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Architectural Review Advisory Panel 
 
Proposal:  
Residential Aged Care Facility - Demolition of Existing Structures and Construction of New 
Residential Aged Care Facility Comprising 144 Single Bedrooms, Basement Parking and 
Associated Infrastructure 
Property:  
101 Acacia Road SUTHERLAND NSW 2232 
Applicant:  
SDHA Pty Ltd 
File Number:   
DA10/1360 
______________________________________________________________________ 
 
The following is the report of the Architectural Review Advisory Panel Meeting held on 20 
January 2011 at the Administration Centre, Sutherland Shire Council, Eton Street, Sutherland.  
The report documents the Panel’s consideration of the proposed development described above. 
 
“2. Consideration of Development Application No. 10/1360 – Residential Aged Care 

Facility (RACF) at 101 Acacia Road, Sutherland 
 
Council’s David Jarvis and Greg Hansell outlined the proposal, including providing details of 
Council’s relevant codes and policies. 
 
Savvas Hadjimichael, Tim Tait, Paul Myers, Lara Calder, Uyen Bui and Dan Brindle addressed 
the Panel regarding the aims of the proposal and the constraints of the site. 
 
This three (3) storey high proposal has been configured with four (4) wings, each containing 18-
20 beds per floor on the upper two (2) levels. This provides a total of eight (8) wings containing a 
total of 144 beds. Each wing is linked to a centralised dining/lounge facility. The facility’s lower 
level contains car parking and essential services such as the laundries and kitchen. 
 
It was advised by the applicant that the facility has been designed to cater for varying levels of 
care in six (6) of the eight (8) wings. The two (2) ground floor wings on the southern side of the 
building have been specifically designed to cater for dementia patients. 
 
Context 
The proposal sits comfortably in its context.  Existing vegetation is an asset for the site.  Adjacent 
development to the west and north is bulkier and more dense, so the proposal is a good fit. 
 
Scale  
The scale of the building is considered reasonable. However, there is potential for the proposal to 
be an additional floor higher and still relate appropriately to its immediate context. 
 
Built Form 
In response to the operational requirements of the facility, the form of the building provides eight 
(8) separate wings that are all serviced by a centralised core. The resultant building form 
responds well to both the operational requirements of the facility and its immediate context.  
 
Density 
The density of the proposal is also considered reasonable. 
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Resource, Energy and Water 
The orientation of the building results in a large proportion of residents’ rooms receiving little 
direct solar access. However, it is acknowledged that the building form is largely driven by the 
operational strategy of the building. It is also noted that skylights have been provided to the upper 
level to improve solar access where possible. On balance, solar access to the facility is 
acceptable.  
 
Further detail is required to determine if solar screening devices proposed for the facility are 
appropriate for each elevation. 
 
Landscape 
Information relating to existing trees appears to be inconsistent between the survey, arborist 
report and landscape plans. As many trees as possible should be retained and consideration 
given to transplanting any trees that could be reused in more appropriate locations. 
 
The landscape approach is generally considered to be successful, however the following 
suggestions are made to further finesse the proposal: 
 
 Consideration should be given to refining the 1500mm wide paths to provide narrower more 

intimate paths where possible. Widths should only be increased to 1500mm for wheelchair 
passing bays in strategic locations. 

 
 Landscaping in the entry forecourt appears potentially barren. More “soft” landscaping is 

recommended in this area. It is suggested that parking spaces be reduced in this area to 
accommodate only what is essential for the operation of the facility.  Improved privacy for 
adjacent rooms will also be possible. 

 
 The northern and eastern terraces also appear to be potentially bleak. Consideration should 

be given to stepping the profile of the floor slab to provide some opportunities for on grade 
planting within these areas. 

 
 The choice of planting species is generally appropriate. It is suggested that more woodland 

canopy trees be used to reinforce the existing character of the site. 
 
Amenity 
The building has been designed in a rational way that will be functional for both the operator and 
the residents.  
 
The intent of separating the main dining and lounge areas from each wing and providing a dining 
space shared by two wings was questioned by the Panel. It is noted that the strategy of many 
established RACF operators is to provide a single dining facility for each wing and to connect the 
dining room directly to that wing. This approach is considered to encourage more residents to be 
sociable and use the dining rooms rather than having meals in their bedrooms. The applicant 
advised that the intent of their design was to create a strong definition between the more public 
and private spaces. It was also highlighted that more intimate social lounge areas were provided 
within each wing. 
 
The Panel suggested that it would be desirable to incorporate lounges on the ends of the lower 
level northern wings (wings 3 and 4). A minor encroachment on the boundary setback in this 
location would be acceptable as the site adjoins a Telstra services facility. 
 
It is noted that the proposed facility provides no opportunity for large social gatherings of 
residents (eg carpet bowls, carol singing, bingo etc). Whilst it is acknowledged that these will not 
be common occurrences in a facility of this type, it is suggested that it would be desirable to 
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create the potential to cater for such occasions. Reconfiguring the servery and WC servicing 
upper level dining rooms would allow a demountable partition to be located between the dining 
areas. This would create a space that could be utilised for large gatherings when necessary. 
 
During the winter months the south facing balconies servicing wings 1 and 2 (upper and lower 
levels) will receive no solar access. It is suggested that more of the space allocated to these 
balconies should be dedicated to the lounge rooms to which they are connected. 
 
Safety and Security 
A secure environment appropriate for the varying levels of care required in a residential aged 
care facility is provided. 
 
Social Dimension 
The proposed development is acknowledged as being a much needed facility. 
 
Aesthetics 
The aesthetics of building are generally considered successful and appropriate for the use of the 
building. However, further information is required to document the proposed colour and finishes. 
 
The porte cochére is aesthetically the least successful element of the building. The extent of the 
porte cochére and angled columns that extend past the canopy of the porte cochére roof appear 
inconsistent with the conservative, well mannered architectural language of the rest of the 
building.  
 
Recommendation/Conclusion: 
 
The proposed building responds well to its context and is a functional building that will provide a 
good level of amenity to its future residents.  
 
Further improvement of the proposal’s landscaping is recommended. The addition of small 
lounges to the lower level northern wings is also recommended. Further information is also 
required to document the proposed external finishes and solar screens.” 
 
 
 
 
Colleen Baker 
ARAP Coordinator 
 
 
02 February 2011 
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26   Location and access to facilities 

(1)  A consent authority must not consent to a development application made pursuant 
to this Chapter unless the consent authority is satisfied, by written evidence, that 
residents of the proposed development will have access that complies with 
subclause (2) to:  
 
(a) shops, bank service providers and other retail and commercial services that 

residents may reasonably require, and 
(b) community services and recreation facilities, and 
(c) the practice of a general medical practitioner. 

 
(2) Access complies with this clause if:  

 
(a) the facilities and services referred to in subclause (1) are located at a 

distance of not more than 400 metres from the site of the proposed 
development that is a distance accessible by means of a suitable access 
pathway and the overall average gradient for the pathway is no more than 
1:14, although the following gradients along the pathway are also 
acceptable:  
 
(i) a gradient of no more than 1:12 for slopes for a maximum of 15 

metres at a time, 
(ii) a gradient of no more than 1:10 for a maximum length of 5 metres at a 

time, 
(iii) a gradient of no more than 1:8 for distances of no more than 1.5 

metres at a time, or 
 
(b) in the case of a proposed development on land in a local government area 

within the Sydney Statistical Division—there is a public transport service 
available to the residents who will occupy the proposed development:  
 
(i) that is located at a distance of not more than 400 metres from the site 

of the proposed development and the distance is accessible by means 
of a suitable access pathway, and 

(ii) that will take those residents to a place that is located at a distance of 
not more than 400 metres from the facilities and services referred to in 
subclause (1), and 

(iii) that is available both to and from the proposed development at least 
once between 8am and 12pm per day and at least once between 
12pm and 6pm each day from Monday to Friday (both days inclusive), 

 
and the gradient along the pathway from the site to the public transport 
services (and from the public transport services to the facilities and services 
referred to in subclause (1)) complies with subclause (3), or 

 
(c) in the case of a proposed development on land in a local government area 

that is not within the Sydney Statistical Division—there is a transport service 
available to the residents who will occupy the proposed development:  
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(i) that is located at a distance of not more than 400 metres from the site 
of the proposed development and the distance is accessible by means 
of a suitable access pathway, and 

(ii) that will take those residents to a place that is located at a distance of 
not more than 400 metres from the facilities and services referred to in 
subclause (1), and 

(iii) that is available both to and from the proposed development during 
daylight hours at least once each day from Monday to Friday (both 
days inclusive), 

 
and the gradient along the pathway from the site to the public transport 
services (and from the transport services to the facilities and services 
referred to in subclause (1)) complies with subclause (3). 

 
(3) For the purposes of subclause (2) (b) and (c), the overall average gradient along a 

pathway from the site of the proposed development to the public transport services 
(and from the transport services to the facilities and services referred to in 
subclause (1)) is to be no more than 1:14, although the following gradients along 
the pathway are also acceptable:  
 
(i) a gradient of no more than 1:12 for slopes for a maximum of 15 metres at a 

time, 
(ii) a gradient of no more than 1:10 for a maximum length of 5 metres at a time, 
(iii) a gradient of no more than 1:8 for distances of no more than 1.5 metres at a 

time. 
 
(4) For the purposes of subclause (2):  

 
(a) a suitable access pathway is a path of travel by means of a sealed footpath 

or other similar and safe means that is suitable for access by means of an 
electric wheelchair, motorised cart or the like, and 

(b) distances that are specified for the purposes of that subclause are to be 
measured by reference to the length of any such pathway. 

 
(5) In this clause:  

bank service provider means any bank, credit union or building society or any 
post office that provides banking services. 
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