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Architectural Review Advisory Panel 
 
Proposal:  
Pre-DA Referral (ARAP) - 3rd Referral – Commercial/Residential Development 
Property:  
971-973 Old Princes Highway ENGADINE NSW 2233 
Applicant:  
Conquest Constructions (NSW) Pty Ltd 
File Number:   
ARAP10/0007 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
The following is the report of the Architectural Review Advisory Panel Meeting held on 24 
June 2010 at the Administration Centre, Sutherland Shire Council, Eton Street, 
Sutherland.  The report documents the Panel’s consideration of the proposed 
development described above. 
 
“2. Consideration of ARAP10/0007 - Pre-DA Proposal for a 

Commercial/Residential Development at 971–975 Old Princes Highway, 
Engadine 

 
Council’s Andrew Conacher, Christine Edney and Ian McPherson outlined the proposal, 
including providing details of Council’s relevant codes and policies.   
 
Wayne Bentley, Steve Waters, John Curtis, Sue Deas and John Cooley addressed the 
Panel regarding further development of the proposal and how they have addressed the 
concerns raised by the Panel at the previous meetings. 
 
Development History 
A previous development application for the site was refused. This proposal continues to 
explore concepts for a revised application presented in preliminary form at a previous 
ARAP meeting. 
 
Description of the Site 
During the site inspection it was observed that the site consists of five (5) lots that are 
proposed to be amalgamated. The total area of the lot is 2514 square metres. There is a 
separate portion of the amalgamated lot located on the northern side of Toms Lane, 
whereas the majority of the lot is located between Toms Lane and the Old Princes 
Highway. The major lot falls to the north and there is no significant cross-fall from west to 
east. 
 
The lot is bounded on the western side by two narrow lots that have not been included in 
this amalgamation and is bounded on the eastern side by a service station site. 
 
Toms lane, which provides vehicular access to the site, is relatively narrow with partially 
formed kerbing and guttering. There is a manoeuvring bay approximately halfway along 
the lane on the northern side. 
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The site is zoned Zone 8 - Urban Centre which allows for mixed commercial and 
residential uses. The proposed use is permissible in this zone. 
 
Description of Proposal 
The application consists of a two (2) level partly underground car park with access from 
Toms Lane. Fifteen (15) commercial car parking spaces including two disabled spaces 
are provided on the upper parking level as well as thirty three (33) residential car parking 
spaces provided on both the upper and lower car park levels. 
 
On the ground floor six (6) single aspect units are provided, including both one (1) and 
two (2) bedroom apartments. Three (3) entry foyers are provided. The central foyer 
provides public lift access from the car parking levels to the commercial level only. The 
remaining entry foyers provide access to the residential units. 
 
Four (4) commercial tenancies ranging in size from 86 m2 to 110 m2 are located on the 
southern aspect of the ground floor.  
 
A two (2) metre setback is provided to the street frontage and a six (6) metre setback is 
provided to the Toms Lane frontage. 
 
Levels 1, 2, and 3 each contain eight (8) “cross through” apartments. All units have a 
northerly outlook. 
 
Level 4 contains four (4) x three (3) bedroom apartments with terraces. All units have a 
northerly outlook. 
 
Client’s Brief 
Wayne Bentley advised that the comments of the previous ARAP meeting on the initial 
concept had been encouraging and the scheme has been developed further. He noted 
that the commercial spaces have been moved forward and that the depth had been 
reduced. This has allowed for better communal areas and courtyards. Northern wings 
have now been developed, which provide privacy and articulation with more glazed areas 
and better solar access. This approach also benefited the ground floor single aspect 
units. The size and range of units has now been expanded. 
 
The design of the street elevation has now been reviewed to provide more privacy to the 
units and the extent of brickwork has been reduced in favour of more lightweight 
materials. 
 
Context 
The provision of five (5) storeys on the northern side of the Old Princes Highway was 
previously encouraged by the Panel as potentially providing a better solution for the site. 
As this would be contrary to the current controls and would set an important precedent, 
the Panel’s support was on the proviso that the building achieved design excellence. 
 
When a development application is submitted, the onus on demonstrating that design 
excellence has been achieved and the presentation of the required SEPP 1 Objection 
rests with the applicant. Council needs to be supplied with justification that it can assess 
and endorse if the proposal is to be supported. 
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Built Form 
Panel members recommend that working models of the design be used as a design tool 
in order to better understand the forms of the building, the street impact and the resulting 
amenity of the units. The articulated northern façade generally provides good compliance 
with the requirements of the Residential Flat Design Code, however it was noted that 
solar access to some rooms now relies on relatively deep light wells that provide light to 
corner windows. All units are oriented north, but the floor plan footprint design needs 
further consideration to improve amenity to these units. 
 
A two (2) storey retail façade to the Old Princes Highway could be considered, however, 
this would be contrary to the single storey façade referred to in SSDCP 2006. A two 
storey façade would provide a better proportion of 2:3 to the street rather than 1:4. There 
may be other ways to strengthen the proportion of the base of the building through 
design details and materials rather than moving to two (2) full storeys at the street 
frontage. 
 
It was also suggested that the entire building be relocated 2.0 metres to the north to 
lessen shadowing impact and widen the area available for street trees. If this was done 
there would need to be some adjustments to preserve the existing tree located near the 
north-eastern corner of the site. Such an approach would also represent a departure from 
SSDCP 2006 and on balance it may be better to investigate ways to accommodate street 
trees through clever use of the space available in the road reserve and the design of the 
awning over the footpath. 
 
Density 
The scheme is an ambitious attempt to provide a densely developed floor plan that 
complies with the Residential Flat Design Code. This approach means that density and 
amenity issues need to be resolved, such as the floor plan issues noted above. 
 
Resource, Energy and Water Efficiency 
Little information had been supplied at this stage and it is expected that these issues will 
be integrated into the design as it develops. The proposal enjoys good orientation and 
potential for solar applications for hot water and photovoltaics. 
 
The provision of rainwater tanks should be incorporated for landscape maintenance, car 
washing etc. 
 
Landscape 
The separate portion of the site located on the northern side of Toms Lane has good 
potential for an urban forest treatment that would make a significant contextual 
contribution to the development. A wide range of local tree species could be employed. 
The landscaped area and car parking need to be clearly defined with kerbing and low 
walling so that cars are excluded from this area. 
 
The planter box to the northern side of the ground floor communal area should be 
deleted as it tends to enclose this space too much. Instead, the southern planter bed 
should be increased in width to provide privacy for the adjacent ground floor units. 
 
Reducing the floor level of the communal area by between 300 mm and 600 mm would 
also improve privacy to the private courtyards. The current 1.8 metre high fence (1.0 m 
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planter and 0.8 metre high glazed screen) could then be lowered to reduce the sense of 
enclosure and provide views out of these spaces. 
 
The provision of private outdoor drying units, concealed behind screens or translucent 
balustrades, could also be considered and this would free up the convoluted space 
presently allocated for communal drying. This space could then be added into the private 
courtyards to the ground floor apartments. 
 
Amenity 
The amenity of rooms located at the rear of the recessed light wells is a concern that 
should be reconsidered. Ground floor corridors could also be replanned to reduce length 
and glare from glazing at the northern entry. The Panel feels that the character of the 
deep recesses to the residential entries from the street is poor and that these spaces 
form an entrapment point. The design of these spaces should be reconsidered. 
 
Safety and Security and Social Dimensions 
The Panel generally had few concerns with these issues. It was noted that the ground 
floor residential entry should be separated for the commercial area and not deeply 
recessed, as mentioned above. 
 
Aesthetics 
There has not yet been a formal submission for proposed colours and materials, 
however, it is recommended that these be integrated into the proposal once massing and 
proportions have been finalised. It was emphasised that inexpensive materials could 
provide an acceptable outcome if handled correctly. Although Engadine is not an 
“upmarket” area for unit development, high standards of design, planning and amenity 
are still expected. 
 
Recommendation/Conclusion: 
 
The present proposal represents further development of the previous scheme. While 
some detailed comments have been provided by the Panel, it is also felt that there are 
still some basic issues to be resolved. This comment was also noted in the previous 
ARAP notes when a previous version of this concept was considered. 
 
Generally these relate to amenity issues associated with the unit and floor plate planning 
as well as the further development in three dimensions of elevational proposals for the 
street and northern elevation. In the case of both elevations the Panel feels that while the 
elevations appear successful when viewed in two dimensions, they are less convincing 
when considered in three dimensions. The use of working models is recommended at all 
stages of the design development in order to produce a scheme that could be supported 
on the grounds of design excellence.” 
 
 
 
Colleen Baker 
ARAP Coordinator 
 
 
07 July 2010 
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Summary of objections 
 
Address   Date of Submission Issue No. 

(see list of Issues below) 
5/10 Toms Lane Engadine 26 October 2010 1 
989 Old Princes Highway 
Engadine 

26 October 2010 
4 November 2010 

1 and 8 
1, 2, 4, 6 and 10 

987 Old Princes Highway 
Engadine 

4 November 2010 1 and 4 

RMB 16 Kelton Pl 
Engadine- 

5 November 2010 1 

11/998 Old Princes 
Highway Engadine 

8 November 2010 1, 2 and 3 

4/998 Old Princes 
Highway Engadine 

11 November 2010 1, 2, 3, 4 and 8 

23/998 Old Princes 
Highway Engadine 

12 November 2010 5 and8 

962 Old Princes Highway 
Engadine 

9 November 2010 1 Also asked for change in 
street parking restrictions 
from 2 hr to 1 hr 

15 Nolan Ave Engadine 10 November 2010 1, 3, 7, 10 and 11 Also asked 
for retention of gate to back 
lane and that a dilapidation 
report be done 

17 Nolan Ave Engadine 9 November 2010 1, 2, 3 and 11 
2/110-112 Wilson Pde 
Heathcote 

22 November 2010 1, 2 and 3 

8 Sierra Rd Engadine  10 December 2010 1, 2 and 8 
67 Caldarra Ave Engadine 9 December 2010 1, 2 and 8 
104 Thurlgona Rd 
Engadine 

9 December 2010 1 and 2 

16 Broulee Place Engadine 8 December 2010 2 and 8 
16 Stephen Rd Engadine 13 December 2010 

30 December 2010 
2 and 8 

35 Porter Rd Engadine 4 January 2011 1 and 2 
 
Issue 1: Parking, servicing and traffic 
Issue 2: Height 
Issue 3: Privacy 
Issue 4: Overshadowing 
Issue 5: View loss 
Issue 6: Site contamination 
Issue 7: Property value 
Issue 8: Changing character and amenity of area 
Issue 9: Affect on breezes 
Issue 10: Construction impacts 
Issue 11: Works on land adjoining houses to rear 
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Architectural Review Advisory Panel 
 
Proposal:  
Mixed Commercial Residential Development - Demolition of Existing Buildings and 
Construction of a Mixed Commercial and Residential Development including 
Basement Parking and 38 Lot Strata Subdivision 
Property:  
971-975 Old Princes Highway ENGADINE NSW 2233 
Applicant:  
Conquest Constructions (NSW) Pty Ltd 
File Number:   
DA10/1008 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
The following is the report of the Architectural Review Advisory Panel Meeting held on 28 
October 2010 at the Administration Centre, Sutherland Shire Council, Eton Street, 
Sutherland.  The report documents the Panel’s consideration of the proposed 
development described above. 
 
“3. Consideration of Development Application No. 10/1008 – Residential Flat 

Building at 971-975 Old Princes Highway, Engadine 
 

Council’s Andrew Conacher, Christine Edney and Ian McPherson outlined the proposal, 
including providing details of Council’s relevant codes and policies.   
 
Wayne Bentley, Steve Waters, Scott Ibbotson, John Curtis, Sue Deas and John Cooley 
addressed the Panel regarding further development of the proposal and how they have 
addressed the concerns raised by the Panel at the previous meeting. 
 
This report has been prepared for consideration by the Joint Regional Planning Panel 
(JRPP). 
 
Development History 
This project has been formally presented to the Panel on several occasions, resulting in 
informal meetings with Council officers where issues identified by the Panel have been 
further explored.  There has been a positive response from the applicant to the 
comments from the Panel.  Consequently the scheme has developed further prior to 
development application submission. 
 
Description of the Site 
During the site inspection it was observed that the subject site consists of an 
amalgamation of five lots and is divided into two separate parcels of land separated by 
Tom’s Lane, which forms the northern boundary of the major portion of the site. 
 
The southern boundary abuts the Old Princes Highway and the site falls towards the 
north.  Residential development adjoins the site to the north because the subject site 
defines the end of the commercial area. 
 
Information was supplied by Council officers explaining that the site is within Zone 8 - 
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Urban Centre under SSLEP 2006. This zoning allows for mixed residential, retail and 
commercial uses and this proposal is permissible with development consent. 
 
Description of Proposal 
The architect advised that the proposal consists of a mixed development of five storeys 
including 69 car parking spaces, 34 units and four (4) commercial tenancies. 
 
Context 
The Panel noted that the adjacent residential flat/retail development to the south has 
been developed in accordance with the planning controls which also apply to the subject 
site.  These controls permit a maximum height of three (3) storeys.  Two (2) alternative 
schemes have been considered for the subject site and presented to ARAP (ie a three 
(3) storey development with a larger footprint and the present scheme that is for five (5) 
storeys and includes a smaller “footprint”).  It was in response to comments from ARAP 
that the applicant pursued the option of reducing the footprint of the building and building 
a taller structure. 
 
In the latter case, the Panel has previously commented that the scheme will set a 
precedent and will need to exhibit “design excellence”.  The applicant has argued that the 
current proposal meets or exceeds the requirements of the Residential Flat Design 
Code’s “rules of thumb”, as well as Council’s numerical standards, and that this indicates 
that design excellence has been achieved. 
 
The Panel suggests that these two matters, alone, do not constitute building design and 
must be extended to include the full range of architectural principles including urban 
context, scale, proportion, built form and aesthetics.  Being such a “landmark” building, 
the submission should have demonstrated how “design excellence” has been achieved in 
all of these areas. There is also a concern that previous Panel comments have been 
applied too literally in this case i.e. possibly without detailed consideration of the 
underlying principles referred to and the resulting range of associated design options. 
 
As well as Residential Flat Design Code and SSDCP 2006 compliance, the following 
qualities of the development need to be demonstrated: 
 

 Appropriate response to site, context, scale, setback, streetscape and ESD 
issues. 

 Impact on public domain. 
 

Of principal concern are the proportions and scale of the street facade and awning, which 
were discussed as follows: 
 

- Width of 3.3m high street awning at 2.0 metres - this is not sufficient width to 
provide weather protection to pedestrians given southern exposure? 

- Height of street facade - it was noted that the previous scheme included a 
single storey facade. The 2 storey proposal, as presented, appears out of scale 
with the street and could unnecessarily impinge on the amenity of the 
apartments close behind at first floor level. 

- Further submission - as this is an important streetscape element it is 
suggested that further design resolution be supplied on materials, finishes, 
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colours and architectural detail. This could be expanded to indicate how all the 
building facades could be treated. 

 
Scale 
The Panel notes that the proposal’s height is considerably greater than the relevant 
Council controls and surrounding development and needs to be assessed relative to the 
future desired character of the area.  This increased height was in response to comments 
from the Panel when it viewed a shorter but bulkier building.  That earlier option produced 
privacy impacts for the adjoining residential properties to the north.  This five (5) storey 
solution concentrates development to the south. 
 
The Panel discussed the impact of the increased overall height of the building and noted 
that this element of the design has increased the flexibility for producing a superior 
design and consequently increased the Panel’s expectations of the design. 
 
The Panel also questioned the two storey scale of the colonnade which presents the 
aesthetic qualities of a two storey commercial component below the residential floors.  In 
fact, there is only one level of commercial space below the residential floors and 
therefore, correct aesthetics would require the colonnade to be single storey. 
 
Built Form  
The Panel notes that the building form has been heavily articulated on the northern 
elevation to reduce the appearance of bulk and scale and allow good solar penetration to 
all units. The southern (street) elevation has also been articulated to provide modelling, 
visual interest and a rhythm to the streetscape. 
 
It is noted that the two (2) tower form will not be readily visible from the street, although 
the building’s location along a ridge line means that the building form could be read from 
both nearby and distant viewpoints.  Generally, the distance between these sections is 
small and they are relatively short. 
 
Density 
The applicant advised that due to the site’s characteristics and properties it is difficult to 
achieve the maximum floor space ratio but that the current scheme, with a reduced 
’footprint’ and additional storeys, provides better amenity to all units than previous 
schemes.  Consequently the density is accepted as being satisfactory. 
 
Resource, Energy and Water Efficiency 
The applicant advised that the proposal exceeds the BASIX requirements and that 
various features such as gas boosted solar hot water supplied to all units, provision of 
water tanks for recycling and sensor activated energy efficient lighting have been 
incorporated into the design. 
 
The Panel suggests that the proposed 10,000 litre water tank be doubled in capacity as 
there is ample collection area and the podium landscaping will require additional watering 
as well as the buffer planting to the north.  
 
Landscape 
The proposed landscape treatment to the portion of the site located north of Tom’s lane 
is considered to be very successful. This area and the landscaping on the north-eastern 
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corner of the building combine to provide a substantial landscaped area that offsets the 
scale and bulk of the proposed building. There is a wide species selection which offers 
good diversity and a range of habitat opportunities. Low walls should be used as an edge 
treatment to Tom’s Lane to prevent vehicles parking in this area and to provide a clean 
edge to the planting areas adjoining the lane. 
 
The selection of a local rainforest species (Diploglottis australis) for use as a street tree 
on the southern side of the building was discussed. The applicant advised that this 
species would grow straight with a high crown and would not interfere unnecessarily with 
the footpath or awning. 
 
Changes made to relocate the community drying area and private courtyards have now 
achieved better amenity for residents. 
 
Clotheslines in courtyards 1 and 20 should be located away from table locations and 
plantings between courtyards 3 and 18 presently do not provide sufficient privacy. In this 
case screening or denser planting is recommended. 
 
Previous ARAP comments have now been incorporated and the landscape outcome is 
very good. An alternative selection to Crinum pendiculatum is suggested as this species 
is very subject to caterpillar destruction. 
 
Amenity 
The applicant advised that the proposed residential apartments have good overall 
amenity, especially regarding solar access and natural ventilation. A wide range of unit 
types and layouts are offered and accessible units are provided in 1, 2 and 3 bedroom 
formats. 
 
The commercial premises are designed to allow good levels of visibility and access for 
shoppers. 
 
Safety and Security 
The Panel considers that the proposal offers good safety and security to residential and 
commercial users of the building and does not contribute to a loss of these qualities in 
adjacent public areas. 
 
Social Dimensions 
The applicant advised that there is an appropriate mix of 1, 2 and 3 bedroom units.  
Engadine provides housing which is more affordable and this project seeks to satisfy a 
wide range of demand. 
 
Aesthetics 
Particularly in a 'monolithic' painted concrete structure as presented, resolution of 
construction detail is critical to the building’s appearance. In addition to the current 
submission to Council the applicant is encouraged to prepare a drawing showing how 
material, junctions, control joints, colours and finishes will be handled.  
 
The use of dark, sombre colours as proposed on the south façade (which will be in 
shadow for most of the year) is questionable in this main street location. 
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Attention is required to the specific details of the eastern and western boundary walls, 
which will be exposed until abutting development proceeds. 
 
Recommendation/Conclusion: 
 
As a design principle, the Panel accepts that a five (5) storey solution has the potential to 
produce a superior design that will have less impact on adjoining residential properties to 
the north.  As this site is located on one of the main entrances into Engadine, a building 
that has a five (5) storey component will add interest to the streetscape. 
 
The major issue for discussion remains that of design excellence, which is required to 
support the application for additional storeys. The submission of further information 
outlining how design excellence has been achieved is recommended. 
 
As there has been a long period of dialogue which has allowed many issues to be 
identified and resolved, the proposal is now superior to what was initially proposed and 
general support is justified.  However, some additional improvements can be made and 
these should be covered by conditions. 
 
The street facade/awning treatment remains an issue of concern.  The Panel made a 
negative comment about the previous design but the new design has not demonstrated a 
satisfactory understanding and resolution of the design issues including: 
 

 Adequate weather protection to pedestrians 
 Maximising available light and airiness to generally shaded street 
 Integration of street trees into awning design 
 Provision of light and openness to 1st floor apartments 
 Use of higher quality materials adjacent to public areas 
 expression of entry /address points 
 Signage provision for future street level commercial/retail tenants 
 Night time footpath illumination 

 
This element requires a redesign.” 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Colleen Baker 
ARAP Coordinator 
 
 
17 November 2010 
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