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Address Date of Letter/s Issues 
12/12-14 Clubb Cres 
Miranda  

Received 20 August 
2010 

- Increased noise and 
traffic in Clubb crescent 
- potential Increased 
noise because of 
unknown uses 
 

22/9-13 Clubb Cres 
Miranda 

Received 2 September 
2010 

- Traffic 
- Overdevelopment and 

potential for adverse 
impact on residential 
amenity 

- Height 
- floorspace 
- Concern about 

unauthorised use of 
visitor spaces 
belonging  9-13 Clubb 
Crescent 

Part owner 
525 Kingsway, Miranda 

9 September 2010 - Support the 
application 

561-563 Kingsway, 
Miranda 

6 September 2010 - Support the 
application 

535 Kingsway, Miranda Received 29 September 
2010 

- Support the 
application 

575 Kingsway, Miranda 7 September 2010 - Support the 
application 

569 Kingsway, Miranda Received 29 September 
2010 

- Support the 
application 

581-587 Kingsway, 
Miranda 

Received 29 September 
2010 

- Support the 
application 

565-569 Kingsway, 
Miranda 

6 September 2010 - Support the 
application 

607 Kingsway, Miranda Received 29 September 
2010 

- Support the 
application 

573 Kingsway, Miranda Received 29 September 
2010 

- Support the 
application 

587 Kingsway, Miranda 27 September 2010 - Support the 
application 

Shop 7,581-587 
Kingsway, Miranda 

Received 29 September 
2010 

- Support the 
application 

Level 12, 90 Arthur St, 
North Sydney 

28 September 2010 - Support the 
application 

Miranda and District 
Chamber of Commerce 

9 September 2010 - Support the 
application 

537-539 Kingsway 
Miranda 

Received 29 September 
2010 

- Support the 
application 
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Architectural Review Advisory Panel 
 
Proposal:  
Commercial Development - Demolition of Existing Structures and Construction of 
a Four (4) Storey Commercial Building 
Property:  
531-533 Kingsway MIRANDA NSW 2228 
Applicant:  
Adrian Vincent Tripodina 
File Number:   
DA10/0720 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
The following is the report of the Architectural Review Advisory Panel Meeting held on 19 
August 2010 at the Administration Centre, Sutherland Shire Council, Eton Street, 
Sutherland.  The report documents the Panel’s consideration of the proposed 
development described above. 
 
“4. Consideration of Development Application No. 10/0720 – Commercial 

Development at 531-533 Kingsway, Miranda 
 
Council’s David Jarvis, Carolyn Howell and Chris Greig outlined the proposal, including 
providing details of Council’s relevant codes and policies.   
 
Anthony Nowlan, Jeff Mead, Adrian Tripodina, Peter Tripodina and Mark Longo 
addressed the Panel regarding the aims of the proposal and the constraints of the site. 
 
The proposed building is located at the eastern extremity of the main commercial/retail 
area of Miranda. Adjoining properties address the Kingsway with two (2) storey 
commercial/retail buildings and are serviced via a rear lane (Clubb Lane) to the north of 
the site. Medium density residential development is located to the north and east. 
 
The proposal consists of the construction of a four (4) storey commercial building with 
two (2) levels of car parking. It was explained by the applicant that even though the site 
slopes from west to east, level floor plates have been provided for each commercial level. 
This is in response to market demands for flexible spaces that are capable of housing 
either single or multiple tenants per floor. 
 
The Panel could not support this proposal in its current form. While some issues can be 
resolved through an amended design, there are some more significant concerns. 
 
Further consideration of the following issues is recommended: 
 
Context/Scale 
It was explained to the Panel that the proposed building is in excess of the Sutherland 
Shire Local Environmental Plan (SSLEP) requirements for height (proposed five (5) 
storeys, permissible three (3) storeys) and floor space ratio (proposed 2.9:1, permissible 
2:1). These variations are substantial. A building with a floor space ratio of 2.0:1 over 
three (3) storeys would be more consistent with the existing context than what is now 
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proposed. The existing controls would produce a building with a smaller footprint for the 
upper levels. 
 
The proposed building height is considered to be out of scale with its existing context, but 
potentially appropriate for the future desired character of the area. Due to its location, this 
site is a transition from the retail/commercial core to the adjacent residential precincts. As 
such any development must be respectful of the residential units. While it is always 
beneficial to review the appropriateness of any existing controls, such a review should be 
undertaken for the whole precinct. 
 
There was some merit in the applicant’s argument for an increase in height (33% 
increase) but there was no strength in the argument for an increase in the bulk and scale 
of the building (45% increase in floor space). The increased floor area of the building is 
considered excessive, resulting in a very poor relationship with the existing residential 
development to the north. It is recommended that the building be set back further from 
the lane (particularly at the upper levels) and the building form developed to create a 
more considered relationship with the residential development to the north.  
 
The Kingsway slopes down approximately 2.5m towards the east across the length of the 
site, however, the ground floor of the proposed building has been set on a level plane. 
This results in the ground floor of the building being disengaged from the street at its 
eastern end. The treatment of the base of the building should provide a continuity of the 
street that reinforces links with the adjoining commercial development to the east and the 
main pedestrian circulation routes through the commercial/retail centre. 
 
Insufficient consideration has been given to the relationship with the commercial building 
immediately to the east. This is a substantial building in this setting, which could be 
expected to remain for many years. It is dominated by this proposal rather than the new 
building acknowledging that the eastern section of the building will be prominent for many 
years. 
 
Built Form 
Further development of how the base of the building addresses the Kingsway, is 
recommended to overcome the contextual issues highlighted above.  
 
An awning has been proposed running from the western end of the Kingsway street 
elevation to the building entrance located in the centre of the elevation. The proposed 
awning effectively terminates the covered access along the street prior to the connection 
with the pedestrian access to the commercial development and pedestrian crossing to 
the east of the site. A continuation of the weather protection across the entire length of 
the site is essential.  
 
A recessed balcony has been provided on the south-eastern corner of the top floor. The 
applicant advised that the positioning of this balcony is intended to help articulate the 
eastern elevation of the building. It is acknowledged that some articulation of the eastern 
elevation is necessary whilst the adjoining site to the east remains under developed. 
However, should this site be developed into a building of a similar height to that proposed 
on the subject site, the amenity provided by the balcony will be much reduced. 
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It is suggested that consideration be given to the articulation and composition of the 
elevation by reducing the bulk of the building on the northern side and reducing the 
extent of the balcony on the eastern side so as not to result in a deep/narrow balcony 
space once the adjoining building to the east is developed. 
 
Density 
The proposed building density is considered excessive and results in a poor relationship 
with the existing residential development to the north of the site. Increased setbacks to 
the north of the building are recommended to reduce the visual intrusion and potential 
privacy issues with the existing residential building to the north.  
 
One consequence of the excessive density is the inability of the development to provide 
sufficient car parking. Within a centre such as Miranda, car parking is an essential facility. 
Additional car parking would necessitate a larger basement. This can be avoided by a 
reduction in the density of the development. 
 
Resource, Energy and Water Efficiency 
It is evident that a considered approach has been given to the environmental 
performance of the proposed building. However, it is suggested that further consideration 
be given to providing more natural light and that the incorporation of air conditioning and 
associated plant be resolved.  
 
One consequence of the increase in density is that the depth of each floor from the 
external windows to the centre of the building is increased. Natural lighting of the central 
section of the building is consequentially reduced, resulting in an increase in artificial 
lighting. Introducing photovoltaic panels may decrease the impact, but an alternative 
approach could produce a better result. 
 
Landscape/Amenity 
A greater area of landscaping would benefit the development. Not only would the scheme 
be improved, but the interface with the residential development to the north across Clubb 
Lane could be enhanced. As submitted, the terrace on the Lane overlooks the residential 
development and compromises its privacy. Additional setback for deep soil planting at 
grade is required along the northern boundary. Landscaping to the terrace at the level 
above could also be provided, with planters being introduced to provide space for screen 
planting. 
 
The species noted on the current planting plan are considered to be inappropriate. The 
input of a landscape architect to develop a more appropriate response to the site is 
recommended. The climbing fig is not appropriate; it will damage the building and is not a 
useful design element. 
 
It is suggested that the addition of a roof garden would help to reduce the building’s heat 
load and reduce the building’s dependency on air conditioning. 
This addition would also significantly improve the green credentials of the proposal, as 
well as providing amenity for the building’s occupants. 
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Safety and Security 
When developing the base of the building, consideration should be given to the treatment 
of any recess within the façade to ensure that “Safer by Design” principles are 
incorporated. 
 
Aesthetics 
The aesthetics of the building appear well resolved (with the exception of the treatment of 
the building base). However, for the intricate treatment of the building façades to be 
successfully realised the detail design of the façade is crucial. It is recommended that 
further detail is provided to document façade treatments. 
 
Recommendation/Conclusion: 
 
The proposed building height is considered out of scale with its existing context, but 
further research as part of a policy study may establish heights appropriate for the future 
desired character for the area. The increased floor area of the building is considered 
excessive, resulting in a very poor relationship with the existing residential development 
to the north. The base of the building is also considered to respond poorly to its 
immediate context.  
 
Should the applicant choose to prepare another, scheme further development of the 
building form is required to address these issues. 
 
Further development of the appropriate landscaping and additional information to 
document the proposed façade treatments are also required.” 
 
 
 
Colleen Baker 
ARAP Coordinator 
 
 
31 August 2010 
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