacts on the heritage precinct. Itis noted that the Tooke Sireet
houses have large rear yards, In the order of 15m to 25m deep, and that existing mature trees In this
roar yard zone will eontinue to provide signilicant screening of the proposed development

In comparison to he DCF setbacks, the proposed dovelopment presents a much less imposing
presence to the rear yards of the adjoining dwellings in the herilage precinet:

— Building A is seiback from the boundary approximately 5m

— Bullding C is setback from the boundary 15t lor the pedium, 17m for Levals 1 and 2, and 25m for the
top floar
Building D s setback from the boundary approximately Sm and 7m

In addition thero are significant gaps between the buildings.

Given that the proposed set backs from the north-eastern boundary arg significantly more generous
than those permitted under Council's DCP, it is considerad that, in rolation to the adjaining heritage
precinct, its 10m height limit is in this case neiiher necessary nor reasonable.

6.3.2 Hydrology

There is & complex set of hydrologleal constrainls impinging on the subject slta, The whole of the site
is within @ zone designated by Councll as a llood storage arsa. As such, the maximum area of the
sita which can be “fillad" (ocoupled by strucluras o ingcreased in ground level by earthworks) is 20
parcenl. The water table across the site Is al AL 1.0m. The estimated probable maximum flood level
is AL 4.9m. The minimum floor level for occupiable rooms is RL 3.2m. Finally, any on-site parking
which is not within contained struclures must be located at or above RL 2.5m, to aveld floating cars
hecoming a hazard in the event of a llood,

It Is clear from Council's inclusion of the subject site within its ‘Substantial Growth Precinel’ and the
applicable 0.8:1 FSA that Councll envisages & substantial level of development on thls site,  ILis
understood that under the hydrological constraints described above and Council's 10m height limit. it
would nol bo possible to achieve the level of development conternplated by Councll's precinet and
density controls, Given the outcomes of the height analysis in Sections 6.1.and 6.2 above, it is
considerad unreasonable 1o limit developrmant on the subiect site to a height of 10m,
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7.0 CONCLUSION

The proposed Miller Union Development at 121-123 Unicn Sireet Cooks Hill exceeds the 10m height
limit in Council's applicable planning controls for the site.  Gouncll states that the documentalion
supporling the project's Development Application "has not demansirated that the 10metre standard is
unnecessary of unreasenable in this instanco”.

Elzewhere, howsver, Gouncil makes the point that site conditions may require or allow development
ta be at variance wilh provisions within the DCP. This reporl addrosses those relevant site conditlons.
Hydrological lssues have major impacts on the site. A development of lesser density could of course
resolve the flonding issues and remain beneath the height plane, but it would result in a development
that doss nol propetly take advantage of its location close 1o shops and senvices and would not
promote the important urbian consclidation objectives that Council aspires to in this locatlon.  Other
unaccaptable culcomes such as building scale and separation and open space issuss would also
likely arise. & decision to reduce the scale would clearly be inconsistent with Council's decision lo
include the subject site within its “Substantial Growlh Precinet’.

Pravided that a development is configured o the site, as is the case here, so thal the places where it
exceads -Council's heighl limit do not result In significant adverse impacts on its context, it is
considerad to be unreasonable to reject the proposal on the basis of sheer non compliance with the
numerical height contral. A merit consideration of the lssua is considered lo establish that the
proposed height of the development is appropriate.

This roport documents in detall the reasons why the height of the proposed development is
salisfactory. In summarny:

— Any potential for overlooking of adjoining properties has been carsfully managed and the propossd
‘adiditional helght does not Increase this potential and does not have any unacceplable impacts

- The proposal causes less overshadowing of neighbours than weuld a dovelopment adopting
Coungi's height and setback controls

— Porlions of the proposed development excoeding 10m in height which are visible from the puklic
realm In close proximity to the site are generally limited {o Union Street. Their extent is not considorad
significant given the active recreation uses opposilo
Portions of the proposed development exceeding 10m in height which are isible in more distant
views will gencrally only be seen from National Park. These Impacts are considerad acceptable given
that the park does not comprise passive recreation uses and that the bullding height will be below the
horizon line of the coastal ridge to the eastin the majorily of views

~ The parls of the proposed development which oxcesd 10m in height do not block any existing viows

Gouncll's Urban Design Consultative Group reviewsd the current proposal at a meeling on the 16th

Fobruary 2011, |is subsequent wiitten assessment includes the statement thal *The height and scale

of the buildings have been modulatod both horzontally and vertically with maximum height located at

the centre of ihe site. Tho group considered the management of scalo to be acceptable fo the

location”,

The site Is wilthin Council's "Substantial Growth Precinet”.  Within the context of the proposed

developmant, and given the findings of this reporl, Council’s 10m height limit is considered both

unreascnablo and unnecessary
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APPENDIX A: ILLUSTRATIONS

Figura1  The Site and lts Immediate context
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Figure 2

3

Figure 3 Tooke Street. The site adjoins the rear yards of these properties
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Figure 4  Mulfi-unit housing on the corrier of Parl
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kway.a-\venue and Carlette Stroot

Figure 5 Multi-unit housing on the smﬁh-—we-si side of Parkway Aveniue
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Figure &  The Five Bulldings Proposed for the Site
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Figure 7 Mid-winter shadows al 8.00am
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O 10am June 22 with Complying Envlope
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Figure 8 Mid-winter shadows at 10.00am
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11am June 22 with Complying Envelope
SCALE 11000
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Figure 8  Mid-winter shadows at 11.00am
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O 12pm June 22 with Complying Envelope
SCALE! 111000
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Figura 10 Mid-winter shadows at Midday

R0+ CMTE Urban and Landseape Desion 506,201 1 8iller Unlon Devslopraent: Lman Design Assezsment of Building Heighls 19



CKDS | ARCHITECTURE

Figure 11 Mid-winler shadows at 1.00pm
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Figure 12 Mid-winter shadows at 2.00pm
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O_§pm June 22 with Complying Envelope

SCALE 173000
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Figure 13 Mid-winter shadows at 3.00pm
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"Figure 16

Figure 14 Origin points of computer-generated visws shown in following Figures
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[ FoAMONSOF BUILDINGS BELOW 10M
PORTIONS OF BULDINGS ARGVE 108

Figure 15 View from Unlon Stroel

PORTIONS OF BUILDINGS BELCVY 1004
[] PoRmONS OF BUILDINGS ABOVE 104

Figure 16 View from Union Stroel
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[C] rORTIONS OF BLILORGS BELOW 19K

L | PORTEONS OF BULTRNGS ABOVE 100

Figura 17 View from Corleite Streat

= 1 PORTIONS OF BUILDTNGS BELOW 1041

[ ] PORTICNS OF BUILDINGS ABOVE 101
Figure 18 View from Corlette Street
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[T7]  PoRmoas OF sULORGES BELOW 100

(7] PoORNGNS GF BULOINGS ABGVYE 10

Figure 19 View from Corlette Streal

I MORTIONS OF BUNL DNNDE RELOW 1000

[ PORVTIONS DF BUILDEIGS ARCOVE 100

Figura 20 View from Corlelte Streal




Figure 21 View from the obalisk on the coastal ridge to the east of fhe site. The sitels in the
approximate middle ground and centre of the photograph.

— —

Figurs 22 Building on Darby Street to the sast of the sile
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Figure 23 Building on Darby Street to the east of the site

Flgure 24 View to apartment building on the cornar of Parry and Union Strests from Corlette Street
Just north of Tooke Street
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Figure 25 The subjact site viewed from National Park, The light coloured roof in the centre of the
image is the existing building on the site. The ridge of the roof iz estimated to be
approximately 3 storays high. The yellow horizontal line above it indicates the:
appro¥imate maximum height of the proposed development.

Figura 26 View from Mational Park looking east
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