JRPP Ref. No. 2012SYE104

D/A No. DA-390/2012
Property 2 Vermont Avenue and 13 Washington AvenueRiverwood
Proposal Demolition and construction of a mixed usbuilding

including an educational establishment, and a resghtial
flat building comprising 27 social housing units ad 68
privately owned units, car parking including basemat car
park, associated site works and subdivision.

Zoning

Residential 2(c4) under the Canterbury Planing Scheme
Ordinance / R4 High Density Residential under Cantdury
Local Environmental Plan 2012.

Applicant/Owner Applicant — M Projects Pty Ltd

Owner — NSW Land & Housing Corporation and
Canterbury City Council

Report By Sean Flahive - Development Assessment @#r

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Development Application (DA-390/2012) was submitted04 October 2012 for
the redevelopment of a site located on the corhKeatucky Road and
Washington Avenue. The subject site currently acoodmates the Riverwood
Senior Citizens Centre which is owned by Canterlility Council. The
proposal involves the demolition of the existingise citizens centre, site
preparation works and the construction of an 8sstamixed-use building over
basement parking which incorporates the following:

o Educational establishment: adult educational Ieayfecilities on the
lower ground and ground floor levels

o0 Residential Apartments: a total of 95 apartmergspaoposed on the
upper levels, with 27 units being provided for sbtiousing and the
remaining 68 units being for private ownership. Tlegyht of the
building will range from five storeys to eight stgs.

o Car Parking: Two levels of basement car parkingmasing 91 car
spaces are proposed to serve the adult educakeamalng facility and
the apartments. An additional 10 at-grade car pgrkpaces will be
provided to service the ground and lower groundrfleses. Access to the
basement car park and the at-grade car park willdbg/ashington
Avenue.

o Landscaping and Site Works.

This development will be subject to a VoluntaryriPlmg Agreement, which has
been agreed by Council.

The development application has a Capital Investiatue greater than $20m
and in accordance with Schedule 4A (3) and (4hefEnvironmental Planning
and Assessment Act 1979 and is referred to the Raigional Planning Panel
(JRPP) for determination.




BACKGROUND

The NSW Planning Assessment Commission (PAC) isaummhsent (Ref D059/11) on
15 July 2011 for the redevelopment of Housing NSWpprties in Riverwood North.
This consent was issued under the now repeale®@Rart theEnvironmental Planning
and Assessment Act 19d8d allows for a much greater building envelope density
than Council controls permit. Due to the PAC canmsmany of Council’s controls have
been significantly varied

ON the 15 November 2012 Major Project ApplicatitdP(10 _0181) approved the

following:
Table 1: Key Project Components
Aspect Description
Building A Building B Building C
Units 67 56 27
. 1Bed | 2Bed 1Bed | 2Bed 1 Bed 2 Bed
No. of 1 and 2 Bedroom Units 45 2 47 9 5 ]
Site Area 4,046 sqm 1,060 sqm
GFA 5801sgm |  5243sqm 2,243 sqm
FSR - 211
Building Footprint 1,081 sqm | 735.75 sqm 546.5 sqm
Car parking spaces 30 0
Storeys Part 6 and part 7 Part 7 and part 9 4
Height 6 storey | 7 storey | 7 storey | 9store
- 26m | 355m | 357m | Ham g
Total car parking spaces 30
Total GFA 13,287 sqm
Clv $61.95 million
Jobs 360 full time equivalent construction jobs

As can be seen from Table 1 above (which was daetldcom the Major Project
Application Consent), the consent approved thetcocison of 150 social housing units
on site, and the provision of 30 Off-street cakpay spaces for these units.

As illustrated in the above table the consent didraquire the provision of any
residential off-street parking for the social hagsunits contained in Building C.

Whilst the subject application relates to the carcdion of Building C in Riverwood
North Renewal Project, it is important to note ttet PAC approval only relates to the
Northern residential element of the subject appbea with the southern residential
block outside the remit of the PAC approval.

SITE DETAILS

The land comprising the Riverwood North ResideriRahewal Project is bound by the
M5 Motorway to the north, Salt Pan Creek Resentémorth and east, Washington
Avenue to the south and residential developmetitdavest (as shown in Figure 3
below).

The land subject to this DA comprises proposedréubwts 9 and 10 (which are



currently located within Lots 446 and 447 in DepegiPlan 243672), which has a total
site area of 3,554 sgqm (shown in Figure 2 below Subject site is reasonably flat, but
appears to slope gradually towards Salt Pan Cretletnorth and east.

A sewer owned by Sydney Water Corporation trandbetsouth eastern corner of the
subject site. Part of the site is currently occdgog the Riverwood Senior Citizens
Centre which is owned by Canterbury City CounciieTemainder of the site is
currently vacant.

Figure 1 — Site Plan
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Figure 2 — Super lot subdivision plan
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Figure 3 — Site Aerial Plan

A A

PROPOSAL

This development application seeks approval fordigrolition of the existing senior
citizens centre, site preparation works (includiagnediation) and the construction of a
mixed use development. The proposed mixed-useibgiltas been designed to
accommodate an adult educational learning fa@litpwer ground and ground floor
levels, residential apartments on the upper leba@sement car parking, hardstand car
parking area, landscaping and associated worksipflated superlot subdivision and
proposed stratum subdivision of the building alsorfs part of the DA. The proposed
development is described in further detail below:

Educational establishment:Adult educational learning facilities will be pralad
on the lower and ground floors. Each of these usk$fiave their primary access
from Kentucky Road, with a secondary/service emgaom Washington Avenue.

Residential Apartments: 95 apartments are proposed on the upper levelshwhi
include the 27 social housing apartments that \wgreed to under the Major
Project Application (MP 10_0181). An additional &8artments will be
accommodated arising from the expanded developsiteniThese apartments will
be made available for private ownership.

The private and social housing apartments are degiwith separate lift core
access from both Kentucky Road and Washington Aeerasulting in two
completely separate entrances to the private acidlamits. However, the external
design of the structure provides an integrated agnee of the social housing and
private apartments to provide a consistent appearfmm both apartment tenures.

The height of the building will range from five éight storeys, which is generally
consistent with the Concept Plan approval. Theha§the development increases
towards Washington Avenue, providing views overdoapartments to the public
open space. Private open space will be providéderiorm of balconies adjacent to



the principal living areas of each of the propodeellings.

» Car Parking: Two levels of basement car parking comprising 91spaces are
proposed to serve the adult educational learniodjtiaand the apartments in
private ownership. An additional 10 at-grade caking spaces will be provided to
service the adult educational facility. Accessi®e basement car park and the at
grade car park will be via Washington Avenue. fpisposed that the social housing
dwellings will be allocated off-street parking Imetbasement car park of the
neighbouring Buildings A and B.

» Landscaping and Site Works:The proposal alsmcludes the hard and soft
landscaped areas that surround the building. Seswidll be provided to
accommodate the increased demand arising fromrtdpoped non-residential uses
and the additional apartments.

e Stratum Subdivision: Proposed stratum subdivision of the building inceidance
with subdivision plans.

EXTERNAL REFERRALS

. Roads and Maritime Service (RMS)

The application was referred to the Roads and MaiServices (RMS) under SEPP
(Infrastructure) 2007 given the developments praito a classified road and the size
of the proposed educational establishment. The R¥Bonded raising no objection to
the proposed development as it is considered hiea¢ twill not be a significant traffic
impact on the state road network as all accedsetproposed development is via
Vermont Crescent and Washington Avenue, whichligal road under the care and
control of Council.

. Sydney Water Corporation (SWC)

The application was referred to Sydney Water Catpan (SWC) given that the
development involves works in close proximity teithnfrastructure. SWC has agreed
to the proposal subject to conditions to be impasedny consent granted.

INTERNAL REFERRALS
The development application was referred to a nurobmternal sections of Council
for comment and the advice received is summariséab

. Fire Safety and Building Related Comments
The development application has been accompaniedNmational Construction
Code (BCA) Compliance Report prepared by VIC Lllddd partners. The
report concludes that the proposed developmemtpakde of complying with the
deemed to satisfy provisions of the Building Cofldwastralia subject to certain
aspects being complied with at Construction Ce#tké stage. The development
application and accompanying BCA report were refieto Council’s Fire Safety
Officer for comment who has raised no objectionghoproposal subject to
certain conditions being included as part of anyetlgoment consent issued.

. Environmental Health and Compliance Comments
The development application was reviewed by CoimEihvironmental Health
officer who raised no objections to the proposecettmment, subject to the



imposition of a number of related conditions.

. Heritage Officer Comments
Council’'s Heritage Advisor has reviewed this apgiicn and has raised no
objection to the current proposal subject to coodg being attached to any
consent issued.

. Stormwater/Hydraulic Comments
Our City Works section have indicated that the fflevels for part of the
educational establishment and the social housitrgmee lobby will contribute
to the creation of undrained low points in the gardquare area to the
immediate west of the building. This issue wase@iwith the applicant and has
been adequately addressed in the additional infitmmeeceived by Council on
the ' of February 2013.

Comments were also received from Council's Lands@aehitect, Waste Coordinator,
Disability Access Committee, Crime Prevention Gffiand Traffic Engineer. The
advice received from these officers is discussdti@rassessment section of this report.

STATUTORY CONSIDERATIONS

The development application has a Capital Investialue greater than $20m and in
accordance with Schedule 4A (3) and (4) of the Eemvhental Planning and
Assessment Act 1979 is referred to the Joint RegiBtanning Panel (JRPP) for
determination.

When determining this development application,réievant matters listed in Section
79C of the Environmental Planning and Assessmeht1®¥9, must be considered and
in this regard, the following environmental plarginstruments, development control
plans, codes and policies are relevant:
» State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastrucjiz@07
» State Environmental Planning Policy No. 55 — Remigaih of Land
» State Environmental Planning Policy 2004 BASIX
» State Environmental Planning Policy No. 65 — Desgrality of Residential Flat
Development
» Canterbury Planning Scheme Ordinance
e Canterbury Local Environmental Plan 2012
» Canterbury Development Control Plan No. 13 — Miatignit Development
Code
e Canterbury Development Control Plan No. 20 — CakiRg
e Canterbury Development Control Plan No. 28 — Flbtathagement and Flood
Proofing

e Canterbury Development Control Plan No. 29 — Critnevention Through



Environmental Design
e Canterbury Development Control Plan No. 30 — Subativ of Land
» Canterbury Development Control Plan No. 32 — Ncsifion Policy
e Canterbury Development Control Plan No. 37 — En&mart Homes
» Canterbury Development Control Plan No. 45 — Laafsg
» Canterbury Development Control Plan No. 48 — Wakteagement
» Canterbury Development Control Plan No. 51 — AceeskMobility
» Specification 9 — A Guide For Stormwater Drainagesign

e Canterbury Section 94 Contributions Plan 2005

ASSESSMENT

The development application has been assessed 8adgons 5A and 79C of the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act, 197lamdbllowing key issues
emerge:

. State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007
The proposal was referred to the RMS under ClaQdeahd Schedule 3 of SEPP
2007 as the development is identified as beindji¢rgénerating development as
it involves an educational establishment capablBcobmmodating more than 50
students. The RMS have raised no objection to tbpgsed development.

. State Environmental Planning Policy No. 55 — Remediion of Land (SEPP
55)
State Environmental Planning Policy No. 55 — Remgoi of Land aims to
promote the remediation of contaminated land ferghrposes of reducing list to
human health or any other aspect of the environment

Clause 7 of SEPP 55 states that a consent authaugy not consent to the
carrying out of development unless it has consuiereether the land is
contaminated. If the land is contaminated, it nasstertain whether it is suitable
in its contaminated state for the proposed usehatier remediation of the land
is required.

The subject site has no known history of previoses of the land for industrial
activities. The proposal involves some demolitiod axcavation works, and as
such a geotechnical investigation and preliminayirenmental assessment,
prepared by JBS Environmental, was carried oussess the likelihood of
contamination of subsurface soils and the suitawli the site for the proposed
development.

The report concludes that while contaminants wetealed, the concentration of
all chemicals tested in the soil samples weretless laboratory detection limits
and/or less than the corresponding assessmentaraad were therefore
considered not to pose a contamination issue aite



The site can be made suitable for the continuaderstal and educational use
subject to remediation of asbestos impacted filemals.

Having regard to the above, Council is satisfieat the land is suitable for
proposed end use. Suitable conditions will be apptin any development
consent issued to address the recommendations abdldwess any contamination
finds during excavation/construction works.

. Canterbury Planning Scheme Ordinance
The subject site is zoned Residential 2(c4) ungeanterbury Planning
Scheme Ordinance. The proposed uses are permissthis zone, with consent.
An extract of the zoning plan is provided below.

Note: The proposal complies with the FSR developmentstals outlined
under Clause 44 of the Canterbury Planning Scherdm&nce.

Figure 4 — Extract of Zoning Plan under the Canterlury Planning Scheme
Ordinance, also identifying public roads.

Local Environmental Plan 2012
This site is zoned R4 under LEP 2012. The conapjdicable to this
application are:

Standard Requirement Proposal Complies
Zoning R4 High Density Multiple unit housing | Yes
Residential and educational

establishments are
permissible with

consent

FSR 0.9:1 Non Residential No
0.48:1
Residential 4:1

Building height 11.5m 28.6 metres No

However, the savings controls listed in Clause 108REP 2012 prevent any



determinative weighting from being afforded toptsvisions in respect to this
application.

. State Environmental Planning Policy 2004 BASIX
BASIX Certificate No. 409770M_02 dated 26 SeptenfiE2 accompanies this
application. The commitments include providing wat@ving devices such as
low water using taps, showerhead, as well as daitakergy uses such as gas
cooktops and electric ovens, kitchen, bathroormdayiand lift and basement
ventilation devices. A condition of consent willpdy that the development be
fitted out to meet these nominated BASIX commitmsent

. State Environmental Planning Policy No. 65 — DesigQuality of Residential
Flat Development
The applicant has provided design verificationeagiired by Part 4 in SEPP 65
that the proposed development is consistent weld#sign principles found in
SEPP 65.

Context

The site is set amongst a predominantly resideodialext and the height and scale of
the proposal is consistent with other buildingthia Concept Plan and adjacent to the
subject site. The form and finishes of the propasalopment are designed to
integrate with other parts of the Concept Plarotonfa coherent overall approach to
Riverwood North. The adult educational establishimeh bring the wider community
into the area and contribute to the activatiorhefgite’s frontages.

Scale

The proposed maximum height of 9 storeys and dsgaton in height towards the north
of the site is compatible with the surrounding dimgy heights and the heights under the
Concept plan.

With regard to elevational treatment, the groundiflareas are treated differently to the
upper floor levels, reducing the apparent scatbh@building when viewed from ground
level.

Built Form
The proposed setbacks of the building expressdteagy nature of the subject site.

The ground floor use will be readily identifiablg the open appearance and extensive
areas of glass and define the public domain. Thy ensituated adjacent to the future
Garden Square where opportunities for activatiah@ublic space are maximised.

Upper levels are designed with a different charawftéess glazing and integrated
balconies, with most units to have an outlook to@inding landscaped areas.

Density
The site is strategically located within close pnaixy to public transport, recreational

areas, shops and services. The Concept Plan appeocegnised the site as ideal for
redevelopment for a higher density residential sehe

The current proposal provides for 95 apartmentsperiimg 27 social housing units and



68 private apartments. The proposed density me8W Kovernment objectives for
increased residential density within strategichibated areas.

Resource, energy and water efficiency
The incorporation of ecologically sustainable depehent (ESD) principles has been
incorporate into the design of the current propoBaése principles include:

* Cross ventilated apartments

» Optimal daylight and solar access into living sgaexternal living areas and

courtyards
» Energy efficient appliances and water efficiertirfggs and fixtures
e Stormwater re-use

Landscape
The landscape design scheme includes private gardehlic open space and interface

landscaping to the new public domain of Kentucky&®and Garden Square.

Landscaping at grade aims to soften the edgesdiuhding and contribute towards a
transition from the public to semi-private to ptieareas.

The proposed development is closely positionedatilands and open space directly
adjoining the site to the north, east and west.

Amenity
Future amenity of apartments is optimised by:

* A high degree of cross ventilation, with some featytri-aspect orientation.
Well-proportioned rooms.

High degree of privacy through orientation andrinat layouts

Provision of adaptable apartments and accessiblgacking.

Appropriate storage areas.

Safety and Security
Safety and Security is optimised by:
e Clearly legible pedestrian access points to theuarcomponents of the
building.
» Balconies, windows and public ground floor used pribvide passive
surveillance.
» Security access to basement levels.

Social dimensions and housing

The aim of the development is to provide new ftiesi social housing and well-priced
residential apartments. The community and futusedesnts will enjoy the benefits of a
new adult educational facility. Future residenttf also be within close proximity to
open space areas and public transport. A broadfunit types provide for a large mix
of living typologies

Aesthetics

The proposed development utilises a basic desigtegly with variations to each
component of the building to allow for the diffetdreights, forms, entry points and
public and private spaces.

The current proposal is designed to interact withdther developments approved as




part of the Riverwood North redevelopment. Thiadgkieved by the use of a similar
palette of colours and materials.

Departures sought

As stated above, the proposal is consistent weltd#sign quality requirements of SEPP
65 and the Residential Flat Design Code (RFDC). éi@x, some departures are sought
and are discussed below.

Building Depth

The building depth varies due to the irregular €hafpthe building. The northern
portion varies between 15m and 19.5m and the spusieetion varies from 19.2m to
25m. The larger depth is attributed to the singdmtral core and large corridor widths.
The larger building depths are deemed to be adskepdaie to the arrangement of the
apartments which allows for reasonable amenity&mh unit, with regard to solar
access and cross ventilation.

Open Space
SEPP 65 has a Rule of Thumb that between 25% &doBthe site be available for

open space. Due to the mixed use nature of thdajgwent, communal open space for
the use of the residents to Building C is not pled. The approved Building C design
in the original Project Approval did not includencmunal open space specific to
Building C, given the extent of open spaces toreated under the Concept Plan
approval, including the Garden Square immediatedgtvof Building C of some
1,574sgm.

The shortfall in exclusive communal open spacassifjable given that:

* The site is immediately adjacent to large aregsubfic open space across the
Riverwood North Renewal site and large parkland$ & Salt Pan Creek
reserve and Central Park.

* The development contains a public facility, thelabharning facility.

« The creation of Garden Square immediately to th&t wkBuilding C.

e The fact that no ground floor apartments are pregos

* Apartments immediately above the ground floor featarraces of 25-27sgm of
private open space with minimum dimensions typycafl4m. The last
apartment on the north east side of the privatet@eats has a minimum
dimension of 3.5m. This terrace area is almost 80stjich exceeds the
minimum and is therefore acceptable.

» All proposed apartments have adequate private space.

It is considered that overall, a high level of ameis achieved for future residents
through extensive areas of a variety of open spadaecreational provision on the site
and throughout the Riverwood North renewal area.

Variations to the rule of thumb are acceptablejiregard to their individual amenity
and the availability of public open space in thanity.



Apartment Layout
SEPP 65 requires the following with regard to aparit Layout:
« Determine apartment sizes in relation to locatioarket, spatial configuration
and affordability.
* Ensure apartment layouts are resilient over time.
» Design layouts to respond to natural and built emments and optimise site
opportunities.
* Avoid locating kitchens in circulation space.
* Include adequate storage in the apartment.
* Ensure apartments facilitate furniture removal eepglacement.
» Single aspect apartments to have max depth of &m window.
» Crossover or cross through apartments >15m delegvi® min width of 4m.

It is considered that the apartment sizes will nleetanticipated social and private
housing market demand, taking into account locadiah design quality.

The current proposal has 1 and 2 bedroom apartroémrtsying sizes, to accommodate
multiple occupant typologies. 1 bed apartments l@arenimum area of 50.69 sgm and
2 bed apartments have a minimum area of 74.83 sgmply with the requirements of
the SEPP.

Living areas are located towards the window linenexximise their solar access and
natural ventilation while wet areas are locatedeido the centre.

The proposal meets the SEPP 65 Rules of Thumb nangearrangement, storage,
depth and flexibility. All apartments exceed thedglines of SEPP 65, having 90% of
the apartments featuring all storage within thertapent.

The apartment depth varies between the differeattagent types. Many apartments
comply with the basic recommendations. Some apaittgpes are deeper (10.4m) but
utilise facade articulation and the location of #i@bitable rooms at the rear of the
apartment to achieve good amenity

Furthermore the rear walls of the kitchens areiwifm from a window in all
apartments.

Apartment Mix
SEPP 65 requires the following with regard to aparit mix:
* Provide a variety of apartments in larger buildings
* Refine appropriate mix by population trends andipnity to transport,
employment and services.
e Locate a mix of 1 and 3 bed units on ground flaoenable access by disabled,
elderly and families.
e Optimise accessible and adaptable apartments.

1 and 2 bedroom apartments are provided to catéhdoexisting and likely future
demand within the local area. Some are adaptalleesigned for further flexibility for
occupants.



. Canterbury Development Control Plan No. 13 — Multige Unit Development

Code

As previously outlined this DA is the subject dPAC concept approval issued under
Part 3A of the EPAA. As such, the local plannigtcols, unless specifically stated as
being applicable in the PAC approval are effectivmterridden. However, it is worth
considering how the proposal would meet the loiqng controls, as outlined the

following table.

Standard Requirement Proposal Complies
Site Width 20m >20 Yes
Density Min site area per
dwelling:
Small (<60sgm): 95sgm
Medium (60-90sgm): Site Area = 4,303gqm No — See
110sgm Comment
Large (>90sgm): 150sgm
Site Area 9,700
Open Space 42sgm x 1 bedroom
47sgm x 2 bedroom
59sgm x 3 bedroom
Open Space required= | Open Space = 1,574sgm No — See
4215sgm Comment
Balconies 5sgm min 6.75sgm min Yes
2m min dimension 2m min dimension Yes
Located off living room | Located off living room Yes
Front Setback | 8.5m 700mm- 7m No — See
(southern Comment
boundary)
Side and Rear | North — 7.2m North — 2.1m — 5m No — See
Setbacks South and East (rear) —| South — 0 —7.5m Comment
9.4m East—1.2m — 3m No — See
Comment
No- See
Comment
Height Max 9m Max 28.6m No — See
Comment
Landscape Landscape plan Landscape plan Yes
Privacy Balconies be 12m apart Balconies >12m Yes
Balconies not overlook | Minimal overlooking Yes
Building Varied unit layout Varied unit size and layout | Yes
Design Sunlight orientated Orientated to capture sunlight Yes
Noise Isolate noisy areas Separation of uses @aju | Yes
waste room) is adequate
Clothes drying | Provide clothes dryers jo€lothes driers provide to eachYes
clothes lines unit
Letter boxes Letter boxes meet Letter boxes to meeting Yes
Australia Post standards Australia Post requirements
TV Antenna A master antenna be A master antenrdwil Yes




provide to each building| provided to each building

Storage 5 cubic metres per unit 6 cubic metresipier Yes

As shown in the above table, the proposed developrepresents a substantial
departure for the controls in DCP 13. Howevetth#&s DA is the direct result of a PAC
concept approval which effectively overrides thealgplanning controls no objection
can be raised to the proposed due to these nonteormgs. The PAC concept approval
has effectively provided the planning for, and &wat of, a new neighbourhood.
Despite technically being applicable the currentDgontrols are not designed to
control and guide this scale and significance ektlgpment. As the overall scheme has
been approved in principle, the areas of non-camnpk such as density, setbacks and
height are deemed to be acceptable as the ovizakhsd scale of the current proposal
has been agreed in principle.

With regards to the lack of open space on site,lihs been addressed earlier in the
report under the SEPP 65 discussions.

. Canterbury Development Control Plan No. 20 — Car Pking

The car parking associated with the 27 social mgushits will be off site in the
basement of Building A &B, located on the oppositée of Kentucky Road, which is
consistent with Condition 5 of the Stage 1 Profgmplication (MP10-0181) approval.
Accordingly, it is accepted that no parking will peovided for their proposed social
units on site.

However, the proposed private housing units ana@athnal establishment must be
assessed against the controls found in DCP 20applkcation compares to the relevant
controls of DCP 20 as follows: as shown in theadi#low.

Private Residential Parking

Standard Required Proposed Complies
Resident 1 bed x 1space = 23 77 (includes 7 accessible No — see
Parking 2 bed x 1.2 spaces = 54 | spaces and 8 small car comments
TOTAL = 77 spaces parking spaces)
Visitor 1 space per 5 dwellings | 14 spaces Yes
= 13.6 (14) spaces
Carwash bay| 1 spaces 1 space No — see
comments
Bicycle 20 spaces 20 spaces Yes

Resident Parkingrhe proposal provides 77 spaces for the privaaetagents; however

8 of these spaces are small car parking spacegrokision of small car parking spaces
is not deemed to be acceptable or permitted fadeatial parking. The use of small car
spaces for allocated residential parking is nopsuged as they are unsuitable for the
proposed use. Small car spaces can only be sudpste small part of the allocated
parking for a major car parking facility for publise, where individual
owners/occupiers will not be arbitrarily limitedtime size of vehicle they may own.
Accordingly, it is considered that the proposedrtal car spaces incorporated in the
overall quantum of car parking for the private ayments cannot be credited and should
be discounted from the overall figure, resultingha parking for the private apartments
being deficient.




Car wash bayThe proposed loading area conflicts with the psaplocar wash bay.
Carwash bays are to be covered and suitably graddrained to sewer in accordance
with the requirements of Sydney Water. The apptitas stated in the additional
information submitted thaiThe delivery and servicing needs of the proposed
development is expected to occur primarily on wagkdand mostly on weekday
mornings), whereas use of the carwash bay will bpcunarily on weekends (and
mostly in the afternoons). Whilst there may ocaaaiy be a conflicting need between
the delivery/servicing and carwash uses, such msfhre expected to occur very
infrequently, and would not warrant the provisidrseparate bays.1t is a requirement
of Sydney Water that all carwash bays are bund®dred and graded and drained to
sewer given the scale of this development. Thesscimethe loading bay and the access
to the carwash bay must not be restricted by teegmce of a vehicle for the other
purpose. A separate bay is to cater for each actgiwarranted.

Educational Establishment
The current proposal provides 10 spaces for theigixe use by staff and students of
the proposed educational establishment.

The submitted parking report assumes a parkingofatespace per 5 users of the
educational facility, based on an expected totahaiance in any 1 hour of 45-60
persons in educational establishment 1. It is cared that based on the floor area of
educational establishment 2 (Hall/function arda likely that seminars and events of
between 70 and 80 persons will be held on regdeasions, chiefly in the morning and
evening hours. There will be a maximum of 5 staffie educational establishment,
generating a parking requirement of 2.5 spacegsiparking rate of 1 space per 2
staff.

The breakdown of parking requirement for the edooat establishment is as follows:

Educational Establishment 1 = 45-60 + 5 = 9-12inegl
Educational Establishment 2 = 70-80 + 5 = 14-dduired
Staff = 5+ 2 =2.5(3) required

Total = 26-31 required

The current application provides 10 car parkingcspdor the proposed educational
establishment, falling well short of the minimungu&ement.

The applicant has also indicated in the additiomarmation submitted that parking
could be shared between the visitor parking forptineate residential units and the
educational establishment. However DCP 20 stats\sitor spaces shall be freely
accessible at all time by their intended users A€cordingly, it is considered that
visitor car-parking cannot have a secondary ugmesng for an educational
establishment, as this would conflict with the adoventioned objective of DCP 20.
Insufficient information has been provided by tipplacant to substantiate this
argument.

The other argument made by the applicant is tleatailability of on street car parking
in the vicinity could facilitate any additional famg generated by the educational
establishments. In the documentation submittedapplicant states th&additional on-



street kerbside parking is to be provided in the thew roads 1 and 2, in addition to
kerbside parking which is readily available in Wanglton Avenue.”

Figure 5 below indicates that the on street park#éfgrred to equates to only 15
additional spaces, with the availability of thepaces, not guaranteed. It should also be
noted that all on-street parking is proposed toelpeoved from Washington Avenue to
facilitate the traffic control measures. Figuredbdwv shows the substantial distance
from these roads to the subject site. Given thédoimumber of on street car parking
spaces available in the precinct and the distahtieean-street parking to the subject
site, it is considered the reliance upon on-stpaeking to accommodate the parking
generated by the proposed educational establishsanacceptable.

The applicant has failed to adequately addrespdhi@ng requirements of the
educational establishment based on the informaionided to date. The use of a
parking rate of 1 space per 5 users for the eduwatfacility is considered to be suitable
for the assessment. However, the total numberexsiend the maximum attendance on
the site have not been catered for and therefoeetiotal number of off-street parking
spaces appear to be insufficient for the proposed u
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e 5—Road 1 and Road 2 (On street parking)




Figure 6 — Location of Road 1 and Road 2
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. Canterbury Development Control Plan No. 28 — FloodManagement and
Flood Proofing

A flood study forms part of the Project Design Repoepared by Warren Smith &

Partners. The study was based on the detailedysptaes, including contours and spot

levels.

All buildings within the Riverwood renewal site Wde built above flood levels, in
accordance with the provisions of DCP 28.

. Canterbury Development Control Plan No. 29 — CrimePrevention Through
Environmental Design

The proposed development has been assessed dbaingtevant provisions of

Council’'s Development Control Plan No. 29 — Crimrev@ntion Through

Environmental Design, which aims to promote desiga genuine crime prevention

strategy through three main principles, namely r@isurveillance, access control and

ownership.

The development application has been accompanieddeyailed Crime Prevention
Through Environmental Design assessment reporteTdre a number of key
recommendations in this report. It is consideregrapriate that these recommendations
be implemented. Accordingly, it is considered appiade that a condition be attached to
any consent requiring these recommendations tmpkmented.

The Crime Prevention Through Environmental Desggeasment report submitted with



the application has been assessed by the Teamraadeuncil’s Youth and Safety
section and is in accordance with Council’s requiats. No objection is raised subject
to conditions of consent being attached to any e@anissued.

. Canterbury Development Control Plan No. 32 — Notiftation Policy

The development application was publicly exhibiéed all adjoining owners notified of
the proposed development in accordance with theigioms of Council's Development
Control Plan No. 32 - Notification Policy. Durinkis$ time, no submissions were
received by Council.

. Canterbury Development Control Plan No. 37 — Energysmart Homes Code
This DCP applies insofar as it aims to protect mraghtain the solar access of
immediately adjoining residential properties byweny it receives 2 hours sunlight
between 9am and 3pm on June 21.

Given the height and scale of the proposed devetoprsubstantial shadow is cast upon
the properties to the west at 9 am and substesfiteadow is cast on the properties to the
south east at 3pm. However the shadow study swgahgtearly indicates that all
properties in the vicinity receive the minimum ragment of 2 hours sunlight between
9am and 3pm on June 21, as required under Clafsd DCP 37

Accordingly it is considered that the current pregloccomplies with the solar access
requirements of DCP 37.

. Canterbury Development Control Plan No. 45 — Landsaping

The proposed development has also been assessest dga provisions of Canterbury
Development Control Plan No. 45 — Landscaping. Ci'srLandscape Architect has
advised that the development is consistent witlptbgisions of DCP 45 and has
recommended that a number of related conditionaddeded in any consent issued.

. Canterbury Development Control Plan No. 48 — Wast®&anagement

The application has been reviewed in light of D@PA number of issues have been
identified, with particular concern raised in redatto the garbage room for the private
apartments.

Clause 2.4 of DCP 48 requires the provision of 241@L rubbish bins and 23 x 240L
recycling bins to accommodate the 68 privately advaeits. Given that a compaction
unit is proposed the number of bins is reducedrta 240L rubbish bins and 23 x 240L
recycling bins.

The application is proposing 24 recycling binsge®eral waste bins and 2 garden
vegetation bins in the bin storage area. Althounh rneets the numerical requirements
concern is raised in relation to the use of anpedéeent compaction unit to manage
waste onsite. Normally compaction units would be phan overall automated system
at residential properties, incorporating a garbegée and bin carousel. With automated
systems onsite managers are required to transpmpacted bins to the collection area.
The independent compaction unit proposed by thécapp appears to require a higher
level of maintenance whereby bins will have to beved to and from the compaction
unit around three times in order to get the compaatte of 2:1 they have nominated.
This is not deemed to be acceptable.



Furthermore the waste area proposed cannot adggaete@mmodate the required
number of bins proposed by the applicant in an@tatdée and functional layout that is
consistent with Appendix 4 of DCP 48. This is pesbhtic from a user’s perspective
and for Council’'s waste contractor.

Appendix 4 (Waste Storage and Recycling Areas +gbeand Access) of DCP 48 states
that“These areas should be capable of accommodatingitbeated number of

standard waste containers for residential premizesufficient containers for
commercial premises.”

The current proposal provides a waste storagefard¢he private residential units that is
substandard and cannot accommodate the requiredunuaf general waste and
recycling bins as required under Appendix 4 of Di8P

Appendix 4of DCP 48 also states thains shall not be placed one in front of another
or in such a way as to restrict access to the binsise. — bins should be easily be easily
accessible both for use by residents and movenyectllectors.”

The design of the waste storage area for the eriestidential units includes bins places
one in front of another, restricting access tolims for use, with bins not easily
accessible for use by either residents of collsctbhe quantum of bins proposed is
reliant on compaction taking place. However thefigomation of the waste storage area
for the private apartments does not lend itsetfdmpaction taking place adequately.

Furthermore, Appendix 4 of DCP 48 states thlsbish and recycling bins shall be
stored separately within the area and the areaartyesignposted to identify the
location for each type of bin. The two groups osl(rubbish and recycling) shall be a
minimum of 1.2 metres apart to facilitate use aollection.” It is considered that the
proposed waste storage area for the proposed @rigsidential units does not comply
with this requirement and is therefore substandard.

Given the number of non-compliances raised inilab DCP 48, it is considered that
the proposed development is substandard in rel&titime provision of waste
management facilities on site. The inadequate prowiof a reasonably sized waste
storage area for the private apartments would hadetrimental impact on the
residential amenity of future occupants of the g@residential units. The inadequate
waste storage area may also result in waste cooitsawot being able to adequate
service the proposed development. Should wasteamtats refuse to service this
development, this may result in large volumes a$t@aemaining on site for long
periods of time, which would have clear detrimemntgbacts on the educational
establishment, the private and social units locatedite and property in the vicinity.

. Canterbury Development Control Plan No. 51 — Accesand Mobility

The proposed development will provide sufficiertiliies and provisions to ensure
compliance with the requirements of the DCP. Cdisbisability Access Worker has
reviewed the proposal and advised that no objestiwa raised to the proposal subject to
the inclusion of a number of conditions (shouldrappl be issued) relating to the
provision of disabled access facilities within tevelopment.



. Stormwater Management Manual ~ Specification 9

The stormwater plan submitted with the applicatias been assessed by Council’s
Development Engineers and is in accordance witm€ibs requirements. No objection
Is raised subject to conditions of consent beitgched to any consent granted.

. Canterbury Section 94 Contributions Plan 2005

Condition 11 of the PAC Concept Approval requirkd applicant to either enter into a
Voluntary Planning Agreement (VPA) with Councillewy Monetary Contributions
under Canterbury Section 94 Contributions Plan 28d%ce lodging this DA, the
applicant has formalised a VPA which provides a ieamity facility on this site for the
benefit of the renewed Riverwood North neighbouthods the VPA has been accepted
by Council the levying of Section 94 Contributiaasot required.

LIKELY IMPACTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT

The scale and built form of the proposed developgraemnot considered to be
satisfactory. The proposal is expected to haverdental impacts in terms of the natural
or built environments, and the social and econ@aspects, as discussed under the
following headings below.

. Amenity Considerations
It is considered that the current proposal wouldpmovide reasonable amenity
for future occupants of the residential units, foorfuture students and staff of
the educational establishment. As discussed alimveurrent proposed
represents an over development of the subjectlie under provision of
parking for the subject site, coupled with the i@ulate provision of adequately
sized waste storage areas for the private resalantits, infer that the current
proposal is an overdevelopment of the subject site.

It is considered that adequate parking and wasteagenent facilities are vital
with regard to providing adequate amenity to fulceupants and students on
site. It is clear that the lack of adequate parking waste storage areas will have
a detrimental impact on the amenity of future uséithe site, but it will also

have a detrimental impact on the amenity of otmeperties in the vicinity.

Firstly, with regard to waste management, it isstdered that if the waste
storage areas cannot be adequately serviced bycCoantractors, this may
result in large volumes of waste building amassingite, which would be
detrimental to the visual amenity of the area. &dbg with regard to the under
provision of parking on site, this may result ingudial users of the subject site
using any and all available on street parking enltinity, with would have an
adverse impact on the residential amenity of ofineperties in the area.

. Suitability of the Site
These matters have been considered in the assdassities development
application. The proposed redevelopment of theisitensidered acceptable in
principle. However, given the shortfall in relatitmthe provision of parking for
the proposed educational establishment, it is densd that the current proposal
may be an overdevelopment of the subject site. tstfall in off street parking
would have a compounding effect that would havaigant impacts on the
availability of on-street parking in the Riverwobidrth Precinct. It is considered



that this would have a detrimental impact on trsedential amenity of property
in the vicinity.

. Public Interest
The proposed development is not consistent witlptheisions of Development
Control Plan 20 — Car Parking, and Development @bRian 48 - Waste
Management, as discussed in earlier sections ©féjpiort. The proposed
development is considered to be an overdevelopofeht subject site and is
expected to have an unreasonable impact on surrguddvelopment. Refusal
of the application is therefore considered to béhepublic interest.

CONCLUSION

The development application has been assessedaptitsuthe provisions of Section
79C of the Environmental Planning and Assessmet)t1®79 and all relevant
development control plans, codes and policies.

Whilst it is acknowledged that the PAC concept appl relates to the subject
development in part and that this approval did theybuilding envelope controls of
Council’s DCP 13, this approval did not in any wayy the controls relating to waste
management and off-street parking for the privat&yed residential component of the
development or the educational establishment.

With regard to DCP 20 it is considered that theentrproposal does not provide
adequate parking for the proposed private residiemtits or the educational
establishment. Adequate parking has not been pedvim the residential component of
the scheme as the proposal relies on a numbebetandard spaces. This issue
combined with the under provision of parking foe #ducational facility is not
considered to be acceptable and would have a dettahimpact on the amenity of
future users of the site, as well as on the resi@leamenity of occupants of the units
forming part of this application and on the amewityproperty in the vicinity, due to the
proposed uses expected to attract a higher lewalatles that cannot be catered for on-
site.

With regard to DCP 48, it is considered that thappsed development does not provide
for a reasonable area for waste storage for theosex private apartments. It is
considered that this issue would significantly icipgpon the amenity of residents of
the proposed apartments. The applicant is propdsipgovide a waste storage area that
cannot by adequately serviced. This could resuldnge volumes of waste accumulating
on site having a negative impact on the visual atyehthe proposed development as
well as on the residential amenity of future restdeof the proposed apartments on site.

The shortfall in parking combined with the inadetguarovision of a reasonable sizes
area for waste storage, infers that the currerigsal represents an overdevelopment of
the subject site. Furthermore, it is considered ttiawaste management and parking
issues that remain unresolved will undoubtedly gise to amenity impacts that will
impact residents of the complex, their visitors asdrs of the subject building as well
as surrounding developments. It is therefore renended that the application be
refused.



RECOMMENDATION:

THAT the Joint Regional Planning Panel refuse Demelent Application 390/2012 for
the demolition and construction of a mixed usedng including an educational
establishment, and residential flat building, ia fbllowing manner:

1.

2.

The proposed development is unsatisfactory, putdoahe provisions of Section
79C(1)(a)(iii) of the Environmental Planning ands@ssment Act 1979, as it does
not provide sufficient off-street parking to accooudate the proposed private
residential units or the educational establishnaetas such does not comply with
the objectives of the Canterbury Development Cottan 20 — Car Parking,
including

A. Clause 1.5:

i. To ensure that an appropriate level of parkingdvioled on-site to support
various land use activities and to minimise ovevflaf parking into surrounding
streets.

ii. To ensure the provision of adequate visitor parkaggities for supporting
business, retail, residential and mixed-use deveé.

iii. To ensure the adequate delivery and service aaadghe orderly and effective
operation of loading and unloading activities witkievelopments.

iv. Insufficient off-street parking for the resident@@mponent (8 substandard
spaces proposed)

The proposed development is unsatisfactory, putdoahe provisions of Section
79C(1)(a)(iii) of the Environmental Planning ands@ssment Act 1979, as there is
insufficient off-street parking provided to acconuate the likely parking demands
associated with the educational establishment arstieh is inconsistent with
Clause 3.3 of DCP 20 and does not comply with trgrols of the Canterbury
Development Control Plan 20 — Car Parking, inclgdin

A. Table 3(a) Guideline Car Parking Rates.

i. The current proposal provides insufficient off-strparking and is not in
accordance with the parking rates required in T8¢ of DCP 20 — Car
Parking

B. Clause 4.2:

i. Car parking bays shall comply with the minimum dirsiens specified in Table
4(b) (Minimum length 5.4m, Minimum width 2.5m)

C.Clause 4.12

ii. Car wash bays must be roofed and bunded to exchinlwater.

The proposed development is unsatisfactory, putdoahe provisions of Section
79C(1)(a)(iii) of the Environmental Planning ands@ssment Act 1979, as it does
not comply with the objectives of the Canterburyw&lepment Control Plan 48 —
Waste Management, including
D. Clause 1.5:
i. To provide for design and positioning standardsifaste facilities,
that assist waste and recycling collection and memnt services
offered by Council and private contractors.

The proposed development is unsatisfactory, putdoahe provisions of Section
79C(2)(a)(iii) of the Environmental Planning ands@ssment Act 1979, as it does



not comply with the controls of the Canterbury Depenent Control Plan 48 —
Waste Management, including
A. Appendix 4:

i. Bin storage areas should be capable of accommagdéinallocated
number of standard waste containers for residepitehises or
sufficient containers for commercial premises.

ii. Rubbish and recycling bins shall be stored separatéhin the area
and the areas clearly signposted to identify tieation for each type
of bin. The two groups of bins (rubbish and reaygjishall be a
minimum of 1.2 metres apart to facilitate use aoitection.

iii. Bins shall not be placed on in front of anothemosuch a way as to
restrict access to the bins for use. — bins shibeldasily accessible
both for use by residents and movements by coliecto

The proposed development, pursuant to the prowssidisection 79C(1)(c) of the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 197@nsatisfactory and is likely to
adversely impact on the amenity of adjoining residé development.

Having regard to the previous reasons noted alpurspant to the provisions of
Section 79C(1)(e) of the Environmental Planning Asdessment Act 1979,
approval of the development application is nohia public interest.



