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728-730 PACIFIC HIGHWAY, GORDON -

SUPPLEMENTARY REPORT

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

PURPOSE OF REPORT:

BACKGROUND:

COMMENTS:

RECOMMENDATION:

To consider the amended plans lodged with the Joint Regional
Planning Panel (JRPP) in respect of Development Application
No.0022/10 for demalition of two existing dwellings and ancillary
buildings and construction of a residential flat building comprising
45 units with basement car parking and landscaping.

An assessment report was prepared and presented to the JRPP for
its determination of Development Application No.0022/10 of the
meeting of 29 April 2010. The applicant submitted amended plans to
the JRPP prior to the meeting. The JRPP resolved to defer
consideration of this matter pending assessment of the
amendments by council officers.

The amended plans have been assessed and the matter is reported
back to the JRPP for determination.

Refusal.
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PURPOSE OF REPORT

To consider amended plans submitted in respect of DADOZ2/10 for the demolition of two existing dwellings and ancillary buildings and
construction of a residential flat building comprising 43 units, basement car parking and landscaping works.

BACKGROUND

An assessment report for the subject development application with a recommendation of refusal was provided to the Joint Regional
Planning Panel (JRPP) meeting of 29 April 2010. The JRPP deferred consideration of this matter pending an assessment of the amended
plans by council officers. The amended plans have been assessed and the matter is now referred back to the JRPP for determination
based on the amended plans.

It is also important to note that since this matter was deferred the Ku-ring-gai Local Environmental Plan (Town Centres) 2010 was
gazetted on 20 May 2010. There is a savings provision within this policy under Clause 1.8A that states:

‘It a develgpment application fias been made before the commencement of this Plan in refation to land to which this Flan applies
and the application has not been finally determined before that commencement the application must be determined as if this
Plan had not commenced ”

[n summary, the amendments consist of the following:

Lar-park/ Basement level §

- The storage area between the front building line and street boundary has been deleted.

Lar-part/ Basement level 7

- Plant room area between the front building line and street boundary has been deleted.
- Five () bicycle spaces have been added to this level.

Lower ground floor

- Unit 3 has been reconfigured.

- The garbage storage area has been relocated and the former garbage area between the building line and street front has
been deleted. The bicycle storage has been relocated and visitor parking spaces have been reduced by one space from 13
to 12,

LUpper ground floor

- lnit B has been re-configured with the relocation of a bedroom from the external north western wall to create a studio
style layout. The former bedroom is replaced with dining room.

- lnits 7 - 3 have been reconfigured with the bedroom area being relocated to the dining room area. Other internal changes
have been made to accommodate reconfiguration including a new study nook and the bathroom has been relocated to
previous bedroom area;

First floor
- lnit |6, a wardrobe has been provided to the bedroom and the previous robe floor area has been re-allocated to the

adjoining unit (7).
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Units 17 and I8 have been internally re-configured in a similar manner including a new laundry location due to increased
floor area gained from units 16 and 13 respectively, as noted in the above and below points. Operable highlight windows
have been provided to the bedroom and bathroom and light-well of each of these units.

Unit 19, a wardrobe has been provided to the bedroom and the previous robe floor area has been re-allocated to the
adjoining unit (18).

The terrace to the master bedroom of Unit 22 has been fitted with a privacy screen.

Bedroom (2) to Unit 22 has been deleted, which results in the unit containing only a single bedroom.

Unit 23 has been re-configured by relocation of the bedroom to the dining room area. Other internal changes have been
made to accommodate reconfiguration including a study nook. The bathroom has also been relocated to the previous
bedroom area.

Unit 26, a wardrobe has been provided to the bedroom and the previous robe floor area has been re-allocated to Unit 27.
Units 27 and 28 have been internally re-configured in a similar manner, including new laundry location within the increased
floor area gained from Units 28 and 29 respectively, as noted in the above and below points. Operable highlight windows to
the bedroom and bathroom have been provided to the light-well of Units 27 and Z8.

Unit 29, a wardrobe has been provided to the bedroom and the previous robe floor area has been re-allocated to Unit 28,
Bedroom (2) to Unit 33 has been deleted, which results in the unit containing only a single bedroom.

Unit 35 has been re-configured with the bedroom being located in the current location of the terrace. The terrace has been
relocated adjacent to the bedroom. The bedroom has now been provided with a wardrobe and the previous robe floor area
has been re-allocated to the adjoining Unit 36 as a store area.

Units 36 and 37 have been internally re-configured in a similar manner including new laundry location. Operable highlight
windows provided to the light-well.

The bedroom to Unit 38 has been provided with a wardrobe and the previous robe floor area has been re-allocated to the
adjoining Unit 37 as a store area.

Penthouse floor

Site/ roof plan

The terrace area has been reduced in size from 15.34m’ to 9.93m”.
A skylight window has been provided to the roof of Unit 41 above the living room.

A skylight window has been provided to Unit 44 above the bedroom and bathroom.
A privacy screen has been provided to the terraces of Unit 22 and 48.

Leneral and elevation

Aluminium fixed fins ta the light-well have been angled to approximately 45°

One of the two louvred awning shades outside Unit 34 has been deleted and left as a void.

Glazed roof to light-well deleted.

Changes to elevations to reflect those noted above under the floor plan changes.

The secondary powder coated entry gate to southern end of front (Pacific Highway) fence reduced in height to 1.2m.

The unit mix has changed to 3 x| studio, 31 x | bedroom, | x 2 bedroom and 4 x 3 bedroom. Previously the unit mix was 14 x
studio, 26 x | bedroom, | x 2 bedroom and 4 x 3 bedroom.
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CONSULTATION — COMMUNITY

In accordance with Council's Notification DCP 96, owners of surrounding properties were given notice of the amended plans for a period of
two weeks from o May 2010 to 19 May 2010. In respanse, submissions from the following were received:

Delmia MacKenzie - 2 Bushlands Avenue, Gordon

PC & L Holdsworth - 21 Yarabah Avenue, Gordon

D & TF Bao - 32 Lennox Street, Gordon

Tony & Nicki Packer - 9 Yarabah Avenue, Gordon

Edwards Planning on behalf of David Hyndman & Sonya Langelaar - 724 Pacific Highway, Gordon
Robert Graham Anderson & Karen Anderson - 2A Bushlands Avenue, Gordon

The submissions raised the following issues:
Fire access and risk factars in exiting the site to the Pacific Highway

If the application were to be supported a condition of consent would require the development to comply with the Building Code of Australia,
which provides appropriate design outcomes in relation to fire egress.

Lvershadowing of surrounding properties

The additional information has provided details of the extent of overshadowing, particularly to the adjoining property to the south at 724-
728 Pacific Highway. The information demonstrates that the dwelling's northern orientated windows and principle open space will receive a
minimum 3 hours of solar access during mid winter, which is compliant with DCP 55 requirement.

Excessive number of apartments when so many are unoccupied

No concerns are raised in relation to the number of units within the development. However, there is significant concern with the amenity
afforded to a number of units contained within the development. Further, concern is also raised in regard to the pronounced imbalance in
the mix of units with 89% being studio or single bedroom units. A reduction in the number of units may assist in addressing the amenity
concerns discussed in the original application.

Poor design

It is agreed that there are significant detrimental impacts as a consequence of the proposed design. Particular concerns have been raised
by Council's Urban Design Consultant and Heritage Advisor in this regard. These concerns are included as reasons for refusal of the
application.

Lonstruction noise

This issue can be managed through appropriate conditions of consent should the JRPP resolve to approve the application.

Impacts on adjgining properties

This issue can be managed through conditions of consent should the JRPP rescolve to approve the application.

Design amendments are likely to lower LIV below SI0000.000 so JRPP would not be the consent autharity
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There is no evidence to support the claim that the amendments would reduce the CIV below $10,000,000. Nevertheless, the development
application as originally lodged exceeded the $10.000,000 CIV. As a consequence, the JRPP is the consent authority.

Detrimental landscaping impacts with loss of mature vegetation and replacements do not achigve a similar mature size.
Impacts on trees to be retained

Council's Landscaping Assessment Officer has raised a number of issues in regard to the proposed landscaping. In particular, there is a
|ack of sufficient information to determine the impacts of the development on the vegetation to be retained. This issue has not been
adequately addressed by the additional information submitted with the amended plans. As a consequence this issue remains outstanding
and is included within the reasons for refusal.

Lack of Zm separation to adjgining dwellings to Z Bushlands Avenue

The proposal is compliant with the 12m separation requirement to 2 Bushlands Avenue. However, the proposal still fails to meet the
separation requirement to 734 Pacific Highway.

Detrimental visual impacts on 2 & ZA Bushlands Avenue
The amended plans do not effect any change to the bulk and scale of the development.
Lurmulative impacts of this development and those proposed along Z, ZA and (3.5 Varabah Avenue

The proposal remains unsatisfactory for a number of reasons as listed below. The detrimental impacts are unacceptable and form the
basis of the recommendation to refuse the application.

COMMENTS

It is understood that amended plans have been Indged to address the recommended reasons for refusal. The following is an assessment of
the amended plans and information against each of the reasons for refusal. Recommended to the JRPP meeting of 23 April 2010 to
determine whether and to what degree they have seen addressed by the amendments

“l DEEP SOI LANDSCAPING

The development does not comply with the mimimum deep soil landscape area requirement of Llause Z51(2) of the
KPS0,

Particulars

(a) By aperation of clause Z512)(c) of the KPSU the proposal must achieve 50% deep soil landscape area. The proposal
has a degp soil landscape area of approximately 45%.
t) A SFPP | Dbjection fas not been submitted The development therefore camnot be approved.”

Planning Comment:

To address the non compliance with the deep soil landscape area standard, the submission from Conzept Landscape Architects suggests
that the landscape plan is to be amended so that gravel pathways and courtyard areas within private open spaces do not exceed | metre in
width. These changes may assist in reducing the non compliance however this cannot be accurately determined without an amended
landscape plan. At the time of writing this supplementary report no amended plans were submitted and the application must be considered
using the available information which indicates a deep soil landscape area of approximately 48%.
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As the deep soil landscape (DSL) area control is a development standard, without the amendments demonstrating compliance with the
control and in the absence of a SEPP | Objection, the application cannat be supported.

Z SEPP B5 DESIGN VERIFICATION STATEMENT

The proposal does not include a valid design verification statement as required by Clause 50(14) of the Environmental
Planming and Assessment Regulation 2000

Particulars

The submitted design verification statement relates to the previous D4 (635/05) and predates the current design.”

Planning Comment:

The applicant has now submitted a design verification statement in accordance with the provisions of SEPP 65 and Clause 90(IA) of the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000. As a consequence, this matter has now been adequately addressed.

g SEPP 65/RESIDENTIAL FLAT DESIGN LODE

The proposal is inconsistent with a mumber of the requirements and rules of thumb contained in the RFOC referenced
in SEPP 5.

Particulars
Site Analysis-

The submitted site analysis is unsatisfactary and a number of relevant matters fiave not been adequately considered, including
the following:

(@)  the form and character of adjacent and opposite buildings in the streetscape, including both sides of any street that the
develgpment fronts

(b)  /location and important characteristics of adjacent private open spaces

(¢)  [location, use, averall hejght (storeys, metres) and important parapet/datum fines of adjacent buildings

(d)  /ocation and height of existing windows and balconies on adjacent properties facing the site

(e)  /location, fheight and characteristics of adjacent walls and fences

(f)  /ocation of major trees on adjacent properties and street tregs, identified by size and botanical or comman names

(g)  topography, showing spot levels and contours [15 metre intervals for land adjoining the site

(h)  vigws to and from the site

(1)  orientation and overshadowing of adjoining properties by neighbouring structures and trees

(G)  /ocation of utility services, including electricity poles, stormwater draingge lines, natural draingge, kerb crossings and
BASEMENLS

(K)  significant noise sources on and in the vicinity of the site, particularly vehicular traffic, train, aircraft and industrial
operations noise

() written statement explaining fow the design of the proposed development has responded to the site analysis must
accompany the development application.

Lrime risk assessment
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() he provisions of the Residential Hat Design Lode require & farmal crime risk assessment for all residential development
of more than 2l dwellings. This provision applies to the proposed development and a crime risk assessment hias not been
subrmitted,

(b) A lighting plan far all communal open spaces and pedestrian entry points should be provided

Visual privacy

(a)  The proposal does not achieve the [2m building separation to the adjoining dwellings at Nos. 774 and 776 Pacific
Highway, bisrdon, and the proposal would have an adverse privacy impact on these properties, due to the proximity of
balconies and living rooms to the adjoining rear yard and dwelling.

Apartment layout

(a) A total of 74 units (5.5%,) have a depth greater than 8m resulting in poor internal amenity for occupants.
(&) The back of the kitchens to units 5 and 13 are greater than 8m fram a window.

Internal circulation

(@) The ground floor of the proposed development fias [0 units accessed fram a single corridor, being in excess of the
maximurm of & units.

Natural ventilation

(a) The building depth of I9m-Z5m is greater than the typical range of building depths which support natural ventilation,
being llm-18m.

t) Unly 46% of units are naturally cross ventilated (excluding the units relying on the vertical light-well, which does not
provide adequate cross ventilation)”

Planning Comment:

The following comments relate to the individual points noted above:
Site analysis:

An amended site analysis plan (SK30A) and site analysis statement have been submitted as part of the amendments and associated
documentation submitted to the JRPP. The plan includes a sketch of the streetscape (Pacific Highway) view, including the existing buildings
located at the subject and adjoining sites. Additional notations and the supplementary statement have addressed those points noted in the
reason for refusal. It would have been useful to provide a sketch or at least an outline of the front elevation of the proposed development
in this context to allow for a better understanding of the development's relationship to these contextual elements. The amended site
analysis plan has removed the plan view of the proposed development, which is less than ideal. Nevertheless, using the originally submitted
and additional information there is sufficient detail to assess the impacts of the development in this regard. As a consequence, this
element of the reason for refusal has been adequately addressed.

Lrime risk assessment:

The amended information lodged includes a crime risk assessment report prepared by Chapman Planning. The report applies the four
Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles against the development and thereby addresses reason for refusal (a).
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However, a lighting plan has not been provided. This is an important element of the information necessary to determine impacts in terms
of crime risk assessment. This information is necessary to ensure there is an appropriate lighting plan in place to minimise the risk of
crime incidents in this regard. As the applicant has failed to address this matter reason for refusal part (b) remains.

Visual privacy:
The applicant has put forward the following comments to address the visual privacy issue raised in the assessment report:

“We frave provided a diagram (SK74 & SK35), which shows the separation distances between the fhiabitable windows/ balconies
of the prapased development in relation to the habitable windows on the adjoining property. In refation to the adjining property
at No.7ZE, we schieve visua/ privacy as we fhiave maintained & minimum separation distance of [Zim from the adjaining property.
Where we have not met the minimum requirement of [Zm (ie. on the first flaor), we have treated the windows of Unit 77 so that
they are apague and fixed from the sill up ta a height of Z.im. Abave the height of Z.Im, these windows have an operable hopper
section. Furthermare, a Zim high privacy screen has been added to the terrace of Unit 27

In relation to the adjaining property at No.73Z. this site is zoned 2(d.5) which means they can do a similar type of develgpment on
their site as the one proposed on No.778-7300 The minimum side setbacks for a residential flat building in a 2(d.3) zoning is bim
The minimum side setback for the proposed develgpment on the subject site is bm. If the future develgpment complies with the
mimimum bm setback control then there would be a [Zm separation between both buildings, thus complying with SEPF 63%
separation controfs. Therefore, the current separation distances between the proposed building and the building on the
adjizining praperty (No.737) is irrelevant.”

The proposal has been amended including a privacy screen and fixed opaque glazing (with openable top hopper) to Unit 22 located on the
southern elevation of the development. These changes have addressed the privacy impacts to 726 Pacific Highway. However, it raises new
concerns in relation to poor internal amenity to the bedrooms of Unit 22. The unit already has a southerly aspect and fixed opague glazing
to these bedroom windows will further reduce the already poor solar/ light access particularly during the winter months. This further
supports the officer’s position that the units have been poorly designed.

It is noted that the separation distances between the subject site and the adjoining development to the north at 732 Pacific Highway in
Plans SK34 and SK30 fail to meet the separation requirements prescribed in DCP 53 and in the Residential Flat Design Code (RFDC). In
relation to the impacts of the development on 732 Pacific Highway, the applicant's submission relies on the ‘potential’ future development
of the site and the requirement to provide a 6m side boundary setback under Council's DCP and RFDC. This in turn results in the applicant
dismissing the current circumstances as irrelevant. This is a poor planning approach and inconsistent with the planning controls. These
controls do not suggest that future development of an adjoining development should take precedence over existing circumstances,
particularly given hypothetical nature of this type of assessment. The applicant acknowledges the development fails to meet the separation
requirement.

The issues raised in relation to the impacts to 732 Pacific Highway have not been adequately addressed, consequently they remain as a
reason for refusal. The impact on 724-728 Pacific Highway, has been adequately addressed by the amendments.

Apartment layout:

To address this issue, the applicant has noted that the architectural drawings have been amended so that the distance between a window
and the back or a living / bedroom area is no more than 8m. Nevertheless, the depths of the units remain unchanged. It is acknowledged
that the changes also provide for louvered windows to the ‘light-well'. The improvements have also been acknowledged by Council's Urban
Design Consultant. Despite some of the units having access to the light-well and the nominal design changes, the depths of units remain
unchanged. As a consequence the objective of the control has not been met and this remains as a reason for refusal.

It is acknowledged that the design changes have resulted in the applicant addressing issue (b). The back of the kitchens to Units 3 and 13

are no longer more than 8m from a window. This issue no longer remains a reason for refusal.
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Internal circulation:
The applicant has put forward the following response to this reason for refusal:

‘the proposed ground level corridor has 7 ift cores thus meaning we are allowed to have 8 units per lift core. Therefore
develgpment complies with the control..

It should be noted that this is the only corridor in the development where I units access it and its for increased security and
better circulation. The proposed void, internal garden and light-well alsa provide relief from the length.”

The rule of thumb under the internal circulation provision of the RFOC notes in general where units are arranged off a double loaded
corridor, the number of units accessible from a single core/ corridor should be limited to eight. The applicant has interpreted that ‘core’
refers to a 'lift' core. This is a restricted interpretation of the control and does not fully reflect the requirement as discussed and shown in
plan view under the RFOC. Effectively, the development remains as a double loaded corridor with two lift access points. The ‘Better Design
Practices’ provision under Part 03 of the RFDC notes, inter alia, to minimise corridor lengths to give short, clear sight lines. The provisions
go on to note that shorter lengths are to support better apartment building layouts by designing buildings with multiple cores and limiting
the number of units off a circulation core on a single level. Given that the main concern with this proposal is poor internal amenity, this
remaining highlights the inappropriate design of the development.

It is not agreed that the development complies with the provision contained in the RFDC or DCP &3 in this regard. Further, it is not agreed
that the higher number of units along the corridor would improve security or improve circulation. To the contrary, in terms of the CPTED
principles, there should be a minimal number of persons able to access such secure areas so there is a controlled access environment.
The more persons able to access a secure area will allow more ‘unfamiliar’ people within the area, which is to be avoided.

In addition to the above, the applicant in responding to the concern has not adequately identified how the non compliance has been offset
by a high level of amenity in the common lobby, as noted in the assessment report. The additional information has not adequately
addressed this reason for refusal, consequently the issue remains.

Natural ventilation:

The RFDC Rule of Thumb requires that 60% of residential units should be naturally cross ventilated. The applicant’s submission states the
proposal complies with B4.44% of the units being cross-ventilated making reference to Plan SK3B to support this claim. In part, the
applicant relies on the light-well and an operable skylight for this calculation. In the original assessment those units relying on the light-
well (17, 18,22, 27,28, 32, 38, 37 and 41) were excluded from this calculation and, as a consequence, only 46% of the units were deemed to
be cross ventilated.

Having reviewed Plan SK 36 it is noted that units 22, 37 and 4l do not solely rely on the light-well for cross ventilation and therefore it is
considered reasonable to include these units as being cross ventilated. As a result of these units being cross ventilated the non
compliance is reduced. However, Unit 44 is excluded as it relies entirely upon an operable skylight for cross ventilation. This is a poor
design response in an attempt to achieve compliance. The development therefore provides 22 out of the 43 units or 48.8% with cross-
ventilation. The application remains non compliant with this control.

The building depth has not been altered and a further detrimental acoustic amenity impact has arisen from the design changes as noted by
Council's Urban Design Consultant. Concern is raised with the use of the light-well to the bedrooms of units 17, 18, 27, 28, 31, 32, 38, 37, 40
and 4l for ventilation. Noise reverberating within the light-well will have a significant detrimental amenity impact to occupants of the units
and is therefore unacceptable.
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The applicant has not addressed point (a) or (b), the development remains non compliant with the cross-ventilation requirement and an
additional acoustic amenity impact has resulted from the design changes. Given that these issues have not been addressed by the
additional information and there are now new concerns, the proposal is unacceptable in this regard.

4. DCP 55 - MULTT -UNIT HOUSING
The proposal does not comply with a number of the requirements contained in OGP 55.
Particulars

(a) The proposal will potentially adversely affect Nos.774-776 Pacific Highway with regard to overshadowing at
midwinter. Rasic shadow diagrams (i plan view) far Jam, I7 noon and Spm have been provided, however, the
gpplication does not identity whether at least Shrs of sunlight would be retained to the hiabitable rooms and principsl

portion of private open space of these dwellings, particularly No.7ZE, being the immediately adjoining dwelling fo the
south, as required by s.4.5./of DLP 55,

t) Section 47 of OLF 55 requires that 2 range of unit types, sizes and layauts are pravided in order to provide housing
choice. The proposed development includes 40 studio and one bedroom units out of 2 total of 43 units. This is
unsatisfactory with regard to housing mix, given the excessive number of studia and one bedroom apartments.

() Four single aspect units have a southern orientation and this is non-compliant with s.4.5./ of O0P 55 and
unsatistactary with regard to internal amenity for occupants and is indicative of the poor design of the building with
regard to amemity.

(d) The develgpment is contrary to the aim of Part A set out in Llause Z5L(2)(q) of the KEST which requires
develgpment to achieve a high level of residential amenity in building design for the occuypants of the building through
SUN ACCESS, ACOUSHE contral privacy protection, natural ventiation, passive security design, outdoor living, landscape
design and fndoor amenity.”

Planning Comment:

The applicant has put forward the following in relation to point (a) overshadowing:

"We have provided Ku ring gai Louncil with shadow diagrams from Jam, [Z noon and Spm far summer, winter and for the equinax.
Please refer to architectural drawings SOUMA-SO09A.

The winter shadow diagrams demonstrated that the adjoining property at No.7ZE receives a minimum of 3 fours sunlight not only
ta its private open space, but as well the windows on its northern wall to where it adjains the side boundary.

Furthermaore, the shadow diagrams dong far summer and for the equinox demaonstrate that the pool on the adjoining property
(No. 776) will receive a mimimum of 3 hours. The shadow diagrams for winter in relation to this pool are irrelevant as the pool will
not be used at the time of the year.”

The additional shadow diagrams demonstrate that the northern windows to the adjoining property at 724-726 Pacific Highway and its
principle private open space area receive a minimum 3 hours solar access. This is compliant with DCP 53 as a consequence the issue is
now resolved.

The development has not been amended to address the issue raised in Point (b). The applicant has submitted a letter from a real estate
agent supporting the limited apartment mix. The submission does nat address the issue or provide sound planning grounds to support the

significantly limited unit mix. As a consequence this issue remains.
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[n response to Point (c) the applicant disagrees with the officer's calculation and claims that the proposed development has only one
single south facing unit (I2) and refers to Plan SK37 in suppart of this opinion. It would appear from the plan that the applicant is relying on
the ability to face a direction other than south through windows from rooms or balconies to Units 22, 32 and 41 to demonstrate
compliance. It is also noted that the applicant states that the development complies with the maximum requirement of 10% under the
RFDC. It is not agreed that Unit 12 is the only southerly orientated unit. Nevertheless, it is agreed that four units (12, 22, 32 and 41) or 8.9%
have a single southerly orientation, which meets the SEPP B5 requirement. Given that the development meets the provisions of the SEPP it
is considered that this issue no longer remains as an issue.

The applicant has not specifically addressed Paint (d). For the reasons given above, the application remains contrary to the aim of Part [lIA
in clause 250(2)(g) of the KPS,

G LANOSCAPING
The proposed landscaping is unsatisfactory with regard to the provisions of the KPS0 and OCP 55.
Particulars

(a) The proposed setbacks to retaining walls and private courtyards to the entire length of the northern and
gpproximately half of the southern side boundaries are inconsistent with objectives that require adequate area for
screen planting and viable tree planting to side setbacks. Substantial screen planting is required to side setbacks,
cansisting of layered screen planting in the form of small shrubs, large shrubs, small trees and tall trees. Screen
planting is required for ugper levels as well as for ground level Proposed I-15 metres width planting bed is
considered imsufficient space for the viable establishment of effective landscape treatment aopropriate to the scale

of the development (LEPI94 Z502)(a)(c), Z5100(a), DLFPS5 Sectiond.! L-8 (i)

(b) The paved area or terrace provided to several of the ground floor units is too narrow for reasonable outdoor use
it (Uit 13)4.507 (Unit 14)), This is insufficient far ground floar units and would increase the litelifood of the future

owners increasing the paved area to their units (decrease in degp soif)

() The BASIX certificate has nominated 226 2nf of indigenous low water use species to commuon areas. A BASI Flan has
been submitted. There are no areas of indjgenous low water use species nominated for individual units. The low
water use plan is unsatistactory for the fallowing reasons:

Areas of low water use species at the front of planting areas of moderate to high water use, west of Unit 5, are not
supported barden beds are not clearly defined as areas of high or low water use.

(d) The propased above ground detention area is located within the frant setback and is £ 7m from the front boundary.

This s not supported due to ts impact on landscaping objectives of the zoning incliding the provision of sufficient
vighle degp soil landscaping and tall trees in rear and front gardens’ (0-3 4.5 O0F55, Z500)(6).”

Planning Comment:

The additional information was referred to the Landscape Assessment Officer, whose comments are contained below. The amended
plans and information have partly addressed the above reasons for refusal however, as noted within the Landscape Assessment
Officer's comments a number of issues remain outstanding. In short, reasons (a), (b) and (d) have been addressed and no longer
remain as reasons for refusal. Reason (c) relating to BASIX was not addressed within the submitted information consequently it
remains an outstanding issue.

‘G HEIGHT
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The building height (storeys) exceeds the 5 storey limit
Particulars

(@) The Larpark / Basement Level [ and Lower Ground Floor (at RL 8. 00) contains both car parking and three residential
units and therefore the entire storey is included for the purposes of calculating the maximum number of storeys
under subclause (8). [ this basis, the proposal is partly £ stareys in hejght

(5)  No SEFP | objection has been submitted in relation to this technizal non-compliance with the storeys height control
The develgpment therefore camiot be approved.”

Planning Comment:

To address this issue, Chapman Planning Pty Ltd has lodged an Objection under State Environmental Planning Policy No.l. To address the
adequacy of the SEPP | Objection, the following assessment has adopted the criteria established in the Land and Environment Court in
Winten Property Group Ltd V Narth Sydney Counci! [2001) NSWLEC 48 and more recently in Wehbe v Pittwater Gounci/[2007] NSW LEC
827:

Whether the planning control to be varied is a development standard
It is agreed that the requirement contained in Clause 251(3) is a development standard.
The underlying objective or purpose of the standard

The KPS0 control does not specifically provide objectives for the number of storeys standard. The underlying objectives of the standard
can be found within residential zone objectives contained within Clause 250(2) of the KPSO and are listed from (a) to (s). The planning
consultant has also drawn from the RFOC objectives:

- “Io ensure future development responds to the desired scale and character of the street and local area;
- Io allow reasonable daylight access to all developments and the public domain.”

The applicant has provided the following to demonstrate the development meets the site's zone objectives contained in the KPSO:

8 The development proposal meets the built upon area control of 55% of the site area and as addressed the site

provides viable deep soil landscape area.

- The residential flat building hias been designed to maximise solar access to the main living areas and private open
space with 80% of dwellings receiving a mimimum of 3 hours of solar access. Further, the building will not
unreasonably avershadow the surrounding properties meeting the design controls contained in section 3.5 and 4.5 of
OLP 55,

- The development proposal hias been designed to promote causal surveillance of the private and public domain and fias
defined/ controfled access for safety and security.

- The propased dwellings fhiave adequate storage.”

In addition to the above, the applicant has provided the following submission regarding the development's performance against those
objectives under the RFOC:

“Ihe development proposal meets the building hejght objectives contained in the RFDL. The building presents as a 4-3 storey
building and meets the other development standards appled to residential flat buildings responding to the desired scale and
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character of the locality. further, the proposal meets the building hejght contral of 17.5m contained in the Oraft Ku ring gai tawn
Lentres [P 7008

The averall height of the building is consistent with the intent of the controls being 4-3 stareys and the overshadowing impacts
to the adjoining properties is not considered unreasonable for this scale of development ”

Generally, it is agreed that the development meets the bulk and scale provisions contained within the relevant planning standards and
contrals, particularly in relation to height, FSR and setbacks. It is not agreed that the development will not result in a significant
overshadowing impact given the lack of information to determine the impacts in this regard. Further, it is not agreed that the development
meets the minimum landscaped area requirement. Nevertheless, the technical breach is a result of the partial use of the lower ground
level/ basement level | for residential purposes and is not attributable to the overshadowing impact or shortfall of deep soil landscaped
area. If the area of residential was to be used for the purposes of a car-park, storage or plant then the development would be in
compliance with the control. The technical breach with the development standard does not undermine the objectives of the standard or the
residential zone. It is therefore agreed that the development in this regard is consistent with the objectives of the contral.

Whether compliance with the development standard is consistent with the aims of the policy and whether compliance hinders
the attainment of the objectives specified in Section 3(a)(i) and (ii) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act

The applicant has put forward the following discussion in relation to the Objects of the Act:

“the variation to the maximum number of storeys develgpment standard will not finder attainment of the relevant objectives
contained in section 5 of the Act including...

The development proposal presents a 4-3 storey building and complies with the built form and scale development controls
including degp soil landscape ares, site coverage snd FSF creating an scceptable building envelope on the subject site.
Additionally, the building does not result in any unacceptable impacts upon natural or built environments.

The development proposal demanstrates that a properly considered, orderly and economic autcome has been achizved with the
building designed to natural ground level meeting the underlying objectives specified in section 5(a)(i) and (i) of the
Favirommental Planning and Assessment Act 1979”7

It is agreed that the technical non compliance is not inconsistent with the aims of the policy. It is also agreed that the variation will not
hinder the attainment of the relevant objectives prescribed in Section 3 of the Act.

Whether compliance with the development standard is unreasonable or unnecessary in the circumstances of the case

The applicant’s contention that compliance with the standard is unreasonable and unnecessary in the circumstance is summarised as
follows:

- The non compliance is a technical breach given that partial use of the lower ground floor/ basement level | is used for a purpose
other than car-parking, storage or the like. It is also noted that this floor level does not protrude greater then |.2m above

natural ground level;

- The area of non compliance does not result in the development failing to meet the objectives of the contral, Objects of the Act or
the aims of the palicy; and

- The development is consistent with the bulk and scale provisions contained within relevant planning policies and maintains the
zones expectations of a 4-0 storey residential flat building.

It is agreed that requiring compliance with the standard is unreasonable and unnecessary in the circumstances of the case for the
reasons given within this discussion.
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Whether the objection is well founded
On the basis of the above assessment, it is considered that the objection is well founded.

As a consequence of the SEPP No.| abjection being deemed to be well founded, this reason to refuse the application has been adequately
addressed and no longer remains as an issue.

7 HERITAGE IMPACT

The proposal is unsatisfactory with regard to heritage impact on the surrounding items at Nos. 724-726 Pacific
Highway and 17 Yarabah Avenue, Gordon.

Particulars

The external materials, finishes and colours of the proposed building are unsatisfactory with regard to adverse impacts an
the adjjzining and nearby heritage items, the adjoining draft Lonservation Area and the UGA.”

Planning Comment:

The amended proposal was referred to Council's Heritage Advisor, whose revised comments are noted below. There have been some minor
amendments to the development, however, these did not address the heritage issue. The applicant has provided comments from Wier
Phillips, Heritage Consultants, in response to this reason for refusal. This submission, along with relevant information was reviewed by
Council's Heritage Advisor.

[n summary, Council's Heritage Advisor maintains that the materials, finishes and colours of the proposed building are unsatisfactory.
Further, given the gazettal of the Ku ring gai Local Environmental Plan (Town Centres) 2010, the revised comments note that design
amendments are necessary to address the impacts of the development on the nearby heritage items and conservation area.

Given the comments by Council's Heritage Advisor, it is concluded that this issue has not been addressed by the applicant and remains as
a reason for refusal.

‘B TRAFFC IMPACT

The proposal is unsatisfactory with regard to traffic impact.

Particulars

Non-compliance with Louncil's Traffic Improvement Loncept Plan for the Gordon Town Lentre:

The proposed develgpment would jegpardise Louncil's proposed Iraffic Improvement Loncept Flan for the biordon Town
Lentre, which the Roads and Iraffic Authority fias agreed to. A road wideming reservation is proposed on the western side of
Pacific Highway, between No.778 and Bushlands Avenue, fo sccommadate future signalisation of the intersection and 2

dedizated right turn bay. The praposed road widening is of 2 width approximately 3.5 metres. This will affect the driveway
grades, basement layout and stormwater management plan.”

Planning Comment:

To address the above issue, the applicant has submitted a letter from their Traffic Engineer stating that Council should review the
feasibility of the widening the western side of the highway to contain a plan to widen the road on the other side. The approach taken by the
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applicant’s Traffic Engineer has not taken into account the heritage item ‘Lolanthe’ located on the other side of the Highway. Nevertheless,
Council's Team Leader, Development Engineer's is satisfied that this issue can be resolved by a condition requiring the dedication of the
land for road widening prior to the operation of consent. Given that this issue may be resolved, it no longer remains as a reason for
refusal.

b WASTECOLLECTION

The proposal is unsatisfactory with regard to waste collection.

Particulars

Insufficient infarmation regarding waste collection and unsatisfactory Sccess to waste Starage area:

(@) A /longitudinal section along the entry driveway, including realistic slab and beam depths, was not provided to
demonstrate that the minimum head clearance of 7.6 metres is available for the entire path of trave/ of Louncil’s
small waste collection vehicle.

(b) e access corridor into the main garbage storage area is 1] metres. Uhe 240 litres container is required for each
twa units, which means that 5 containers have to be wheeled out gach time. This will not be efficient and is unlitely
tn be accepted by Louncil’s Manager, Waste Services. The waste storage area should be relocated ”

Planning Comment;

The waste storage area has been re-configured so there are now two storage areas. There is one small area located at the base of
the entry ramp and a larger store at the end of Basement Level 1. This area is sufficient for the number of containers required for the
development. Council's Manager of Waste, Drainage and Cleansing is satisfied in principle with the amended waste storage areas but
has recommendations regarding headroom and dimensions for the manoeuvring area for garbage vehicles. This issue is capable of
being addressed by conditions of consent. In addition, sufficient information has been provided including a longitudinal section along
the driveway to demonstrate that adequate vehicle headroom is available at the entry point to the Basement | car-park.

‘W STORMWATER ORAINAGE
The proposal is unsatisfactory with regard to stormwater drainage.

Particulars

(@) The Stormwater Management Plan shows an on site detention tank at the Lpgper Ground Foor Level. The top water
Level is shown as RLIZL75. This may be a misprint but if it is correct then the fiabitable rooms do not fiave S00mm
freeboard above the detention starage tap water level as required by Appendix 5./ of OLF 47 Water Management
Furthermaore, 3 failsafe overflow outlet is not shown on the drawings and the access points are not indicated clearly.
These cannot be within a private area, but must be in & common area.

()  The configuration of the detention and drainage system appears to hiave been proposed in arder to avoid having to
obtain 8 drainage easement over the downstream property(ies) to Yarabah Avenue. The report by Northrop
addresses the requirements of the /T4 that the runoff into the Pacific Highway drainage system not be increased
fhowever, there is only ane praperty between the subject site and Varabah Avenue and 2 drainage solution which
follows the natural fall of the land is preferred
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(c)  The applicant should approach the downstream neighbours regarding a drainage easement, and submit written
evidence of the negotiations.”

Planning Comment:

The additional information contains some further details of the proposed system. Council's Team Leader, Development Engineers has
reviewed the information and maintains that the details provided do not allow a full understanding of the operation of the system and
specifically notes the following:

L "The rainwater tank is located directly adjoining Uit 5, Uit 12 sod the liftwell. This relies on a high level of
waterpraofing. In places the raiwater tank is less than | metre across and almast 4 metres degp (scaled from the
drawings as not dimensioned). How is waterproofing to be maintained here?

2 Iwo discharge control pits are provided. The reason for this is not clear.

3 The drawings do not indizate how the raimwater tank overflows into the detention storage.

4 SKOU/1- the scale is wrong, and it appears that the location of the orifice plate is shown incorrectly. Insufficient
levels and dimensions are shown.

g The extent of the on site detention tank is not clear -it seems to extend under the water feature and part of the
planter. The volume is given as 23,8 cubic metres but this seems 2 large overestimate. The plan area scales off the
architectural plans as 1 square metres, and even if the depth is 1/ metres as shown on Orawing DA] that only gives
a volume of 6.5 cubic metres, not 238 cubic metres as shown on the plars.

£ The drawing stil shows floor wastes connected to the rainwater tank - starmwater cannot be re-used inside the
building without treatment and no treatment is indicated

7 Arainwater tank valume of 56 000 litres is still shown - His s excessive.

& The access to the rainwater tank is in 4 fire stair, which is acceptable, but this tank is intended to be 4 metres deep
and step irons or 4 ladder would require fixing to the wall of Uit IZ. which is likely to compromise any water
proofing.”

The applicant has indicated via e-mail, that neighbouring properties have been approached for a drainage easement to the benefit of the
subject site. It has been reported that the neighbours have refused the request. As a consequence, this specific issue has been addressed

and no longer constitutes a reason for refusal.

Given that there remains insufficient information to complete an informed assessment of the impacts of the proposal in this regard this
reason substantially remains as a reason for refusal.

W INADEGUATE INFORMATION
The proposal is deficient in 8 mumber of respects with regard to the infarmation submitted,
Particulars

(a)  FProposed levels to external hard and soft landscape areas have not been provided, particularly in the viciaity of
existing trees to be retained

(5)  The landscaping plan is practically ilegible. Plant symbols prevent legibility of levels and finishes and should be
revised or a separate hardwarks plan should be submitted,

(c)  The trunk of following trees have not been shown at its correct size: Iree 16

(d)  Spot levels at the base of existing trees to be retained have not been provided
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Accurate cangpy spread of Iree £ and Ireefd to be shown.

The Fire Stairs 3 and 4 that exit from south of building fiave no access to Pacific Hghway due ta [Zm high wall along
driveway and front boundary. A gate would be required

Llarification of impacts of pruming and demofition of lower part of existing retaining wall to Iree 19 - The proposed
amount to be removed differs fram the arboricultural report (15m) and on the architectural/landscape plans (3.5m)
This should be clarified (Section 5.0 Arboriculturist Report, Advanced Ireescape Lonsulting, 14/01/10). Pruming
required to allow for building clearance should be detailed in arborist report

Arborist report to include assessment of proposed new front fence and stormwater pit within TPZ of Jacaranda
mimasifolia (Jacaranda) (Refer Loncept Stormwater Plan, Northrop, dwg DADI fssue 4 15/01/10 ). Assessment to
included proposed site construction sccess located within structural root zone of Iree |

Further investigation is required on the following tree to identity degree of risk in accordsnce with arborist
recammendation (Appendix 5, Arboriculturist Repart. Advanced Ireescape Lonsulting, 14/0l/10): Iree/location -
Fucalyptus paniculata (brey lronbark)lree 20 southern boundary, rear yard

A longitudinal section was not provided through the driveway and as far as the waste collection area, so it s not
passible to determine whether adequate hieadroom will be available for the small waste collection veficle. In addition,
the access corridor to the main waste storage area is 1] metres long. One 240 lifre container is required for each
twa units, which means that 33 containers have to be wheeled out each time. This will not be efficient and is unlikely
tn be accepted by Louncil’s Manager, Waste Services. The waste starage area should be relocated”

Council's specialist officers have reviewed the information lodged. The landscape deficiencies noted above have been partially addressed,
however, the majority of matters remain outstanding. In addition to design changes, the written submission from Conzept Landscape
Architects are of the opinion that the following outstanding information could be conditioned as matters to be resolved prior to the issue
of a Construction Certificate:

B

“Proposed external levels shall be provided for all hard and soft landscaped areas.

A separate hardscape plan shall be prepared, making this information mare /egible.

Unit 4 courtyard to be setback a mimimum 4m from boundsries, for additional planting.

ML requests a dedicated Sm planting buffer to the side setbacks. Lonzept proposes to retain the screen planting
indicated on the Landscape Flan [FOA 10 - 5671 lssue B, and as described in “Side Setbacks " above. This aim is to
achigve 4 layered screening effect and transition fram the landscape and pedestrian zone ta the built farm.

Tree # I6 trunk size will be ypdated

spat levels will be shown at the bases of trees on the hardscape plan.

Trees #1317 2| 73 and 3/ will be removed- as advised by kML,

Accurate canopy spread for Irees # £ and 19 will be shown.

The landscape plan and the amendments arising from KM instructions will be co-ordinated with BASIX requirements. [ow
water-use planting will be updated to be clearly distinguished from other planting. This planting will not be mixed with higher
water-use planting.”

The outstanding matters listed from (a) to (g) and (i) remain outstanding. The points noted as Issue (h) and (j) have been addressed by the
additional information. The applicant’s note to defer the necessary information is inappropriate given it is necessary to determine the
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impacts of the development. The outstanding information has not allowed an assessment of the impacts of the development. Given that the
information is necessary for an assessment it is inappropriate to condition such a requirement. In addition, the commitments required
under BASIX are also required at the Development Application stage and as such it would be contrary to the provisions contained within
this SEPP to defer this requirement to the Construction Certificate stage.

Consequently, this issue remains unaddressed for the most part, however, it has been amended to reflect those points addressed by the
additional information.

W PUBLIC INTEREST
The proposal is not in the public interest
Particulars

A number of bjections have been received from surrounding properties raising a range of cancerns with the proposal and on
this basis, the proposal is not in the public interest”

Planning Comment:

This issue remains for the reasons given throughout the supplementary report.

ADDITIONAL PLANNING COMMENT

The additional information lodged with the amended plans also included a written reference to the location of air conditioning plant on the
roof of the proposed building. Details of the plant/ equipment such as elevations, plans, design including height and screening were not
provided. Council's controls contained within DCP 53 require such plant and equipment to be integrated into the building and not to be
visible. Due to the lack of information, the impact of this design and consistency with the control cannot be determined. As a consequence,
this will form an additional reason contained within Reason 1l for refusal.

As noted in the comments by Council's Urban Design Consultant, the development now fails to meet the minimum 70% solar access
requirement contained within the RFOC. The Rule of Thumb provides that at least 70% of apartments should receive at least 3 hours of
sunlight to the balcony and main living areas. Council's Urban Design Consultant's calculation provides that approximately 66.6% of the
total units meet this requirement. A subsequent review of the submitted information has revealed a greater non compliance however the
final number of units failing to meet this requirement cannot be determined without sufficient information. This detrimental amenity impact

further suppaorts the position that the development will have poor residential amenity. This non compliance should therefore also form an
additional reason for refusal.

CONSULTATION WITHIN COUNCIL

Heritage

Council's Heritage Advisor, commented on the amended plans and information as follows:
‘heritage referral - amended plans
This referral amends the previous heritage referral dated 2/2/100

Heritage Conservation Area (HCA)

Attachment - Previous Report to JRPP - Supplementary Repart - 728-730 Pacific Highway GORDON.0OC



Joint Regional Planning Panel /19

Item

728-730 Pacific Highway
Gordon

DA0022/10

20 May 2010

The HLA was gazetted in May 2O The status of the adjsining land has changed and is now a small H0A - L7 Varabah, Gordon.
The consent authority is required to consider the impacts of develgpment on the heritage significance of the HUA

The HUA is an intact precinct of 19705 residential subdivision and is significant far its fistaric and aesthetic values. The precinct
includes two fisted items including 17 Varrabah Avenue and 774 - 776 Pacific Highway.

The Town Lentres [EFP requires assessment of the extent to which the carrying out of the proposed develgpment wauld affect
the heritage significance of the adjaining HUA.

OCP 55 Design Objectives for development within a UCA
With reference to the provisions in O0F 55 (Llause 3 4) for sites in ULAs & number of the design guidelines should be addressed

L-1  New development should respect the predominant architectural character of the UL/ and be designed with reference
to it Major issues are massing, style, roof pitch and complexity of roof shapes, proportions of doors and windows, materials
and colours

Lomment - the proposed development is a contemporary building and does not draw its character from the existing area. The
propused design is not respectful of the predominant design elements in the LA such as the massing, style, complexity of
shapes, proportions of doors and windows. The ULA is characterised by lnter - War period fiousing, mainly single starey with
some larger fouses from the Federation period

The applicant has questioned use of the term ‘respectful” fowever. this is the wording adopted in OLP 55. It is considered that
a building can have a cantemporary farm and a larger scale than the nearby buildings but can still respect the architectural
language of the nearby buildings and impacts can be mimimised. [here is no requirement to copy the forms of nearby buildings
such as 3 steeply pitched roof and turret of the adjoining heritage item and if this was propased it would be inagpropriate and
waould mock, rather then complement the adjoining heritage item. bood quality design is an objective in this scenario,

The revised design has resulted in very little change to the facades or overall appearance of the building. The only apparent
changes are minor changes to the front fence, some windows aind 4 privacy screen on the side elevation nesr the heritage item.

[-7  Facades well articulated to avaid long continuous facades.

Lomment - the fagade has a reasonable smount of articulation along the Pacific Highway. The long facades (about 43m) face
the side boundaries. Although they hiave reasonable articulation, there is also considerable repetition. It is considered the
scheme achigves the intent of this control,

[-3  Scale and massing should be proportioned to respect and enhance character of adjacent develapment.

Lomment - it is acknowledged that it is difficult to achieve an appropriate scale context between one and two stargy residential

develgpment and 4 storey residential flat buildings. The proposed building is designed with same variations in scale on the south
western side where it adjoins the fieritage buildings and the lower scale of the UDA. Landscaping is used to mitigate impacts on

the boundaries.

L['-4  Form and outline of new develgpment to respect existing develgpment. particularly roof forms.
Lomment - the raof is low pitched which is not characteristic in the ULA. This contrasts with the complex roof form of the

adjizining item which has steeply pitched roofs and a turret and the various pitched forms of houses in the UCA. The applicant
claims the use of flat and low pitched roof farms avaids excessive bulk and scale.
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The low pitched roof form does assist in reducing the averall height of the develgpment in relation to the A,

[-5  Sethack should not be located farward of existing develspment

Lomment - the propased building is located befind the building fine of the neighbouring development consistent with the control
[-F  Buildings should not be orientated across a site contrary to the existing lot pattern.

Lomment - the development is largely consistent with this contral

[-7  [Development should be good contemporary design complimentary to the existing LA,

Lomment - The design is contemporary in nature, fowever, it is not complimentary to the U0A.

[-8  Different building materials should be chosen for external finishes and the colour range should blend with existing
develgpment

Lomment - it is considered that amendments to the colours, textures, detailing, proportions and materials need to be made to
blend with the existing development in the ULA

[-8  [olours and building textures to be complimentary to UGA

Lomment - the proposed building is a mix of face brick, psinted rendered surfaces and metal cladding. Metal cladding is not
generally used in the UEA. There is & predominance of face brickwork, not rendered or painted brickwork, in the U0A. The
chaice of colours and building textures is not considered to be complementary to the LA as the building will not be perceived as
4 recessive element blending into the existing streetscape and character of the 0A but one that stands out against it

r-mnse

Front fences to be compatible with existing and neighbouring sites. I existing fences contribute to overall UCA, they should be
retained. I the existing fences are unsympathetic they shauld be removed and replaced with more appropriate type.

Lomment - the existing front fence is to be partially retained and extended with new stane to a height of [Z00mim ta match the
existing. This is satisfactory.

OCP 55 Design Lontrols for develapment within the vicinity of a heritage item
L-1 Medum density develgpment shall be:
(1) Setback the first and second stories at feast llm from the heritage building.
(i) Setback the third and fourth floor levels at least [am from the heritage building.
(i) Be sethack fram the front boundsry so that it is not closer than the fieritage item.
Lomiment - the proposed scheme complies with the mimimum heritage set backs required at the side boundary with No 774 -
7ZF Pacific Highway. The proposed building is setback about 5m befind the front building line of the adjoining item and

achieves this control.

[-7-  Screen plantings should achieve visual screening with a height of at least 4 meters on all boundaries.
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Lomment - this control is achigved,
[ - 3 - Respect aesthetic character of nearby heritage items and not dominate it

Lomment - the amendments have resulted in insignificant changes to the external agpearance of the building. The heritage item
at 774 - 778 is a large Federation period building built as twa separate dwellings, divided by a party wall. It has a strong
architectural character. The item at I7 Varabaf is a fine, low scaled Laflifarmian Bungalow.

The prapased develgpment is contemporary in style and its architectural language is not related to the nearby items. When
viewed fram the south, the proposed development would be seen behind the heritage item at 774 - 726 Pacific Highway.
Althaugh the item is relatively prominent when seen from this view corridor, the proposed development would stil be a
dominant element in the background. Mitigation of the development from the nearby heritage items is largely dependent upon
/ts separation and tree screen planting. There appears hitle attempt to design the facades to be recessive or complimentary or
to respect the architectural character of the item.

The item at I7 Varrabah Avenue is located further from the proposed development and there is reasonable tree screening
between it which assists in mitigating visual impacts. However, it would be seen as a relatively large and dominant building in
the background

There are always different gpinions about the success of mew buildings in areas that contain heritage items and collections of
buildings that collectively have fistaric and aesthetic cansistency. Depending upon its design, a new building can have beneficial
ar detrimental effects on the historic and aesthetic values of the immediate area. New buildings in such a context should
provide continuity in the built farm rather than seeking to create an icomic or individualistic building.

[ - 4 - Lolours shauld be complimentary to heritage building.

Lomment - there is no change to the proposed finishes of colours in the revised plans. There is & limited palate of finishes and
textures. Additional use of face brick would assist in providing an appropriate refationship with the nearby items and HUA.

[ - 5 - The front fence should be no higher than the front fence of the heritage item.
Lomment - this is schieved,

[ - £ - 4 heritage impact statement must be submitted and should discuss any impacts on the item incliding its garden and
Setting.

Lomment - a heritage impact statement was submitted and concludes that the proposal is in line with the objectives of LEF 194
and consistent with the changing character of the surrounding area. It also concludes that the effect of the works will be
mimimal on No I7 Varabah Avenue and manageable on the item at No 774- 776 Varabah Avenue. Additional heritage comments
were sought on the revised plans which refers to the colour scheme, the design and its respectiulness. It concludes that the
colours are appropriate but advice could be sought from Louncil on alternative schemes, and generally finds the design
acceptable. [t notes that the success of the scheme would depend upon good landscaping in integrating the development into
the existing context

Lomments

As previously noted the amended scheme does not make changes to the exterior aupearance of the development apart fram
very minor changes to some windows and a privacy screen. There are some interior changes that do not alter the relationshijp
of the building to the nearby items, the HUA or UEA.
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The proposed develgpment immediately adjoins a heritage item, is within the vicinity of several ather items and is within 2 LA,
Recent gazettal of a draft HEA now means the southern boundary of the site adjoins a HUA. The HUA is identified as a small
precinct of intact Inter War cottages that have aesthetic and fistoric values.

There is conflict between the single storey scale of the HUA and the subject proposal. The applizant is relying upon landscape
screeming to mitigate impacts between the HUA and the proposed development [andscape screening by itself should not be
relied upon to mitigate heritage impacts. The design of the proposed development is not complimentary ta the HEA and the
buildings would not be seen as a recessive element blending into the streetscape and character but would stand out against it
The design of the building should be amended to mitigate the conflicts and achieve an acceptable outcome.,

The HIS claims that the proposed development would have ‘manageable impacts " on the LA, 1t is unclear what a ‘manageable
impact”can be. lnce the new development occurs the impact is apparent. Management of feritage impacts should be a
primary consideration during the design phase.

Further amendments to the design of the development need to be made. Appropriate amendments would include the proportion
of window and door openings, detailing particularly window and door reveals, the design of balustrades, its external materials,
textures and colours, particularly mare extensive use of face brickwork snd timber rather than meatal elements to achieve an
apprapriate relationship with the heritage context of the site.

Lonclusions and recommendations

Demuolition of the existing houses is acceptable provided archival photographic recording is undertaken

As proposed the scheme is not supported. Amendments are sought to the design of the develgpment to minimise impacts on the
adjmining and nearby heritage items, the adjoining Lonservation Area and the wider context of the UEA.”

Engineering
Council's Team Leader, Development Engineers, commented on the amended plans and information as follows:

“Ihe applicant has submitted amended plans and documentation. The following additional documents were used for this
ASSESSMent:

M Architects Orawings SKOU to SKIU and SK33 Section £
o Varga Iraffic Flanning letter dated 17 April Z0/(F
. Northrop letter dated 19 April Z004 (but probably meant to read Z0), Drawing DALY lssue 5, DAL lssue 3
SKOI/1 (scale wrongly indicated as 1-20]) and SKIZ/4.
The architectural plans list the BASIX commitments, however there is an error - in the note ;

“Ihe development must have a central water tank - rainwater or starmwater of about Z000 litres”

The above should actuslly read ...a central tank - raimwater or stormwater of mimimum 20 000 litres.” This note is on every
plan. This could be amended by condition, since compliance with the actual BASIK Certificate is mandatary.

[f the issues identified previously, the only remaining issue is Water management as follows.

Water management
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An amended BASIK Lertificate was not submitted  The BASIY water commitments are for 2 20 000 litre rainwater tank with re-
use for toilet Hushing (Units 1-15) and irrigation. The entire roof area is to drain to the rainwater tank

Detail sketches of the proposed system have mow been submitted, but they do not promaote & full understanding of the operation
of the system. Specifically:

L The rainwater tank is located directly adjaining Unit 5, Uit 17 and the liftwell. This relies on a high level of
waterpraofing. In places the rainwater tank is less than | metre across and almast 4 metres degp (scaled from the
drawings as not dimensioned). How is waterproofing to be maintained here?

2 Iwo discharge control pits are provided. The reason for this is not clear.

3 The drawings do not indizate how the raimwater tank overflows into the detention storage.

4 SKOI/T- the scale is wrang, and it appears that the location of the orifice plate is shown incorrectly. Insufficient
levels and dimensions are shown.

g The extent of the on site detention tank is not clear -it seems to extend under the water feature and part of the
planter. The volume is given as 238 cubic metres but this seems a large overestimate. The plan area scales off the
architectural plans as 15 square metres, and even if the depth is 1/ metres as shown on Orawing DA] that only gives
a valume of 6.5 cubic metres, not 238 cubic metres as shown on the plars.

£ The drawing stil shows floor wastes connected to the rainwater tank - starmwater camnat be re-used inside the
building without treatment and no treatment is indicated

7 Arainwater tank valume of 36 000 litres is still shown - His s excessive.

& The access to the rainwater tank is in 4 fire stair, which is acceptable, but this tank is intended to be 4 metres deep
and step irans or 4 ladder would require fiving to the wall of Uit 2, which is likely to compromise any water proofing.

It appears (copy of an email from the real estate agent) that the downstream neighbours have been approached regarding
drainage easement and fiave refused, even though stormwater runoff was raised in Submissions.

Traffic and parking

The applicant has submitted a letter from s traffic engineer which states that Louncil should review the feasibility of the
widening proposed on the western side of the highway and cantain a plan for road widening on the other side. This does ot take
it account the heritage building Lolantfe on that side, and Louncil maintains that the widening as proposed in the Gardon Jown
Lentre Iraffic Study will achizve the objectives. Therefore a condition requiring the dedication of the land for road wideming
prior to gperation of the consent would be recommended.

The applizant hias relocated the waste storage area, which has shifted the basement excavation back from the front boundary,
Therefore, the only actual new structure remaining within the proposed road widening is the entry structure and the
stormwater surcharge pit. which can be deleted or moved by condition. It appesrs that the entry driveway grades need not be
adversely sffected by future road works, as the drive is on the southern side of the property frontage. The R4 has
rECOmimended changes to the front fence and hedge to imprave sight distance and this could be included in the recommended
conditions.

The site is further than 400 metres from bordon Station. The application, for 45 units (S8dbr, SxZbr and 4x36r), requires 49
resident and [ visitar parking spaces.

The carparking spaces are adequate in dimension and the manoeuvring areas comply with the Australian Standard in regard to
dimensions and gradients.

The development is expected to generate 13 to 70 vehicle trips per peak hour. This is not likely to adversely affect traffic fows
i1 the vicinity.
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Waste management

The waste storage areas have been reconfigured so that there are two storage areas, one small one at the bottom of the entry
ramp and a larger store at the end of Rasement evel [ Space is available for the correct number of containers. Tis
arrangement will be satisfactory if headroom is available for the entire path of travel of the small waste cofllection vehicle.

A longitudinal section along the driveway (SK3.5) demuonstrates that adequate headroom is available at the entry to the
Fasement [ carpark. This is dependent on an upturned beam which is shown in g detail. The minimum headroom of 7 £ metres
must alsa be pravided as far as Garbage Stare | which will require careful placement of beams and services. There is 5 metres
available between finished floor levels so this should be feasible.

The applizant has been in touch with Louncil’s Manager, Waste, Orainage and Cleansing, who has agreed to the two storage
areas in principle and also made recommendations regarding headroom and dimensions for the manoewvring area. Londitions
could be recommended fo reinforce these requirements.

Lonstruction management

A detailed Lonstruction Iraffic Management Flan would be required prior to the commencement of works. Access to the site will
be fram the Pacific Highway, but conditions would be recommended fo prevent fieavy veficles from using nearby residential or
busy streets (eg around Ravenswood)

Leatechnical investigation

FExcavation to achizve basement level will be to a maximum of I metres. The site is expected to be underlgin by weathered
shale, possibly with some stronger bands. The report contains recommendations for excavation methods and support. vibration
manitoring, mspection and replacement where necessary of existing retaining walls which are to remain, and for further
investigation fallowing demalition of the structures. These recommendations could be incorporated ints conditions of consent

Reason for refusal

lnsufficient information regarding water management

Particulars

The applicant has not demonstrated that the proposed water management system far the develgpment will function as intended

L Ihe rainwater tank is located directly adjaiming Unit 5, Unit 7 and the liftwell. This relies on a high level of waterproofing.
In places, the rainwater tank is less than | metre across and almost 4 metres degp (scaled from the drawings as not
dimensioned). How is waterproofing to be maintained here?

2 Iwo discharge control pits are provided. The reason for this is not clear.

3 The drawings do not indicate how the rainwater tank overflows into the detention storage.

4 SKOU/T - the scale is wrang and it appears that the location of the orifice plate is shown incorrectly. Insufficient levels and
dimensions are shown,

g The extent of the on site detention tank is not clear it seems to extend under the water feature and part of the planter:
The volume is given as 738 cubic metres but this seems & large overestimate. Ihe plan area scales off the architectural
plans as 13 square metres and even if the depth is [/ metres, as shown on Orawing DALY, that only gives & valume of 6.5
cubic metres, not 238 cubic metres as shown on the plars.

£ The drawing still shows floor wastes connected to the rainwater tank - starmwater camiot be re-used inside the building
without treatment and no treatment is indicated

7 Arainwater tank volume of 56 D00 litres is still shown - this is excessive.
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The access to the raimwater tank is in 4 fire stair, which is acceptable, but this tank is intended to be 4 metres deep and step
irans or & ladder would require fiving to the wall of Uit 2, which is likely to compromise any water proofing.”

Landscaping
Council's Landscape Assessment Dfficer, commented on the amended proposal as follows:
Deep soil
Numerical compliance 5077%
Agree with areas included in calculations ? No
An amended landscape plan fias not been included with the amended Deep Soil Lompliance Diagram, MA Architects, Dwg SK324,
20/04/101

Iree & vegetation removal & impacts

An arboricultural report prepared by Advanced Ireescape Lonsulting dated 14/0l/11] has been submitted as part of the original
applization. Iree numbers refer to this report.

Significant trees to be removed
Lupressus sempervirens (lialian Lypress)lree 4/17H/7S - removed to provide site access,
Jacaranda mimasifolia (Jacarands) Iree Z8/IH/8S, 5Z006H - described as in good health and condition. Remaoved due to

central location within the site.

The fallowing trees, Leltis sinensis (Lhinese Hackberry), are considered urban environmental weeds under Louncil’s Weed Palicy.
Their remaval will have a beneficial envirommental impact and is recommended

Irees 1317, 2| 23 and 5/

Trees to be retained

Jacaranda mimasifalia (Jacarands) Iree I/GH/ES/ multi - proposed new front fence is 2. 75m from tree. Proposed G00mm sq.
pitis within IPZ (Refer Loncept Stormwater Plan, Northrap, dwg D40 lssue 4. 13/01/10 ), Retaining wall for on site detention
basin is 5m fram tree and permeable gravel path is S from the tree. Arborist considers impacts are scceptable subject to an
ALF [evel 5 arborist being on site during excavation. This can be conditioned

Jacaranda mimosifolia (Jacarands) Iree 5/6H/BS/multi - existing levels to be retained within TFPZ of tree.

Lupressus macrocarpa Brunmiana’ (Golden Lypress) Iree 8/15H/ 58 - proposed driveway 4 metres from tree. Impact is
considered acceptable with appropriate tree protection measures.

Lupressus macrocarpa Brunmiana’ (Golden Lypress) Iree 5/15H/ 58~ proposed driveway 4 metres from tree. Impact considered
acceptable with agpropriate treg protection measures.

Lupressus macrocarpa Brunmiana' (Golden Lypress) Iree I/ 15H/ 35~ proposed driveway 4.5 metres from tree. lmpact is
considered acceptable with appropriate tree protection measures.
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Lupressus macrocarpa Brummiana’ (Golden Lypress) Iree [2/15H/58- proposed driveway 4.5 metres from tree. lmpact is
considered acceptable with appropriate tree protection measures.

Litharexylum spinasum (Fddlewood) Tree 16/15H/38/41/4S - proposed retaining wall and associated fill to private courtyard of
Unitl? is Z.Zm from tree and within the tree’s structura/ root zone. o preserve the fhiealth and condition of this tree, the private
caurtyard wall should be set back a minimum of Sim from the tree. Similarly, to preserve health of tree and allow sufficient area
for screen planting, the proposed path should be set back a minimum of 3 metres from the site boundary. This may be
conditioned,

Fucalyptus paniculata (Grey ronbark)Iree [5/18H/108/ 850/ 108 (north)- proposed building is 4.5m from tree. Lanopy extends
approximately 7 metres to north of the tree. Pruming is required to allow for building clesrance and should be detailed in the
arbarist report: Levels within the cangpy spread of the tree to be shown on the Landscape Plan. Part of existing retaiming wall
within the canopy spread of tree to be retained The lower section is to be remaved as the ground level is similar on both sides of
the wall to be remaved” The amount to be removed differs from the arboricultural report (1.5m) and on the
architectural/landscape plans (5.5m) (Section 5.0 Arboriculturist Report Advanced Ireescape Lonsulting, 4/01/10). A separate
Ietter dated 19/04/10] from the above arborist has verified that the removal of the section of wall would be beneficial!

FLucalyptus paniculata (Grey iranbark)lree Z0/ 240/ 125/ 1000/4S, trunk wounds at 5-6 metres, no testing was carried out to
determine the structural stability of the tree, despite a hazard rating of [ out of [7 with associated comments by arborist

recammending the need for an aerial inspection (Arborist letter, Advanced Ireescape Lonsulting, 15/04/10).

The fallowing trees are considered significant in terms of amenity due to their location along the site boundaries - Iree 1 57
73, 34 55, They are shown to be retsined on the Landscape Flan.

Street trees to be retained

FLucalyptus microcorys (Tallowond) Iree B/1ZH240/ ZZ006H SULE 78 - front fence within Iree Protection Zone. Arborist

supervision recommended during excavation of footings for front fence.
FLucalyptus microcorys (Tallowond) Iree 5/poor condition, significant dieback in central leader. Recommended for removal
Street trees to be remaved

Fucalyptus microcorys (Tallowood) Iree 7/10HZ0006H SULFZ0 - Good condition. Proposed to be remaved for driveway. Iree 6,

i Tair condition’ to be retained,

Landscape plan

Lemimon open space

The proposal provides the major communal open space at the rear of the site. Ihe area consists of level lawn in association with
remuant trees. Planting that continues the Blue bum High Forest community through the centre of the site is recommeded
Increased planting bed widths to the site boundaries of the cammunal open space can be conditioned

Screen planting

Northern boundary - Backhousia myritfalia(Grey Myrtle) Sm, , Notalaes longitolia (Long Leaved Mack Dlive)am, Syzigivm lewmanii
(Small Leaved Lilly Pilly)sm, Flaeocarpus reticulatus (Blueberry Ashi)6-8m
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Western boundary-Fersoonia limaris (Geebung) Sm, Backhousia myritfolia(Grey Myrtle) Sim Leratopetalum gummiterum (NSW
Lhristmas Bush) 4m
Southern boundary - Syzigivm levmani (Small Leaved Lilly Filly) 5m, [eptaspermum trinervium (Haky Barted Tea Iree) Sim

Landscape Plan need to be amended as follows,

L FProposed levels to external fiard and soft landscape areas to be provided, particularly in the vicinity of existing trees to be
retained,

Io ensure plans are legible, 3 separate hardwarks plan should be submitted to enable legibility of levels and finishes.

[0 preserve nejghbour amenity and provide sufficient area for effective screen planting, the proposed private courtyard fo
Unit 3 is to be set back a minimum 4 metres from the site boundaries. Screen planting to the boundary is to inclide shrubs
that can attain a minimum of Z metres in hejght and small frees that can attain £ metres in hejght

Trunks of fallowing trees to be shown at their correct size, Iree I6

Spot levels at the base of existing trees to be retained to be shown.

Lxisting Leltis sinensis to be removed including Irees 7| 25, and 3/

Accurate cangpy spread of Iree £ and Treeld to be shown.

Ra N

BASY

The BASIX certificate hias nominated 226, 2m? of indigenous low water use species to comman areas. A BASIK Plan fias been
submitted. There are no areas of indigenous low water use species nominated for individual units.

The Low water use plan is unsatistactory for the fallowing reason:

o /Jreas of low water use species at the front of planting areas of moderate-figh water use, west of Unit 5, are not
supported. barden beds are to be clearly defined as areas of high or low water use.

[ther issues and comments
Front fence

The existing front fence to No. 750 Pacific Highway is a fine rough cut sandstone block fence, with shark tooth capping. s fence
is typical of many fences in the area and is proposed to be retained as part of the development This is supported

Unit B private courtyard

Unit B private courtyard extends in front of terrace of Uit 7. This may be a privacy issue considering only L.2m figh walls are
proposed to courtyards.

Frivate gpen space - nejghbouring heritage item (774-776 Pacific Highway Gordon)

Heritage Impact Statement does not include any discussion regarding overshadowing of the garden and associated plantings on
the heritage property at No. 724-776 Pacific Highway. The main area of private open space for no. 726 (northern part of subdivided
block) is located between the hause and the pool and an area to the north of the rear of the dwelling. The SOEF states that the poo/
is pvershadowed between [Z and Spm in winter, however the solar access when the pool would be in use Uct-Mar, described ss
reasonable fias not been demonstrated

LONCLUSION

Further information is required to enable a proper assessment
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Landscape lssues to be addressed

L o preserve the health and condition of Iree 6, the private courtyard masonry and timber slat wall should be set back
mimimuim of 3im from the tree (Refer Fence Type 5, Details Flan, Lonzept [FOAI-56/38, Jan Z000). Similarly to preserve
the health of the tree and to allow sufficient area for screen planting, the proposed path should be set back a minimum of §
metres from the site boundary.

2 BASIY - Garden beds that include a strip of low water use species at the front west of Uit 13 are not supported. barden
beds are to be clearly defined as areas of figh or low water use.

Drawing inadequacies/ inconsistencies

[ Llarification of impacts of demolition of lower part of existing retaining wall to Iree 19 - The proposed amount to be
remaved differs from that described in the arboricultural report (1m) and on the architectural/landscape plans (3.5m)
This should be clarified (Section 5.0 Arboriculturist Report Advanced Treescape Lonsulting, 14/01/10)

72 Further investigation is required of the following tree to identify degree of risk in accordance with arborist
recammendation (Agpendix 5, Arbariculturist Report. Advanced Ireescape Lonsulting, 4/0l/10 and [etter dated 19/04/10]
Advanced Ireescape Lonsulting):

Iree/location

FLucalyptus pamiculata (Grey Ironbark)lree 2, southern boundary, rear yard

2 The landscape Plan is considered unsatisfactory for the following reasons:

o [andscape Flan is inconsistent with the amended arehitectural and stormwater plans
Froposed levels to external fiard and soft landscape areas have not been provided, particularly in the vicinity of existing
trees to be retained

o e plan is practically illegible. Plant graphics prevent legibilty of levels and finishes. A separate hardwarks plan should be
submitted.

o o preserve nejghbour amenity and provide sufficient area for effective screen planting the proposed private courtyard to
Unit 4 should be set back a mimimum 4 metres from site boundaries. Screen planting to boundary to inclide shrubs that
can attain & minimum hejghts of 7 metres and small trees that can attain £ metres.

o Jrea of gravel to private courtyards and gravel paths is not to not exceed i in width.

o Jrunk of fallowing tree to be shown at correct size, Iree 16,

o Spot levels at the base of existing trees to be retained to be shown,

o [Lxisting Leltis sinensis to be removed including Irees 2| 73, and 51

o Jccurate cangpy spread of Iree £ and Ireeld to be shown.

Urban Design

Council's Urban Design Consultant, commented on the amended proposal as follows:

" [hese are further comments on drawings the applicant hias amended in response to

Louncil’s preliminary assessment of the proposal The fallawing will provide further

comment in regards to SEPP 65 and the associated Residential Hat Design Lode (ROFL)

The issue noted by the applicant in regard to a road widening under the bordon lown

Lentre has been discussed with Louncil and it is understood this will not be an impediment to this proposal.
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L1 CONTEXT

The proposed develgpment is located on the western side of the Pacific Highway,
between Varabah and Bushiland Ave. The development is proposed in an area that is
undergaing transition from single dwelling lots to apartment buildings, which is
appropriate given the proximity to the raifway station. Ihe railway station is located
approx E00m to the north

Ravenswood School is directly opposite the site. The southern boundary of the site
adjoins 3 heritage item known as 774-776 Pacific Highway and to the immediate south
west of the site is a heritage item known as Nebraska at 7 Varabah Avenue. Also in the
vicinity is a heritage item known as Lolanthe at £/ Pacific Hghway.

The proposed develgpment is well set back from the southern comman boundary with
the adjjoining heritage item, providing satisfactory curtiage and separation in
compliance with 0P 55. This separation is further enfianced through retaining the
existing mature trees along this boundary.

12 SCALE

The proposal is the first RFE within the immediate vicinity. The proposal is provided with some articulation and modulation to
assist in reducing the buiding bulk

2 and Za Bushilands Avenue are also zoned Z(d5), In the interim, before these sites are

develgped they will experience visual impact from the proposal to their rear yards. Fortunately, there are existing mature trees
i these locations.

L3 BUIT FORM

The supplied photo montages allow an appropriate review of the proposal where the

elevations an their own, do not do the propasal justice. The setbacks from the heritage

/tem are satisfactory and the bulk and scale consistent with the heritage item and the

desired future character. However, in regard to the layout of the proposed building faotorint on the site and the smount of units
proposed therein, this produces many of the amenity problems discussed in more detail under [ 7 of this report

14 DENSITY

This propasal is marginally compliant on FSK site cover and deep soil landscaping. It is

recammended that Louncil check that these are in fact correct 1t is commendable that the units have been amended to enable
better solar access and ventilation generally in to the proposed apartments. This fias improved amenity generally. Please see
further comment under Amenity. Although the applicant has retitled the one bedroom units as studios, these studios are the
Same size as the one bedroom units in this proposal A one bedroom unit of approximately 58m7 in size is small

Studias and one bedroom units make up 89% of this proposal. This is not considered to
be a good mix in terms of creating a diverse community within the proposal

15 RESOURCE. ENERGY AND WATER

Lross ventilation appear to satisty the RFOL at 60%. A large number of apartments fiave a single orientation. Single arientation
does not necessarily result in poor amenity. 3 apartments (6.6%,) are orientated towards the south. This satisfies the FFOL
requirement of [1%. The rearrangement of the bedrooms in many single aspect apartments has improved amenity to the units

Attachment - Previous Report to JRPP - Supplementary Repart - 728-730 Pacific Highway GORDON.0OC



Joint Regional Planning Panel /30
728-730 Pacific Highway

Gordon

Item DA0022/10
20 May 2010

with the bedroom at the unit frontage, however the planming of these apsrtments is not ideal and they are hard to furmish. The
proposal satisfies OLF 55 for solar, however not the RAJL.

L6 LANDSCAPE

The communal open space to the rear of the RFE with an associated access path
alongside the northern boundary should receive some sunlight Access can also be
gained from the internalised walkway to this space.

L7 AMEMITY

The amended unit layout to units 17, 18, 77, 78, 36 and 57 which includes a light shelf and highlight window to access daylight and
ventilation to the internalised walkway

unfartunately will not provide any acoustic privacy to the bedrooms of these one

bedroom units. This is unacceptable amenity s this walkway Is & semi private ccess

way. It is commended that the applicant has deleted the internalised bedrooms in units 73 and 53

From our review of solar access the proposal complies with 0P 55 (/%)) however not
with the RFOL (66 £%). Both require a minimum of 70% of the apartments to receive 3
fhours solar, however OLP 55 requires the solar access to primary balcomies and the
FFOL requires access to primary balconies and to living spaces.

A develgpment schedule that provides a summary of each apartment (floor space,
storage, car parking, no. bedrooms, and terrace area) would be useful in the
asSessment.

Fasure that there is no overlooking to the private courtyard to unit il from semi public
Spaces as already this courtyard is located adjacent to the entry driveway.

18 SAFETY AND SECURITY
Satistactory.

15 SOCIAL DIMENSIONS

The prapased mix is predominantly for studias and one bedroom units at 59% of the
propasal It is noted that the applicant has obtained 3 letter fram a local real estate
agent in this regard, however the mix is not considered ides!

110 AESTHETILS

The esthetics of the proposal should be in character and complimentary to the

adjizining fheritage item. A finishes and colour schedule fias not been sighted. The

propased colours should be appraprite to the context and proximity of the fheritage

items. Ihe building types are very different fowever of a similar scale. The scale is assisted by the existing trees on the
comman boundary with the heritage iterm.

The aesthetics rely heavily on articulation around windows and propartion of windows. A condition could be provided in any
patential consent to ensure that the reveals be

retained in the final building.
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Lonsidering that the building adjizins 2 heritage item, glass balustrades
are not an appropriate choice for the proposed adjacent balconies. These should be reconsidered Also further architectural
resofution of the lower scale built form adjacent
to the heritage item is required. A heritage architect is the appropriate expert to respond fully to this principle.
LONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
L Lenerally, the modifications to this prapasal are considered minar in nature. The
fact that the mix"of units is 59% studios and one bed units is testament to the fact
that the yield has not been significantly amended. Also, the building faotprint fias
generally remained the same.
72 The applicant should ensure that one bedraom units including 17 18, 27, 78, 56 and
7 have adequate acoustic amenity to their bedrooms from the internal semi public
walkway. It is not acceptable ta just shut the ventiation off. (to the internalised
walkway) by closing the windows. This should be rectified
3 The mix for the development is not broad as 9% of the proposal is for studios (7)
and one bedroom apartments.
4 The proposal should satisty both OCP 55 and the REOL in terms of solsr access.
g Fnsure that there is no overfooking to the private courtyard to umit Il from semi
public spaces as already this courtyard is located adjacent to the entry driveway.
£ A condition of consent shall be added in regard to retsining the articulation
aroumnd windaws.
/. Materials and colours (not sighted) be given further consideration in terms of
their relationship to the immediate context and particularly the feritage item. The
selection of glazed balustrades for the balconies adjacent to the heritage item
seems il thought out
8 Louncil’s Heritage Advisor should consider the appropriateness of the
aesthetics of the proposal”
SUMMARY

The amended plans and information have been considered against the reasons for refusal recommended in the report to the JRPP meeting
of 29 April 2010. The information submitted addresses some of the issues that formed the recommended reasons for refusal, however, the
majority of the reasons remain. The amendments to the proposal also raise additional concerns, particularly in relation to solar access,
heritage impacts and insufficient information that have also added to the reasons for refusal. Despite being given the opportunity to lodge
amended plans, the applicant has failed in the main to seriously address the reasons for refusal and has also generated new issues, which
further highlights the poor residential amenity of the proposal. As a consequence, it is recommended that the JRPP refuse consent to
Development Application DAODZZ/10 for the reasons listed below.

RECOMMENDATION
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PURSUANT TO SECTION 80(1) OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING AND ASSESSMENT
ACT, 1979

That pursuant to Section 80(1) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1379, the Sydney West Joint Regional Planning Panel, as
the consent authority, refuse development consent to DADD22/10 for demalition of two existing dwellings and ancillary buildings and

construction of a residential flat building comprising 40 units with basement car parking and landscaping on land at Nos.728-730 Pacific
Highway, Gordon, for the following reasons:

. DEEP SOIL LANDSCAPING

The development does not comply with the minimum deep soil landscape area requirement of Clause 251(2) of the KPSD.

Particulars

(a) By operation of clause 201(2)(c) of the KPS0 the proposal must achieve 50% deep soil landscape area. The proposal has a deep
soil landscape area of approximately 48%.

(b) A SEPP 1 Objection has not been submitted. The development therefore cannot be approved.

2. SEPP B3/RESIDENTIAL FLAT DESIGN CODE

The proposal is inconsistent with a number of the requirements and rules of thumb contained in the RFDC referenced in SEPP Ba.

Particulars

Crime risk assessment

(a)  Alighting plan for all communal open spaces and pedestrian entry points has not been provided.

Visual privacy

(@)  The proposal does not achieve the 12m building separation to the adjoining dwelling at No. 737 Pacific Highway and the proposal
will have adverse privacy impact on this property, due to the proximity of the proposed balconies and living rooms to the adjoining
dwelling.

Apartment layout

(a)  Atotal of 24 units (53%) have a depth greater than 8m resulting in poor internal amenity for occupants.

Internal circulation

(@)  The ground floor of the proposed development has |0 units accessed from a single corridor, being in excess of the maximum of 8
units.

Natural ventilation

(@)  The building depth of 19m-20m is greater than the typical range of building depths which support natural ventilation, being [0m-
18m.

(b)  Only 48.8% of units are naturally cross ventilated (excluding the units relying on the vertical light-well, which does not provide
adequate cross ventilation)
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Solar access

(@)  Significantly less than 70% of the units would receive 3 hours of sunlight to the balconies and main living rooms within the
development. The development fails to meet the minimum 70% requirement with only B6.6% of units achieving this requirement.

Amenity

(@)  The amendments to Unit 22 to provide fixed opague glazing to the bedrooms of this south facing unit will further deteriorate the
poor amenity to this unit which is contrary to the design principles contained in SEPP Ba.

3. DCP 53 - MULTI UNIT HOUSING
The proposal does not comply with a number of the requirements contained in DCP 55.
Particulars

(@)  Section 4.7 of DCP 53 requires that a range of unit types, sizes and layouts are provided in order to provide housing choice. The
proposed development includes 40 studio and one bedroom units out of a total of 45 units. This is unsatisfactory with regard to
housing mix, given the excessive number of studio and one bedroom apartments.

(b)  The development is contrary to the aim of Part llIA set out in Clause 25C(2)(g) of the KPSO which requires development to achieve
a high level of residential amenity in building design for the occupants of the building through sun access, acoustic contral, privacy
protection, natural ventilation, passive security design, outdoor living, landscape design and indoor amenity.

4, LANDSCAPING
The proposed landscaping is unsatisfactory with regard to the provisions of the KPSO and DCP 55.
Particulars

(c)  The BASIX certificate has nominated 226.2m’ of indigenous low water use species to common areas. A BASIX Plan has been
submitted. There are no areas of indigenous low water use species nominated for individual units. The low water use plan is
unsatisfactory for the following reasons:

Areas of low water use species at the front of planting areas of moderate to high water use, west of Unit 3, are not supported.
Garden beds are not clearly defined as areas of high or low water use.

a. HERITAGE IMPACT

The proposal is unsatisfactory with regard to heritage impact on the surrounding items at Nos. 724-726 Pacific Highway and 17
Yarabah Avenue, Gordon.

Particulars

The external materials, finishes, colours and design of the proposed building are unsatisfactory with regard to adverse impacts on the
adjoining and nearby heritage items, the adjoining Conservation Area and the UCA. Further amendments to the design of the development
need to be made. Amendments would include the propartion of window and door openings, detailing particularly window and door reveals,
the design of balustrades, its external materials, textures and colours particularly more extensive use of face brickwork and timber rather
than meatal elements to achieve an appropriate relationship with the heritage context of the site.
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b. STORMWATER DRAINAGE

The proposal is unsatisfactory with regard to stormwater drainage.

Particulars

(a)  The rainwater tank is located directly adjoining Unit 3, Unit 12 and the liftwell. This relies on a high level of waterproofing. In
places the rainwater tank is less than | metre across and almost 4 metres deep (scaled from the drawings as not dimensioned). [t

is unclear as to how waterproofing would be maintained.

(b)  Two discharge control pits are provided. The reasan for this is not clear.

(c)  The drawings do not indicate how the rainwater tank overflows into the detention storage.

(d)  SKDI/1- the scale is wrong and it appears that the location of the orifice plate is shown incorrectly. Insufficient levels and
dimensions are shown.

(e)  The extent of the on site detention tank is not clear. |t seems to extend under the water feature and part of the planter. The volume
is given as 23.8 cubic metres but this seems a large overestimate. The plan area scale off the architectural plans as 13 square
metres and even if the depth is 1. metres as shown on Drawing DADI, that anly gives a volume of 6.5 cubic metres. not 23.8 cubic
metres as shown on the plans.

(f  The drawing still shows floor wastes connected to the rainwater tank - stormwater cannot be re-used inside the building without
treatment and no treatment is indicated.

(g)  Arainwater tank volume of 88 000 litres is still shown - this is excessive.

(h)  The access to the rainwater tank is in a fire stair, which is acceptable, but this tank is intedned to be 4 metres deep and step irons
or a ladder would require fixing to the wall of Unit 12, which is likely to compromise any water proofing.

1. INADEQUATE INFORMATION
The proposal is deficient in a number of respects with regard to the information submitted.
Particulars

(@)  Proposed levels to external hard and soft landscape areas have not been provided, particularly in the vicinity of existing trees to
be retained.

(b)  The landscaping plan is practically illegible. Plant symbals prevent legibility of levels and finishes and should be revised or a
separate hardworks plan should be submitted.

(c)  The trunk Tree |6 has not been shown at its correct size.
(d)  Spot levels at the base of existing trees to be retained have not been provided.

(e)  The canopy spread of Tree B and Treeld have not been shawn correctly.
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() The Fire Stairs 3 and 4 that exit from south of building have no access to Pacific Highway due to a .2m high wall along driveway
and front boundary. A gate would be required.

(o)  Clarification of impacts of pruning and demolition of lower part of existing retaining wall to Tree 19 - The proposed amount to be
removed differs from the arboricultural report (1.9m) and on the architectural/landscape plans (3.0m) This should be
clarified.(Section 8.0, Arboriculturist Report, Advanced Treescape Consulting, 14/01/10). Pruning required to allow for building
clearance should be detailed in arborist report.

(h)  Further investigation is required on the following tree to identify degree of risk in accordance with arborist recommendation
(Appendix 3, Arboriculturist Report, Advanced Treescape Consulting, 14/01/10): Tree/Location - Eucalyptus paniculata (Grey
Ironbark)Tree 20, southern boundary, rear yard.

(i) There are no details of the proposed air conditioning units to be located on the roof. The application fails to provide any
dimensioned elevations or plans including any screening of the plant and equipment. As a result of the lack of information, the

impacts of the location of air conditioning units cannot be determined.

(i) Accurate solar diagrams/ electronic information including a compliance table are necessary to determine the percentage of units
that receive adequate sunlight access in accordance with SEPP B3 RFDC Rule of Thumb.

8. PUBLIC INTEREST
The proposal is not in the public interest
Particulars

A number of objections have been received from surrounding properties raising a range of concerns with the proposal and on this basis,
the proposal is not in the public interest.

S Garland C Swanepoel M Miocic
Team Leader Manager Director
Development Assessment - South Development Assessment Services Development & Regulation

Attachments: Location sketch
Zoning extract
Architectural plans
Previous assessment report.
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