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ASSESSMENT REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION

1 Executive Summary

Reason for consideration by Joint Regional Planning Panel

The proposal has been referred to Joint Regional Planning Panel pursuant to Schedule 4A (3) and (5)
of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 as the Capital Investment Value (CIV) is
greater than $5 (five) Million for the purpose of Crown Development and the development generally
has a CIV of greater than $20 (twenty) Million.

Proposal

The development application seeks consent for demolition works and construction of student
accommodation - comprising three (3) x 8 storey (part 7 storey) buildings totalling 802 beds, site
managers dwellings, communal facilities and courtyards, carparking for 9 visitor spaces, landscaping
and site infrastructure works

Permissibility

There are four (4) separate land use zones which relate to the University landholding. The subject
development site exhibits the SP2 Infrastructure zone pursuant to Wollongong Local Environmental
Plan (WLEP) 2009. The proposal is categorised as student accommaodation which is considered to be
ordinarily incidental and/or ancillary to the primary use of the site as an Educational Establishment.
Educational Establishments are identified as a purpose on the Land Zoning Map and the proposal is
therefore considered permissible in the zone with development consent.

Consultation
Exhibition

The proposal was exhibited in accordance with Appendix 1 - Public Notification and Advertising
Procedures of Wollongong Development Control Plan (WDCP) 2009 and received 38 (thirty eight)
submissions. Following the receipt of additional information including amended plans, the proposal
was re-exhibited to the first round respondents and in the Wollongong Advertiser for a 14 day period
with 8 (eight) submissions received. A submission has also been received from Neighbourhood
Forum 5. The issues raised are discussed at section 3.9 of the report.

External

Consultation has also occurred with relevant external authorities, namely the NSW Rural Fire Service
(RFS), NSW Roads and Maritime Service (RMS), NSW Office of Water, Sydney Water, NSW
Department of Planning and Environment and Endeavour Energy. In each instance, satisfactory
referral advice has been received.

Internal:

Details of the proposal were referred to Council’s Geotechnical, Stormwater, Traffic, Environment,
SCAT, Strategic, Landscape, Infrastructure and Health Officers for assessment. In each instance,
satisfactory referral advice has been received.
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Main Issues
The main issues arising from the assessment process include:-

Car parking and traffic generation.

Scale and character

Design matters and locational compatibility

Section 94A Development Contribution Fee exemption

Typology of development proposed as relates to relevant statutory provisions and controls.

Further discussion of the issues identified is included throughout the report.

Conclusion

This application has been assessed in accordance with Section 79C (i) of the Environmental Planning
and Assessment Act 1979, the relevant provisions of State Environmental Planning Policy
(Infrastructure) 2007, State Environmental Planning Policy No. 65, WLEP 2009 and WDCP 2009. The
proposal is not considered to be in conflict with the objectives sought by these provisions.

The typology of the development with regard to form and function to facilitate student accommodation
has guided an approach requiring merit assessment against the relevant statutory provisions and
local development controls to inform a position of reasonable compliance, to the extent to which such
controls could be considered to reasonably apply in the circumstances, to comparable development.

The preparation of a masterplan for the University landholding and a Keiraville/Gwynneville Access
and Movement Strategy have both progressed with commitments of support made by both Council
and the University. In terms of preparation of a masterplan the matter has been discussed at
executive level and a project brief prepared for future engagement of consultants via a University
tender process. The Access and Movement Strategy is currently proposed in Council's Revised
Delivery Program to commence in the 2016/17 financial year. Within this process the local community
can be actively engaged and ambiguity mitigated with regard to future development intent, thereby
assisting development assessment activities and considerations via adopted guidelines and controls.
This situation, however, should not prejudice the assessment and determination of this current
application on merit.

The exhibition of the proposal has identified two main community concerns — traffic/parking
management and the contextual relationship of the proposal in the locality. It is considered that car
parking provision for the proposal at the rate of 1 space per 3 students is appropriate as relates to
submitted student car ownership data. It is also considered the proposal is not out of context in the
University precinct having considered design elements, zoning change transition matters and likely
future development intent in the immediate area by the University.

Some of the issues raised in submissions though technically unresolved are considered to be
adequately addressed either through design, continued commitment by UOW to strategies and/or
management and implementation or by way of conditions of consent. Any remaining issues are not
considered to be sufficient to refuse the application.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that development application DA-2014/1510 be approved pursuant to Section 80
and 89 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 subject to the draft conditions at
Attachment 9.
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2 APPLICATION OVERVIEW

2.1 PLANNING CONTROLS
The following planning controls apply to the development:
State Environmental Planning Policies:

e  SEPP (State and Regional Development ) 2011

e  SEPP (Infrastructure) 2007

e  SEPP No. 55 — Remediation of Land

e  SEPP (Building Sustainability Index: BASIX) 2004

e  SEPP No. 65 — Design Quality of Residential Flat Development
Local Environmental Planning Policies:

e  Wollongong Local Environmental Plan (WLEP) 2009
Development Control Plans:

e  Wollongong Development Control Plan (WDCP) 2009

Other policies
e  Wollongong Section 94A Development Contributions Plan 2015

2.2 PROPOSAL

The proposal is representative of recent industry trends whereby tertiary institutions are seeking to
provide for increased ‘on campus’ accommodation. The development is intended to complement other
existing development in the ‘Kooloobong’ precinct of the campus.

The development will involve the demolition of fourteen (14) buildings, associated structures and the
removal of some trees and other vegetation existing on site. With construction elements consisting of:

e Three (3) buildings of 8 storeys known as building numbers 73, 74 and 75 accommodating a
total of 802 student beds in a variety of sizes and layouts. Communal kitchens, dining areas,
lounge rooms; computer/study rooms and laundry facilities are located on the two lower levels
of each building.

e Two (2) onsite managers’ residences located in buildings 73 and 74.
e Ground level visitor car park with 9 spaces.

e Landscaping works, including new tree planting, landscaped courtyards, seating, terraces,
pathways and basketball court.

e Site infrastructure works in the form of stormwater management and electrical substations.

The 802 student beds will be arranged in 4 bedroom units each with communal cooking facilities,
lounge rooms and balconies.

Pedestrian access to the undergraduate accommodation facility will be via a number of secure access
points located in the entry lobby and communal outdoor areas.

This proposal is considered Crown development pursuant to Part 4 Division 4 of the Environmental
Planning and Assessment Act 1979, as Australian Universities are listed as a ‘prescribed person’
pursuant to Clause 226(1)(C) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000.

The proposal is considered Integrated Development — Special Fire Protection Purpose land use as
defined pursuant to Section 100B of the Rural Fires Act 1997.

The proposal is considered to be traffic generating development as defined pursuant to Clause 104 of
the State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 as the development relates to an
Educational Establishment which caters for more than 50 students.

The photomontage at Figure 1 depicts the main entry of the proposed development within the context
of the site. The view is looking west towards Robsons Road along Northfields Avenue.
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e

Figure 1 - Perspective looking west

2.3 BACKGROUND

The UOW landholding has had numerous development applications that relate to the current use as a
University Campus. Most recently, DA-2014/1474 was conditionally approved by the JRPP for a post
graduate student accommodation development located toward the eastern end of Northfields Avenue.

For the current proposal, a prelodgement meeting was held between Council staff and the proponent
in October 2014. Matters identified at the meeting have been reasonably addressed within the
application submission. Separately the University engaged with the Local Neighbourhood Forum 5
(NF5) via presentations and discussions regarding the proposal prior to lodgement of the application.
The Applicant and University also engaged with Council’'s Design Review Panel during the
assessment process which is further discussed at Section 3.1.5.

Customer service actions
The property does not have any outstanding customer service actions.

2.4  SITE DESCRIPTION

The site is located at 2 Northfields Avenue, Keiraville/Gwynneville and the Title reference is Lot 1 DP
1163615. The site is owned by the UOW and is bounded by lllawarra Escarpment lands west of
Robson Road, the Botanic Gardens to the South and Mount Ousley Road to the North and East. The
total landholding is approximately 89.39 ha. The subject development site is located at the western
end of Northfields Avenue as depicted in Figure 2.
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Figure 2 - Development Area

The Kooloobong student accommodation facility is currently located on the development site
comprising 15 buildings with associated car parking and landscaped areas. The development site
generally slopes from the south to the north terminating at an overland flow path and ponds at the
northern extremity. Pedestrian pathways linking the main facilities on campus are located along both
the northern and southern boundaries of the development site.

The surrounding area consists of campus grounds to the north and east, with Council playing fields
and Botanic Gardens to the south. To the west are located open lands which transition into Illlawarra
Escarpment areas beyond.

Further afield are low density residential areas located to the north, beyond the campus grounds, and
to the south west all accessed predominately from Robsons Road.

Property constraints

Council records list the University landholding as being affected by the following constraints:

e Landfil

e Riparian land

e Unstable land

e Acid sulphate soils

e Natural Resource - Biodiversity

e  Flood hazard

e  Bushfire hazard

e  Heritage - lllawarra Escarpment — Conservation Area — Landscape

e Restrictions on the use of land relate to easements for underground cables, padmount
substations, drainage, and electricity. It is considered the restrictions on Title do not preclude the
proposed development.

Given the extensive area of the University’s landholding, the above property constraints are
differentiated over the whole site and apply to specific areas only. An investigation of Council’s land
information system has identified that only the mapped areas for flooding, land fill and unstable land
extents apply to the subject development site location.
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25 CONSULTATION
2.5.1 INTERNAL CONSULTATION

Details of the proposal were referred to Council’s Geotechnical, Stormwater, Traffic, Environment,
SCAT, Landscape, Strategic, Infrastructure and Health Officers for assessment. Satisfactory referral
advice, comment and/or recommended conditions were provided in each instance. Assessment
considerations of internal groups as relates to relevant Chapters of the WDCP 2009 are presented at
section 3.3.1 of the report.

2.5.2 EXTERNAL CONSULTATION

NSW Office of Water

The proposal was lodged and initially considered as Integrated Development requiring a controlled
activity approval pursuant to Section 91 of the Water Management Act 2000. A response received on
8 January 2015 identified that the Office does not consider the proposal integrated as the nearby
drainage line is piped and the site is not considered waterfront land. Consequently the proposal is
exempt from the requirement to obtain a Controlled Activity Approval.

NSW Rural Fire Service

The proposal is considered to be Integrated Development — Special Fire Protection Purpose land use
as defined pursuant to Section 100B of the Rural Fires Act 1997. A response received on 2 January
2015 contained a Bushfire Safety Authority subject to one condition requiring that the University's
Emergency Evacuation Plan be updated to include the proposed additional Student Accommodation
facility.

Roads and Maritime Services

The proposal is considered Traffic Generating Development pursuant to Clause 104 of the State
Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 as the development is proposed in association
with a large educational establishment. A response received on 19 December 2014 indicated no
objections in principle as the subject development is considered unlikely to have a significant impact
on the classified road network. Further, the RMS consider that there are opportunities to better
understand the future traffic demands to and around the University which would assist in informing
decisions relating to future infrastructure requirements. The RMS provided a number of comments
only to Council which were considered by Council’s Traffic Officer as part of the assessment process.

The amended proposal was also referred to the RMS for comment who once again raised no
objection to the proposed development.

Endeavour Energy

Details of the proposal were referred to Endeavour Energy given the scale of development and
proposed new padmount substation. A response received on 17 December 2014 indicated no
objections to the proposal and no conditions were recommended in this regard.

Sydney Water Corporation

Given the proposed development would contain up to 802 students and the requirements of Section
78 of the Sydney Water Act 1994, the consent authority must give the Corporation notice of the
application.

A response received on 22 December 2014 indicated that services are available to the site and
requested a condition for a Section 73 Certificate to be included within any consent issued.
NSW Department of Planning and Environment

The Department were consulted in relation to SEPP (State and Regional Development) 2011 as
relates to the appropriate statutory determination pathway for the proposal. A response received on 2
June 2014 from a delegate of the Director General identified the JRPP as the appropriate determining
authority. This matter is further discussed at section 3.1.1 of this report.

Copies of the responses from the external agencies are provided at Attachment 7.
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3. ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING AND ASSESSMENT ACT 1979
SECTION 79C ASSESSMENT

(1) Matters for consideration—general

In determining a development application, a consent authority is to take into consideration such of the
following matters as are of relevance to the development the subject of the development application:

(a) the provisions of:

(i) any environmental planning instrument, and See section 2.1

(i) any proposed instrument that is or has been the subject of public | See section 2.2
consultation under this Act and that has been notified to the consent
authority (unless the Director-General has notified the consent authority
that the making of the proposed instrument has been deferred indefinitely
or has not been approved), and

(iii) any development control plan, and See section 2.3

(iiia) any planning agreement that has been entered into under section 93F, or | See section 2.4
any draft planning agreement that a developer has offered to enter into
under section 93F, and

(iv) the regulations (to the extent that they prescribe matters for the purposes | See section 2.5
of this paragraph), that apply to the land to which the development
application relates,

(v) any coastal zone management plan (within the meaning of the Coastal | See section 2.6
Protection Act 1979),

that apply to the land to which the development application relates,

(b) the likely impacts of that development, including environmental impacts on | See section 2.7
both the natural and built environments, and social and economic impacts in

the locality,
(c) the suitability of the site for the development, See section 2.8
(d) any submissions made in accordance with this Act or the regulations, See section 2.9
(e) the public interest. See section

2.10

3.1 SECTION 79C 1(A)(I) ANY ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING INSTRUMENT

3.1.1 STATE ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING POLICY (STATE AND
REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT ) 2011

State Environmental Planning Policy (State and Regional Development) 2011 applies to certain
development that is considered to be of significance to the state. For the purpose of clause 89C of the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 development is declared to be of state
significance if:

8 (1)(a) the development on the land concerned is, by the operation of an environmental
planning instrument, not permissible without development consent under Part 4 of the Act,
and

(b) the development is specified in Schedule 1 or 2.

Schedule 1 of SEPP (State and Regional Development) 2011 lists the types of development that are
regarded as state significant development. The proposed development is captured by clause 15 of
Schedule 1 (below).

15 Educational establishments
Development for the purpose of educational establishments (including associated research facilities)
that has a capital investment value of more than $30 million.
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The application submitted to Council nominates the capital investment value of the project at $71
million.

However, correspondence received from a delegate of the Director General from the NSW
Department of Planning and Environment in June 2014 advised that the appropriate determination
pathway for the proposed development to be via a development application submission to Council.
Further, the Department do not consider the development to be State Significant Development
pursuant to the policy with the understanding that application be referred to the JRPP for
determination as the proposal is captured within Schedule 4A of the Environmental Planning and
Assessment Act 1979 as "Crown development over $5 Million” and “Development that has a capital
investment value of more than $20 million" generally.

3.1.2 STATE ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING POLICY
(INFRASTRUCTURE) 2007

Division 5 Electricity Transmission or Distribution

Clause 45

Before determining an application a consent authority must advise the electricity supply authority of
the application where development proposed is within 5m of an exposed overhead electricity power
line. Endeavour Energy advised in writing on the 18 December 2014 that they raised no objection to
the proposal.

Division 17 Roads and Traffic
Clause 104 Traffic Generating Development

Clause 104 requires certain traffic generating development to be referred to the NSW Roads and
Maritime Services (RMS) for comment within 7 days of the application being made. Schedule 3 of the
ISEPP lists an application for a new educational establishment or the enlargement of or extension to
an existing educational establishment as requiring referral.

The RMS on 19 December 2014 provided the following comments regarding the application:

RMS has reviewed the information provided. RMS will not object to the development
application in principle given the subject development is unlikely to have a significant impact
on the classified road network due to the relatively low generation rates.

Notwithstanding the above, RMS considers there are opportunities to better understand future
traffic demands to and around the University. This in turn would help inform decisions relating
to future infrastructure requirements.

RMS would appreciate the opportunity to continue to work closely with Council and the
University to ensure growth at the Wollongong Campus is undertaken in a sustainable
manner.

Following the submission of additional information relating to design, car parking provision and the
relationship to the University’s Wollongong Campus Transport Strategy — Parking (2014), the
proposal was renotified to the RMS with a response received on 11 November 2015 which provided
the following comments

RMS notes the development application (DA-2014/1510) for the undergrad student
accommodation has been lodged concurrently with (DA-2015/1254) for a multi-storey carpark
in order to address Council concerns with parking shortfalls with DA-215/1510 previously
lodged 2 December 2014.

RMS has reviewed both development applications in conjunction. RMS notes a total of 359
spaces (a rate of approximately 1 space per 3 students) have been reserved for the proposed
student accommodation facilities to mitigate long term parking impacts on local roads. Based
on the information provided, this is likely to result in an additional 21 vehicles per hour in the
AM peak and 88 vehicles per hour in the PM utilising the M1 Princes Motorway Ramps. This
minor increase is unlikely to have a significant impact on the classified road network.
Therefore, RMS does not object to the development applications in principle.

As such, it is considered the provisions of clause 104 are satisfied in this instance.
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3.1.3 STATE ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING POLICY NO. 55 -
REMEDIATION OF LAND

SEPP 55 requires that, when assessing a development application, the consent authority must give
consideration to whether the land to which the development application relates is contaminated. If so,
consideration must be given to whether the land is suitable (in either its contaminated state or after
remediation), for the purpose for which the development is proposed to be carried out.

The SEPP requires the consent authority to consider a preliminary investigation of the land as there
may have been previous land uses which may have resulted in contamination. In this case the subject
site currently contains 14 detached student accommodation buildings which require demolition.

A Preliminary Contamination Assessment prepared by Coffey Geotechnics Pty Ltd formed part of the
application submission. Soil sampling and laboratory testing was undertaken as part of the
assessment. The assessment found that, based on available information, the likelihood of
contamination was low.

The site is considered to be appropriate for the land use proposed as relates to contamination
matters.

3.1.4 STATE ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING POLICY (BUILDING
SUSTAINABILITY INDEX: BASIX) 2004
SEPP BASIX applies to the development.

In accordance with Schedule 1 of the Regulations and SEPP 2004 a BASIX Certificate has been
submitted in support of the application demonstrating that the proposed scheme achieves the BASIX
targets.

3.1.5 STATE ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING POLICY NO. 65 -
DESIGN QUALITY OF RESIDENTIAL FLAT DEVELOPMENT

The proposal is subject to the provisions of State Environmental Planning Policy No. 65 — Design
Quality of Residential Flat Development (SEPP 65).

Note: - Amendments to SEPP 65, and subsequently the Residential Flat Design Code to the
Apartment design guide, came into force on 17 July 2015. However, these changes also
included savings provisions for any application lodged prior to 18 June 2015. As this
application was lodged on 27 November 2014 assessment of the application has been
undertaken against SEPP 65 which was in force at the time of lodgement and subsequently
the Residential Flat Design Code.

Clause 3 of the SEPP defines ‘Residential flat buildings’ as follows:
"Residential flat building" means a building that comprises or includes:

(8) 3 or more storeys (not including levels below ground level provided for car parking or
storage, or both, that protrude less than 1.2 metres above ground level), and

(b) 4 or more self-contained dwellings (whether or not the building includes uses for other
purposes, such as shops),

The SEPP does not provide a definition for ‘self-contained dwellings’.

To be deemed as a Residential Flat Building pursuant to this policy, a building must not be classified
as a Class l1la or 1b buildings under the Building Code of Australia (BCA).

It is considered the building proposed would be appropriately classified under the BCA as a Class 2 or
3 building. The rooms however, are not considered to be completely self-contained.

Class 2 - a building containing 2 or more sole occupancy units each being a separate
dwelling.

Class 3 - a residential building, other than a building of Class 1 or 2, which is a common
place of long term transient living for a number of unrelated persons including — a boarding
house, guest house, hostel, lodging house, back-packers accommodation; or the residential
part of a hotel or motel; or the residential part of a school; or accommodation for the aged or
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children or people with disabilities; or the residential part of a health-care building that
accommodates members of staff; or a residential part of a detention centre.

In this instance, communal laundry facilities and kitchens are proposed. As such, the proposed
development may not be considered to include ‘self-contained’ dwellings and thus would not directly
align with the definition of a residential flat building under the SEPP.

Notwithstanding, a merit assessment against this policy has been undertaken demonstrating
reasonable compliance with both design principles and relevant controls for a residential flat building,
to which the proposed development could be considered as comparable. A copy is provided at
Attachment 4.

Clause 50 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment (EP&A) Regulation 2000 states:

(1A) A development application that relates to a residential flat development, and that is
made on or after 1 December 2003, must be accompanied by a design verification from a
qualified designer, being a statement in which the qualified designer verifies:

(a) that he or she designed, or directed the design, of the residential flat development,
and

(b) that the design quality principles set out in Part 2 of State Environmental Planning
Policy No 65-Design Quality of Residential Flat Development are achieved for the
residential flat development.

The application was accompanied by a Design Verification Statement. A copy is provided at
Attachment 4.

Part 2 Design quality principles

Clauses 9-18 of the SEPP set out ten (10) design quality principles which must be considered in the
preparation of the design of the building (Schedule 1(2)(5)(a) EP&A Regulation 2000).

A merit assessment of the proposal against these principles is provided at Attachment 4.

30 Determination of development applications

(1) After receipt of a development application for consent to carry out residential flat development
(other than State significant development) and before it determines the application, the consent
authority is to obtain the advice of the relevant design review panel (if any) concerning the design
quality of the residential flat development.

The Design Review Panel (DRP) utilised at Council (WCC) since 2005 is an independent Panel and is
not a Design Review Panel formulated and managed under the terms of SEPP65. The Panel is under
autonomous management of Council which enables a high level of discretion, stronger budget
management, and more prompt availability of independent professional advisers, whilst still fulfilling
many of the aims, objectives and principles of SEPP65.

The proposal was referred to Councils DRP on 19 February 2015. A copy of the DRP comments is
provided at Attachment 2. The applicants’ response to matters identified by the DRP are included at
Attachment 3.

(2) In determining a development application for consent to carry out residential flat development, a
consent authority is to take into consideration (in addition to any other matters that are required
to be, or may be, taken into consideration):

(a) the advice (if any) obtained in accordance with subclause (1), and

(b) the design quality of the residential flat development when evaluated in accordance with the
design quality principles, and

(c) the publication Residential Flat Design Code (a publication of the Department of Planning,
September 2002).

A merit assessment of the proposal against the Residential Flat Design Code (RFDC) is provided at
Attachment 4.

In summary

As further discussed within section 3.1.6 below, the proposed undergraduate student accommodation
is not considered to directly align with the definition of a ‘residential flat building’ under the SEPP.
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Notwithstanding, a merit assessment has been undertaken demonstrating reasonable compliance
with the relevant design principles and controls for residential flat buildings, to which the proposed
development could be considered as comparable.

The proposed development is not dissimilar to recent student accommodation developments at UOW
and other tertiary institutions i.e. Sydney University and Monash University. The proposed
development is considered to satisfy the provisions of the SEPP to the extent to which they could be
considered to reasonably apply.

Draft condition 124 at Attachment 9 is recommended with regard to the ongoing use of the
development for undergraduate student accommodation purposes only.

3.1.6 WOLLONGONG LOCAL ENVIRONMENTAL PLAN 2009

Clause 1.4 Definitions

Educational establishment means a building or place used for education (including teaching), being:
(a) a school, or

(b) a tertiary institution, including a university or a TAFE establishment, that provides formal education
and is constituted by or under an Act.

Planning Comment:

Due to the proposed building design and use, the typology of the development can lend itself to both
a residential flat building and a boarding house when considered in terms of form, function and
management of the proposed facility. This combination of uses is considered to be consistent with the
definitions contained within WLEP 2009.

residential flat building means a building containing 3 or more dwellings, but does not
include an attached dwelling or multi dwelling housing.

Note. Residential flat buildings are a type of residential accommodation— see the definition
of that term in this Dictionary.

boarding house means a building that:

(a) is wholly or partly let in lodgings, and

(b) provides lodgers with a principal place of residence for 3 months or more, and

(c) may have shared facilities, such as a communal living room, bathroom, kitchen or laundry,
and

(d) has rooms, some or all of which may have private kitchen and bathroom facilities, that
accommodate one or more lodgers,

but does not include backpackers’ accommodation, a group home, hotel or motel
accommodation, seniors housing or a serviced apartment.

Note. Boarding houses are a type of residential accommodation—see the definition of that
term in this Dictionary.

However, permissibility of the proposed development is established under the definition of an
educational establishment which is a permissible use in the prevailing SP2 zone for the specific site
area. The University is constituted under the University of Wollongong Act 1989. Section 7 of this Act
deals with the provision of facilities for students and staff which states:

The University may, for the purposes of or in connection with the exercise of its functions, provide
such facilities for its students and staff and other members of the university community as the
University considers desirable.

As such, the proposed development is considered to provide facilities for students via on campus
accommodation within an educational establishment as ordinarily incidental or ancillary
development to the existing primary land use.
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Part 2 Permitted or prohibited development
Clause 2.2 — zoning of land to which Plan applies
There are four (4) separate land use zones which relate to the subject site as follows:

e E2 — Environmental Conservation
e REL — Public Recreation

e SP2 - Road

e SP2 — Educational Establishment

The development site is wholly zoned SP2 — Educational Establishment as depicted at Figure 3.

Figure 3: Development Site WLEP 2009 Zoning Map

Clause 2.3 — Zone objectives and land use table
The objectives of the SP2 Infrastructure zone are as follows:

« To provide for infrastructure and related uses.

« To prevent development that is not compatible with or that may detract from the provision of
infrastructure.

« To provide for key transport corridors.

The proposal is not considered to be inconsistent with regard to the above objectives as relates to
development that is ordinarily incidental or ancillary to an Educational Establishment.

The land use table permits the following uses in the zone.

The purpose shown on the Land Zoning Map, including any development that is ordinarily
incidental or ancillary to development for that purpose; Advertising structures; Business
identification signs; Child care centres; Community facilities; Recreation areas; Recreation facilities
(indoor); Recreation facilities (major); Recreation facilities (outdoor); Respite day care centres; Roads

The Land Zoning Map identifies the site as for the purpose of an Educational Establishment. The
proposed use of the building for student accommodation is considered to be development which is
ordinarily incidental or ancillary to the primary use as discussed in Clause 1.4 above.

In this respect, the provision of Student Accommodation is considered desirable by the University and
is required to provide for the needs of students and as a response to industry trends.

As such, permissibility of the proposal is considered established.
Clause 4.3 Height of buildings

(1) The objectives of this clause are as follows:
(@) to establish the maximum height limit in which buildings can be designed and floor space
can be achieved,
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(b) to permit building heights that encourage high quality urban form,
(c) to ensure buildings and public areas continue to have views of the sky and receive
exposure to sunlight.

WLEP 2009 Mapping does not identify a height restriction for the site. Notwithstanding, the maximum
height of the proposal at 25.9 metres is not considered to be inconsistent with the other buildings
within the University campus and the desired future context of the immediate area. The building has
been designed with regard to public areas and is considered to provide for adequate sunlight
provision. The design of the building is considered to be satisfactory, as relates to high quality urban
form and as previously discussed at section 3.1.5 of this report (SEPP 65 considerations) and
Attachment 4.

As such, the height of the proposed development is not considered to be inconsistent with the
objectives of this clause.

Clause 4.4 Floor space ratio
(1) The objectives of this clause are as follows:

€) to provide an appropriate correlation between the size of a site and the extent of any
development on that site,
(b) to establish the maximum development density and intensity of land use, taking into

account the availability of infrastructure to service that site and the vehicle and pedestrian
traffic the development will generate,
(©) to ensure buildings are compatible with the bulk and scale of the locality.

WLEP 2009 Mapping does not identify a maximum floor space ratio for the site. The proposed bulk
and scale of the building is considered to be appropriate in this instance due to the articulated design,
setbacks and the provisions and retention of landscaping which provides an appropriate correlation
between the size of the site, being the entire main campus of 53 hectares, and the development
footprint of 22,750sgm proposed. The proposed building is not considered to be inconsistent with the
bulk and scale of the locality when considering the development within the context of the larger
University site, recent developments within the UOW landholding and spatial separation from
residential areas.

Part 5 Miscellaneous provisions

Clause 5.9 Preservation of trees or vegetation

(1) The objective of this clause is to preserve the amenity of the area, including biodiversity values,
through the preservation of trees and other vegetation.

Council's Environment and Landscape Officers have considered the submitted Arborists Report for
tree removal from the site to accommodate the proposed building. The proposal has been designed to
retain the large eucalypts that front Northfields Avenue where possible. Significant landscaping works
are proposed within the site area and draft condition 117 is recommended requiring compensatory
plantings. The proposal is not considered to be inconsistent with the objectives of this clause in that
the development has aimed to preserve the amenity of the area through the preservation of significant
trees and other vegetation where possible.

Clause 5.10 Heritage conservation

The University’'s landholding is identified as containing a heritage item due to the western portion
forming part of the lllawarra Escarpment Landscape Area which is identified within Schedule 5
Environmental Heritage of WLEP 2009. The subject development site is approximately 200m from the
mapped area and as such, no adverse impacts are expected in this regard. Council’s records do not
identify other heritage items located in the immediate vicinity of, or visible from the site.

Clause 5.11 Bush fire hazard reduction

The proposal is considered to be Integrated Development — Special Fire Protection Purpose land use
as defined pursuant to Section 100B of the Rural Fires Act 1997. A response received on 2 January
2015 contained a Bushfire Safety Authority subject to one condition requiring that the University's
Emergency Evacuation Plan be updated to include the proposed additional Student Accommodation
facility.

It should be noted that the bushfire hazard mapping does not extend to the specific development site
within the University landholding.
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Any bush fire hazard reduction work that is to be carried out within the site requires consent and is to
be authorised by the Rural Fires Act 1997.

Part 7 Local provisions — general
Clause 7.1 — Public Utility Infrastructure

Development consent must not be granted on unless the consent authority is satisfied that suitable
arrangements can be made for the supply of water, electricity and disposal of sewage. The site is
connected to Sydney water and as such has access to water supply and sewage disposal. Electricity
is available to the site. Draft conditions are recommended with regard to ensuring that suitable
arrangements are in place with the relevant utility provider prior to the issue of the Construction
Certificate. This matter was also discussed at section 2.5.2 as relates to external consultations.

Clause 7.3 Flood planning area

The land is identified as being potentially flood hazard affected. The applicant has provided a Flood
Study which identifies that the flood affectation mapping of the University landholding does not extend
to within the specific development site. Council’'s Stormwater Officer has assessed the application in
this regard and identified no objection to the proposal. Draft conditions are recommended with regard
to stormwater and flooding matters.

Clause 7.4 Riparian lands

The Riparian Land Map indicates the University landholding contains riparian land, the nearest being
100m from the subject development site - Category 2 corridor — terrestrial and aquatic habitat.

Council's Environment Officer has reviewed the application in this regard and is satisfied.

The proposal was also lodged and initially considered as Integrated Development requiring a
controlled activity approval pursuant to Section 91 of the Water Management Act 2000. A response
received on 4 December 2014 identified that the Office does not consider the proposal integrated as
the nearby drainage line is piped and the site is not considered waterfront land. Consequently the
proposal is exempt from the requirement to obtain a Controlled Activity Approval.

Clause 7.5 Acid Sulfate Soils

Whilst the University landholding is mapped as potentially containing Acid Sulfate Soils, the Map does
not extend to within the subject development site. Council's Environment Officer has reviewed the
application in this regard and is satisfied.

Clause 7.6 Earthworks

The earthworks required for the proposal are considered to be minor in nature. Councils Environment
Officer has reviewed the application which included a Site Management Plan in this regard and is
satisfied. Draft conditions are recommended with regard to soil erosion and sediment control.

Clause 7.8 lllawarra Escarpment area conservation

The far western portion of the University’s landholding is located within the lllawarra Escarpment
Area. This area does not extend into the specific development site and as such, has no impact on the
proposal. Council’'s Environment Officer has reviewed the application in this regard and is satisfied.

Clause 7.18 Design excellence in Wollongong city centre and at key sites

The subject development site is not located in the defined Wollongong City Centre area or as being a
Key Site on the Key Sites Map. Despite this, considering the scale of the development proposed, it
was appropriate for the development to be reviewed by Councils Design Review Panel (DRP) as
previously discussed in section 3.1.5.

It is considered a high standard of architectural design and materials have been proposed. The
external form and appearance of the development is consistent with that of other University student
accommodation developments in the locality and is considered to be satisfactory. Shadow diagrams
have been provided with the application submission which demonstrates the proposal will have
minimal impacts with regard to overshadowing of adjoining properties.

The proposal is considered to be suitable for the land in the context of the University campus and
precinct and may be reasonably expected to result in a positive outcome for the public domain in the
locality.
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3.2SECTION 79C 1(A)(II) ANY PROPOSED INSTRUMENT
Not applicable

3.3 SECTION 79C 1(A)(Ill) ANY DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PLAN
3.3.1 WOLLONGONG DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PLAN 2009

Section 3.1.6 identified that the proposed student accommodation facility is considered as a use that
is ordinarily incidental or ancillary to the primary use of the site as a University (Educational
Establishment) as required by clause 2.3 of WLEP 2009 from which permissibility is established.

Notwithstanding, it is considered that the use of the proposed facility is similar to both a ‘residential
flat building’ and ‘boarding house’ pursuant to WLEP 2009 definitions and that it is appropriate the
proposal is assessed on merit against the controls in WDCP 2009 as identified below.

CHAPTER D1 — CHARACTER STATEMENTS
Keiraville

Keiraville will remain a leafy suburb with a mix of housing types ranging from detached dwelling-
houses, boarding-houses, villas, townhouses and some residential flat buildings. In this regard,
additional medium density developments are likely to occur within reasonable walking distance to the
University of Wollongong, especially in residential precincts directly to the east and south of the
Wollongong Botanic Gardens.

The Keiraville retail and business centre will remain a village centre and will continue to provide for
the daily retailing and business service needs of the surrounding residential population and workforce.
Higher order retailing and business services will continue to be obtained from Wollongong City Centre
and the Fairy Meadow and Figtree town centres.

The proposal is considered to be in keeping with the future desired character for Keiraville when
considered in relation to the prevailing SP2 — Educational Establishment zoning of the University
landholding pursuant to WLEP 2009. The proposal is located within the UOW landholding and is
separated from the nearest residential area by approximately 150 metres and is considered to have a
negligible built form impact on residential land uses.

It is also noted that Neighbourhood Forum 5, with the input from the community, UOW, elected
Councillors and Council officers have developed a “Keiraville Gwynneville Community Planning
Project Report”. The report included 10 vision statements for the area which were endorsed by
Council in April 2014.

The 10 vision statements as relates to the proposal are as follows:

1. Keiraville and Gwynneville are villages
The proposal is not envisaged to adversely impact the village nature of the area.

2. Viable shopping centres
The development site is located approximately 1 kilometre from both Keiraville and Gwynneville
village centres. The proposal is not envisaged to adversely impact on the viability of these
centres. No additional commercial premises are proposed as part of this current application.

3. Building styles to reflect village character
The proposed development is considered to be of high quality and appropriately located within
the site. The style of the development is not considered to be out of character with the immediate
area of the University precinct.

4. Managing traffic for safety and access
Traffic matters are discussed at Chapter E3 below. The proposal is not envisaged to result in
unreasonable traffic generation or safety concerns.

5. Managing parking pressures
Traffic and car parking matters are discussed at Chapter E3 below as relates to student car
ownership data in combination with the University’'s sustainable transport initiatives and
commitments identified through the report.
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6. A mix of people
The proposed building is designed to cater for both domestic and international postgraduate
students which are expected to contribute to the mix of people in the locality.

7. A connected community
The efforts of the community with regard to engagement with the University are acknowledged.

8. Valuing the University while retaining our character
The proposed development is not considered to result in adverse impacts upon the village
character of the area.

9. Protected green spaces
See Chapter E6 below. The proposal has been designed with regard to retaining significant
vegetation where possible with sufficient green space curtilage around the built form.

10. Protected heritage
See Chapter E11 below. No adverse impacts are expected in this regard.

Masterplan / Access and Movement Strategy

The preparation of a masterplan for the University landholding and a Keiraville/Gwynneville Access
and Movement Strategy have both progressed with commitments of support made by both Council
and the University. In terms of preparation of a masterplan the matter has been discussed at
executive level and a project brief prepared for future engagement of consultants via a University
tender process as outlined at Attachment 5. The Access and Movement Strategy is currently
proposed in Council's Revised Delivery Program to commence in the 2016/17 financial year. Within
this process the local community can be actively engaged and ambiguity mitigated with regard to
future development intent, thereby assisting development assessment activities and considerations
via adopted guidelines and controls.

CHAPTER B1 — RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

A merit assessment of the proposal against this Chapter has been undertaken demonstrating
reasonable compliance with relevant controls and objectives, to which the proposed development
could be considered comparable. The assessment is also provided at Attachment 6.

The proposal is not considered to be inconsistent with the objectives of this Chapter.
CHAPTER C3 — BOARDING HOUSES

In addition to the discussion at Chapter B1 above, there is no restriction for a development being
considered as both a ‘residential flat building’ and a ‘boarding house’.

In this regard, it is considered that the proposal could fall within this definition as each room/dwelling
will be wholly or partly let in lodgings and common facilities are provided on the lower ground floor.

A merit assessment of the proposal against this Chapter has been undertaken demonstrating
reasonable compliance with relevant controls and objectives, to which the proposed development
could be considered comparable. The assessment is provided at Attachment 6.

The proposal is not considered to be inconsistent with the objectives of this Chapter.
CHAPTER E1 - ACCESS FOR PEOPLE WITH A DISABILITY

The proposal has been considered against the requirements of this Chapter and found to be
acceptable. A total of 52 of the 802 student accommodation bedrooms are nominated as adaptable
and three (3) disabled car parking spaces have been allocated on-site. An Access Consultant has
provided an Adaptable Housing Statement of Compliance which confirms that the units can comply
with the spatial requirements of AS4299 for Adaptable Housing.

The main parts of the BCA which relate to access, mobility and the provision of sanitary facilities for
people with a disability are:

e Part D3 Access and Egress for People with Disabilities;
e Part E Lift Installations; and

e Part F Sanitary Facilities for People with Disabilities.
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Draft conditions are recommended at Attachment 9 reinforcing compliance with the National
Construction Code (NCC), BCA and relevant Australian Standards in regards to disabled access
provisions.

CHAPTER E2 - CRIME PREVENTION THROUGH ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN

A CPTED Report has been included with the application submission and reviewed by Council’s Safe
Community Action Team Officer with satisfactory referral advice received.

The following compliance table relates to the controls within this Chapter:

Control/objective Comment Compliance
3.1 Lighting Draft condition 24 requires the car parking areas of Draft
the site and the entrance points to buildings to be conditions
adequately illuminated. proposed

3.2 Natural surveillance and The design of the site provides a clear pedestrian Yes
sightlines entry point to the site from Northfields Avenue for
visitors and from the adjacent visitor car parking
area. The proposed entrance, treatment of the
building and retention of several large street trees on
the Northfields Avenue frontage create an active
street frontage.

The communal areas proposed between the
buildings will allow for casual surveillance of public
areas and pedestrian pathways within the university
grounds.

Fencing and controlled access points are proposed
to separate the communal areas of the building from
public areas. Draft conditions 25 and 26 are
recommended in this regard.

3.4 Building design The design of the building is considered to be Yes
satisfactory. The entrance to the proposal is clearly
defined with access available from Northfields
Avenue. The at grade visitor car parking area is also
accessible from Northfields Avenue. Opportunities
for entrapment are considered to be minimal.

3.5 Landscaping The Landscape Concept Plan submitted with the Yes

application is considered to be appropriate for the
site and does not propose landscaping which has the
potential to screen entrances to the building. All
surfaces are designed in a way that will allow access
for disabled and mobility impaired people. Council’'s
Landscape and SCAT Officers have reviewed the
application submission and indicated that they do not
object to the proposal. Opportunities for concealment
are minimal.

3.8 Bus stops and taxi ranks The site is located less than 400m from a major bus = Yes
stop and taxi rank.

In response to clarifications requested by Council with regard to the management of the facility,
additional information was provided which identified the method of secure access and control, CCTV
monitoring and general design aspects. Details of the facilities management arrangements have also
been provided. Draft conditions 24-26 inclusive and 122 are recommended at Attachment 9 relating to
CPTED provisions including the requirement for an audit report.
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CHAPTER E3 - CAR PARKING, ACCESS, SERVICING/LOADING FACILITIES AND TRAFFIC
MANAGEMENT

In accordance with part 6 of this Chapter, a Car Parking and Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) Study
was submitted. Modelling of the surrounding intersections and their performance was included within
this report. A Construction Traffic Management Plan was also provided with the application
submission.

In accordance with part 7 of this Chapter, and as detailed previously in section 3.1.6 the typology of
the facility is not considered to directly align with the different land use categories identified within
Schedule 1 of the Chapter. Separately car parking and / or other requirements are not defined for a
particular land use or in the RTA Guide to Traffic Generating Developments.

During the assessment of the postgraduate student accommodation facility (DA-2014/1474) the JRPP
deferred the application for amongst other matters, to consider the cumulative traffic and parking
impacts of both lodged student accommodation applications (DA-2014/1474 & DA-2014/1510). The
deferral matter in relation to cumulative impact was as follows:

1. DA 2014/1474 be deferred so that the Panel can be confident that car parking and
cumulative impacts of traffic and parking on the local road network can be resolved in
conjunction with DA 2014/1510

In response to the JRPP deferral the Applicant and UOW proposed a range of strategies and
commitments to address the cumulative impact concerns as identified on the updated Transportation
Initiatives plan at Attachment 8. One of these strategies was the provision of carparking at a rate of 1
car space per 3 students. This was achieved for DA-2014/1474 with a combination of parking
locations nearby the proposed building, whereas the provision of parking for DA-2014/1510 was to be
achieved via construction of a new multi-storey carpark containing 275 dedicated car spaces for the
intended student residents of buildings 73, 74 and 75. These strategies, including the parking rate of 1
space per 3 students, were considered to adequately address the cumulative impact concerns.
Consequently, DA-2014/1474 was approved by the JRPP on 30 July 2015.

Consistent with these commitments, UOW has lodged an application for the required multi-storey
carpark (DA-2015/1254) which has been exhibited and is separately recommended for conditional
approval. The multi-storey carpark is proposed to contain a total of 359 car spaces and 24
motorbikes, with 275 of the car spaces and 16 motorbike spaces dedicated to DA-2014/1510 as
previously committed. This results in a parking rate of 1 space per 3 students consistent with the
approval of DA-2014/1474 by the JRPP on 30 July 2015.

As the undergraduate student accommodation application (DA-2014/1510) relies on the provision of
parking provided in the multi-storey carpark application (DA-2015/1254) draft condition 107 is
proposed (and agreed to by the applicant and UOW) linking the applications together to ensure the
required car parking is provided prior to the operation of the student accommodation facility
commencing. As such, the following condition is recommended for DA-2014/1510:

107 An occupation certificate must not be granted for Buildings 73, 74 or 75 until the multi-storey
car park the subject of DA-2015/1254 has been constructed, an Occupation Certificate has
been granted for its use and at least 275 car spaces in the multi-storey car park are made
available for residents of Buildings 73, 74 or 75.

As a result, the parking provisions for DA-2014/1510 are as follows:

- 275 car spaces dedicated to buildings 73, 74 and 75 which are to be located within a
nearby multi-storey carpark (DA-2015/1254).

- 16 motorbike spaces dedicated to buildings 73, 74 and 75 which are to be located within
a nearby multi-storey carpark (DA-2015/1254).

- An at grade visitor carpark located adjacent to building 73 providing a total of 9 spaces
being 3 disabled spaces, 2 car share spaces and 4 visitor spaces.

- 2 bicycle storage (Buildings 73 & 75) facilities with capacity a total capacity for 270
bicycles.

The proposed car share spaces (to be provided by a car share operator) are also likely to reduce car
ownership. In case studies carried out by the City of Sydney Council it was found that a single on-
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street car share vehicle can replace up to 12 private vehicles that would otherwise compete for local
parking.

As provided by the applicant, according to car share provider ‘Go Get' a car share space in a
residential situation could serve up to 70 residents who would otherwise rely on their own vehicle to
make occasional shopping or leisure trips. For this reason the allocation of 2 car share spaces within
the development is supported by Councils Traffic Officer.

Should demand grow for car share, additional spaces could be allocated within the development or
on-street (subject to Council concurrence) to further reduce traffic and car parking impacts.

As such, it is considered that the 275 dedicated student resident car parking spaces located in the
nearby multi-storey carpark, in conjunction with the proposed car share scheme which can replace up
to 12 private vehicles, will be sufficient to provide for the needs of the future undergraduate facility.

The proposal is therefore not considered to be inconsistent with the objectives of this Chapter and the
ongoing efforts by the University to reduce private car use by encouraging a mode shift to alternate
transportation through the implementation of a variety of ongoing strategies and strategic actions into
the future.

It should also be noted that at the determination meeting for DA-2014/1474 the JRPP modified a
condition of consent to include the addition of wording to condition 132 as follows:

The addition of the following wording to Condition 132 “The University is to maintain a register
of the number of student accommodation agreements and allocated resident car parking
spaces for Building 120. This Register is to be made available to both Council and
Neighbourhood Forum 5 annually and/or upon request.”

A similar draft condition to the above has also been included at Attachment 9 as follows:

The University is to maintain a register of the number of students and allocated resident car
parking spaces for Buildings 73, 74 & 75. This Register is to be made available to both
Council and Neighbourhood Forum 5 annually and/or upon request.

Councils Traffic Officer has reviewed the application submission, comments received from the RMS,
additional information submitted along with site/locality conditions and submissions received from
exhibition. Satisfactory referral advice has been received subject to conditions as included at
Attachment 9.

CHAPTER EG6 - LANDSCAPING

A Landscape Concept Plan and Arborist Report have been submitted, considered and found to be
conditionally satisfactory by Councils Landscape Officer. The Landscape Plan provides for sufficient
planting on the site and the proposal has been designed with regard to integrating and maintaining
the existing significant trees fronting Northfields Avenue. Draft condition 117 is recommended
requiring compensatory planting.

CHAPTER E7 - WASTE MANAGEMENT

An operational Waste Management Plan formed part of the application submission and identifies the
process for the ongoing management of waste generated by the proposed building and recommends
waste audit and management strategies to provide support for the building design and promote
sustainability. Draft condition 123 is recommended requiring that the recommendations of this report
be carried out. Council's Traffic Officer has assessed the application submission and provided
satisfactory referral advice subject to conditions for waste servicing arrangements.

CHAPTER E11 - HERITAGE CONSERVATION

The University’s landholding is identified as containing a heritage item due to western portion of the
site forming part of the lllawarra Escarpment Landscape Area which is identified within Schedule 5
Environmental Heritage of WLEP 2009. The subject development site is approximately one kilometre
from the portion of land so labelled and as such, no adverse impacts are expected in this regard.

Council's land information system does not identify other heritage items located in the immediate
vicinity of, or visible from the development site.
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CHAPTER E12 - GEOTECHNICAL ASSESSMENT

The application submission included a Geotechnical Report which has been reviewed by Council’s
Geotechnical Officer in relation to site stability and the suitability of the site for the development
proposed. Satisfactory referral advice has been received subject to conditions.

CHAPTER E13 FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT

The University landholding is identified within Councils land information record system as being
located within a low, medium and high flood risk precinct. The application submission included a
Flood Study which demonstrates that the flood affectation does not extend to the proposed
development area. Councils Stormwater Officer has assessed the proposal and provided a
conditionally satisfactory referral response in this regard.

CHAPTER E14 STORMWATER MANAGEMENT

A Concept Drainage Plan incorporating On Site Detention (OSD) was provided with the application
submission. Councils Stormwater Officer has assessed the proposal and provided a conditionally
satisfactory referral response in this regard.

CHAPTER E15 WATER SENSITIVE URBAN DESIGN

A Water Sensitive Urban Design (WSUD) Report was provided with the application submission and
considers the overall management of stormwater quality for the site. MUSIC modelling was used to
determine the treatment train so that treated stormwater will achieve the water quality objectives of
this Chapter. Councils Environment Officer has reviewed the submitted report and is satisfied .Draft
conditions are recommended relating to monitoring and management.

CHAPTER E17 PRESERVATION AND MANAGEMENT OF TREES AND VEGETATION

Council's Environment and Landscape Officers have considered the submitted Arborists Report for
tree removal from the site to accommodate the proposed building. The proposal has been designed to
retain the large eucalypts that front Northfields Avenue where possible. Significant landscaping works
are proposed within the site area and draft conditions are recommended requiring compensatory
plantings. The proposal is considered to be consistent with the objectives of this clause in that the
development has aimed to preserve the amenity of the area through the preservation of significant
trees and other vegetation where possible.

CHAPTER E19 EARTHWORKS (LAND RESHAPING WORKYS)

The earthworks required for the proposal are considered to be minor in nature. Councils Environment
Officer has reviewed the proposal which included a Site Management Plan. The development site is
not identified by Councils land information records as being affected by Acid Sulphate Soils and
potential for contamination has been discussed at section 3.1.3 of the report. Draft conditions are
recommended with regard to soil erosion and sediment control.

CHAPTER E20 CONTAMINATED LAND MANAGEMENT

See SEPP 55 — Remediation of Land comments in section 3.1.3. No issues were identified and the
land is considered suitable for the intended use.

CHAPTER E22 SOIL EROSION AND SEDIMENT CONTROL

Council's Environment Officer has considered the application submission which included a Site
Management Plan and provided a conditionally satisfactory response.

CHAPTER E23 RIPARIAN LAND MANAGEMENT

The Riparian Land Map indicates the University landholding contains riparian land, the nearest 100m
from the subject development site being a Category 2 corridor — terrestrial and aquatic habitat.

Council's Environment Officer has reviewed the application in this regard and is satisfied.

The proposal was also lodged and initially considered as Integrated Development requiring a
controlled activity approval pursuant to Section 91 of the Water Management Act 2000. A response
received on 4 December 2014 identified that the Office does not consider the proposal integrated as
the nearby drainage line is piped and the site is not considered waterfront land. Consequently the
proposal is exempt from the requirement to obtain a Controlled Activity Approval.
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3.3.2 WOLLONGONG SECTION 94A DEVELOPMENT CONTRIBUTIONS PLAN (2015)

The estimated cost of works is $71,414,000.00 and would normally attract a Section 94A levy.
However, as this development is for privately funded community infrastructure in the form of facilities
for the University of Wollongong, Councils Section 94 Officer has considered a written request and
granted an exemption from paying the contribution levy pursuant to Clause 13 (J) of the Contributions
Plan.

3.4 SECTION 79C 1(A)(IlIA) ANY PLANNING AGREEMENT THAT HAS BEEN
ENTERED INTO UNDER SECTION 93F, OR ANY DRAFT PLANNING
AGREEMENT THAT A DEVELOPER HAS OFFERED TO ENTER INTO UNDER
SECTION 93F

There are no planning agreements entered into or any draft agreement offered to enter into under
S93F which affect the development.

3.5 SECTION 79C 1(A)(IV) THE REGULATIONS (TO THE EXTENT THAT THEY
PRESCRIBE MATTERS FOR THE PURPOSES OF THIS PARAGRAPH)

92 What additional matters must a consent authority take into consideration in _determining a
development application?

The application does involve demolition and draft conditions of consent are recommended at
Attachment 9.

The proposal is not located within the coastal zone.

93 Fire safety and other considerations

As the subject development application does not seek consent for a change of use, this clause does
not apply.

94 Consent authority may require buildings to be upgraded

As the subject development application does not involve the rebuilding, alteration, enlargement or
extension of an existing building, this clause does not apply.

3.6 SECTION 79C 1(A)(V) ANY COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT PLAN (WITHIN
THE MEANING OF THE COASTAL PROTECTION ACT

There is no Coastal Zone Management Plan currently applicable to the land. The site is not located in
the coastal zone.

3.7 SECTION 79C 1(B) THE LIKELY IMPACTS OF DEVELOPMENT

Context and Setting:

In regard to the matter of context, the planning principle in Project Venture Developments v Pittwater
Council [2005] NSWLEC 191 is relevant in that it provides guidance in the assessment of
compatibility. The two major aspects of compatibility are physical impact and visual impact. In
assessing each of these the following questions should be asked:

e Are the proposals physical impacts on surrounding development acceptable? The physical
impacts include constraints on the development potential of surrounding sites.

e |s the proposals appearance in harmony with the buildings around it and the character of the
street?

In response to the first question, matters such as overshadowing, privacy concerns, bulk, scale and
setbacks are relevant. The development will result in minor overshadowing of the Botanic Gardens
site to the south; however, this overshadowing only falls within the Council owned depot and playing
fields which contain large trees along its northern boundary which already overshadow these areas.
This is not considered unacceptable given the circumstances of the case. The development site does
not have an applicable height or FSR development standard and as such, a merit and design
assessment was undertaken as discussed throughout this report which is considered acceptable with
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regard to bulk, scale and setbacks. The design of the proposed development is not considered to be
unsatisfactory in this instance.

With regard to visual impact, the development is not considered to be out of context with the character
of Northfields Avenue either at present or the desired future character of the University precinct. The
proposal is not considered to result in unreasonable impacts on views from surrounding properties. It
is also considered that due to the spatial separation of the development from low density dwellings no
adverse visual impacts will occur. The design of the buildings has considered the existing large
eucalypts and proposes to retain these trees to assist in screening the accommodation buildings
where possible.

In summary, the proposal has been assessed with regard to visual amenity impacts, zoning,
development standards for the land, the existing and future desired character of the area, and is not
considered to be inconsistent with the character of the locality.

Access, Transport and Traffic:

The University of Wollongong has developed a transport strategy relating to the implementation and
ongoing funding of sustainable transport alternatives such as buses, bicycle paths and carpooling
incentives encouraging mode shift away from private car conveyance to attend the university.

The proposal is not considered to be inconsistent with the objectives of Chapter E3 of WDCP 2009
and the ongoing efforts by the University to reduce private car use by encouraging a mode shift to
alternate transportation through the implementation of a variety of ongoing strategies and strategic
actions, as identified in the Transportation Initiatives Plan at Attachment 8.

It is considered that the 275 student resident car spaces to be provided in the multi-storey carpark
(DA-2015/1254) and the introduction of a car share scheme with supplementary bicycle parking is
appropriate in the circumstances.

The proposal is considered Traffic Generating Development pursuant to Clause 104 of the State
Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 as the development is proposed in association
with a large educational establishment. An updated response received on 11 November 2015 from
the RMS indicated no objections in principle as the subject development is considered unlikely to
have a significant impact on the classified road network.

Councils Traffic Officer has reviewed the application submission, comments received from the RMS,
additional information submitted along with site/locality conditions, the multi-storey carpark application
and submissions received from exhibition. Satisfactory referral advice has been received subject to a
number of conditions with regard to on site car parking and traffic management as discussed at
section 3.3.1 of this report.

Public Domain:

Upon completion, the proposal is expected to contribute positively to the public domain with the
upgrading of pedestrian linkages and landscaping incorporating tree retention and a built form of high
visual quality.

Utilities:
Existing utility services are available to the subject site and are adequate or able to be augmented to

service the proposal. Sydney Water Corporation and Endeavour Energy have provided satisfactory
referral responses as discussed at section 2.5.2 of the report.

Heritage:

The specific development site for the development is not located within the mapped heritage
conservation area. Council’s land information system does not identify other heritage items located in
the immediate vicinity of, or visible from the development site. No heritage items are expected to be
adversely impacted by the proposal.

Other land resources:

The proposal is not envisaged to impact upon valuable land resources subject to appropriate
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management being employed during construction.

Water:

The site is presently serviced by Sydney Water. It is expected that services can be extended and/or
augmented to meet the requirements of the proposed development.

No adverse water quality impacts are expected as a result of approval of the proposed development
subject to soil and water management measures being implemented during construction.

A Water Sensitive Urban Design (WSUD) Strategy formed part of the application submission, which
has been reviewed by Councils Environment Officer and found to be satisfactory.

The proposal is not expected to involve excessive water consumption. A BASIX Certificate formed
part of the application submission. The applicant indicates that rainwater collection and reuse are
proposed, and water efficient fixtures will be used to assist in reducing potable water use.

Soils:
No acid sulfate soils mapped in the location of the proposed building. The proposal is not envisaged
to result in adverse impacts on the soil characteristics of the site.

The application submission included a Geotechnical Report which has been reviewed by Council’s
Geotechnical Officer in relation to site stability and the suitability of the site for the development.
Satisfactory referral advice has been received subject to conditions.

Air and Microclimate:

The proposal is not expected to result in negative impacts on air or microclimate.

Flora and Fauna:

The proposal requires the removal of a number of trees as recommended by the submitted Arborists
report. An Ecological Report was also provided as part of the application submission and included a
number of recommendations. Councils Landscape and Environment Officers have reviewed the
proposal in this regard and identified no objection to the proposal, noting that the large eucalypts
along Northfields Avenue are to be retained where possible to assist in the screening of the
completed development. Substantial new landscaping works are proposed as part of the development
application. Conditions are recommended with regard to tree removal and retention and the
implementation of the recommendations of the submitted Ecological Report. No adverse impacts on
fauna are expected.

Waste:

An appropriate receptacle is required to be in place for any waste generated during the construction
for the proposal. A waste storage room is proposed at the lower ground floor area with sufficient
capacity and loading area. Waste collection arrangements have been reviewed by Councils Traffic
Officer and found to be satisfactory. An operational Waste Management Plan formed part of the
application submission and identifies the process for the ongoing management of waste generated by
the proposed building and recommends waste audit and management strategies to provide support
for the building design and promote sustainability. Draft condition 123 is recommended requiring that
the recommendations of this report be carried out.

Energy:

The proposal is not expected to involve unreasonable energy consumption. In accordance with
Schedule 1 of the Regulations and SEPP 2004 a BASIX Certificate has been submitted in support of
the application demonstrating that the proposed scheme achieves the BASIX targets.

Further detail provided in additional information submitted indicates that the proposal has a maximum
embodied carbon intensity rate of 680kg/CO2/m2. This measure flows through the full life cycle of the
building and is considered a higher standard than the Green Star rating requirements. There does not
appear to be any current relevant guidelines on how embodied carbon intensity rates are to be
calculated.
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The proposal has been reviewed by Council’'s Environment Officer with satisfactory referral advice
received.

Noise and vibration:

The proposal is not expected to generate unreasonable noise and vibration impacts during
construction. These will be limited in duration and can be mitigated through compliance with
regulatory standards via consent conditions.

An acoustic report formed part of the application submission. The Noise Impact Assessment Report
prepared by Acoustic Logic has determined background noise as per the NSW EPA guidelines and
various criteria were considered such as for construction noise, internal living spaces and machinery
and equipment on buildings. The report has recommended appropriate glazing for the building to
comply with internal living space noise criteria and construction noise and vibration management.
Councils Environment Officer has reviewed the submitted report and provided a conditionally
satisfactory referral response.

Natural hazards:

There are no natural hazards affecting the site that would prevent the proposal.

The site is identified as being within a low, medium and high flood risk precinct. The application
submission included a Flood Study. Councils Stormwater Officer has assessed the proposal and
provided a conditionally satisfactory referral response.

Technological hazards:

See SEPP 55 — Remediation Of Land in Section 3.1.3. No contamination issues were identified by the
submitted Preliminary Contamination Assessment and the land is considered suitable for the intended
use. The proposal has been reviewed by Council's Environment Officer with satisfactory referral
advice received

There are no technological hazards affecting the development site that would prevent the proposal.

Safety, Security and Crime Prevention:

The submitted CPTED Report has been provided and assessed by Council’'s Safe Community Action
Team Officer with satisfactory referral advice received.

Social Impact:

The proposal is not expected to result in negative social impacts. A Management Arrangement Plan
for Student Accommodation has been submitted which identifies the process for managing student
behaviour and the behavioural expectations for students whilst on campus. The new facility could
indirectly free up other private rental accommodation in the city for other persons to utilise. Condition
122 is recommended with regard to the ongoing management of the facility.

Economic Impact:

The proposal is not expected to result in negative economic impacts. Construction activity and
increased student accommodation activity could positively contribute to the local/regional economy.

Site Design and Internal Design:

The application does not result in exceptions to development standards of WLEP2009. Council has
also considered the relevant Chapters of WDCP2009.

Reasonable arrangements appear to have been made in relation to amenity, access/egress, car
parking, servicing and waste management for the proposal.

Construction:

A condition will be attached to any consent granted that all works are to be in compliance with the
National Construction Code (NCC)/Building Code of Australia (BCA).

Cumulative Impacts:

The proposal is not expected to result in negative cumulative impacts by way of reasonable
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compliance with relevant controls for comparable development as evidenced throughout the report.
Related applications DA-2014/1474 and DA-2015/1254 have also been considered in the assessment
of this application as evidenced throughout the report.

Ecologically Sustainable Development Considerations

Precautionary principle

Means if there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack of full scientific certainty should not
be used as a reason for postponing measures to prevent environmental degradation.

The environmental impacts associated with proposed development should be accounted for and
guantified to an adequate degree of certainty.

Intergenerational equity

Proposed development should ensure that the local environment is maintained or enhanced for future
generations in that:

The proposed development should not produce significant negative impacts on the environment or
the surrounding development.

The proposal is an effective use of the site.
Conservation of biological diversity and maintenance of ecological integrity

Maintenance of biological diversity will ensure life support functions and can be considered a ‘minimal’
requirement for intergenerational equity.

Improved valuation and pricing of environmental resources

Establishes the need to determine economic values for ecosystem services provided by the natural
environment such as the atmosphere’s ability to receive emissions, cultural values and visual
amenity.

The proposed development is not considered to be inconsistent with ESD principles as evidenced by
the assessment commentary provided throughout the report.

3.8 SECTION 79C 1(C) THE SUITABILITY OF THE SITE FOR DEVELOPMENT

Does the proposal fit in the locality?

The proposal is considered appropriate with regard to the zoning of the site and is not expected to
have negative impacts on the amenity of the locality or adjoining developments.

Are the site attributes conducive to development?

There are no site constraints that would prevent the proposal.

3.9 SECTION 79C 1(D) ANY SUBMISSIONS MADE IN ACCORDANCE WITH THIS
ACT OR THE REGULATIONS

The application was notified in accordance with WDCP 2009 Appendix 1: Public Notification and
Advertising. 38 submissions were received and the issues identified are discussed below.

The application was natified to adjacent/adjoining land owners and occupiers and in the Wollongong
Advertiser from 1 December 2014 to the 7 January 2015 in accordance with Appendix 1: Public
Noatification and Advertising of WDCP 2009. 38 (thirty eight) submissions were received. Following the
receipt of additional information including amended plans, the proposal was re-exhibited to the first
round respondents and in the Wollongong Advertiser for a 14 day period with 8 (eight) submissions
received. A submission has also been received from Neighbourhood Forum 5.

Submissions from public authorities
See section 2.5.2 within this report.
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Concern

Comment

1. Traffic and Car Parking Matters

— The rate of 1 car parking space per 7.5 beds is too low for the proposed
development and will result in an unreasonable spill over of student cars
spilling out onto the surrounding streets which are already at capacity as
evidenced by the submitted Traffic Impact Report.

— No further development should occur until sufficient car parking is
constructed to meet the current demand.

— A number of surrounding streets are already too narrow to allow for cars to
be parked on both sides or are restricted by timed parking.

— Suggesting that student’s park within a 15-20 min walk from the campus is
already unsafe as a number of the key walking routes are not provided with
formed car parks, forcing pedestrians to walk on the road.

— The submitted traffic impact assessment is restricted only to the area
immediately surrounding the campus. No consideration has been given to
the impact of the increase in cars travelling to the site from Mount Ousley,
the M1 off ramp, University Ave, Mount Keira Road etc.

— The submitted strategic transport plan is inadequate. The plan outlines a
range of strategies which are proposed to be trialled, however gives no
alternate solution if they are found to be unsatisfactory or an expected
timeframe for the introduction of the methods for student use.

— Encouraging an increased use of cycling as a method of transport should
not occur until such a time as formal bike paths or cycle lanes are
constructed/established. At present, a number of the routes to the
University require cyclists to ride on roads that are highly utilised for parking
which is not considered to be safe. Further, the cost for the construction of
these facilities should be borne by the University and not Council.

— The development should not proceed until the Traffic Impact Assessment
for the Keiraville/Gwynneville area is carried out as supported by Council in
April 2014. This would allow for a more accurate understanding of the traffic
and car parking in the area at present.

— The construction of the K2 building was approved at a rate of 1 car parking
space for every 5 beds and was completed approximately 2 years ago.
Since this time, there has been a significant increase in on street car
parking of students cars that live on campus on Robsons Road (adjacent to

See section 3.3.1 commentary for Chapter E3 WDCP 2009 of the report.

A Car Parking and Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) Study was provided with
the application submission. Modelling of the surrounding intersections and
their performance was included within this report. An amended report has also
been provided addressing issues raised.

A construction traffic management plan was also provided with the application
submission and a number of conditions are recommended in this regard.

In accordance with part 7 of this Chapter, and as detailed previously in section
3.1.6 the typology of the facility is not considered to directly align with the
different land use categories outlined within Schedule 1 of Chapter E3 and
separately car parking and / or other requirements are not defined for a
particular land use or in the RTA Guide to Traffic Generating Developments.
In conjunction with the TIA the relationship with the Wollongong University’s
Campus Transport Strategy was presented with survey data of the existing
car ownership rates for students living within University accommodation.

Councils Traffic Officer previously raised issues relating to car parking
provision (1 space provided for every 7.6 beds) and, based on the car
ownership levels, identified a likely shortfall in residential car parking which
could impact on residential streets.

Reference is also made to cl.7.4 of this Chapter, which states that Council has
the discretion to waive or reduce the number of car parking spaces required
for a particular site based on an empirical assessment of car parking or
proximity to public transport nodes, provided the reduction is justified within a
car parking and traffic impact assessment.

On-street car parking restrictions cannot be altered under this DA. Traffic and
parking controls are a matter for Council’s Local Traffic Committee.

During the assessment of the postgraduate student accommodation facility
(DA-2014/1474) the JRPP deferred the application for amongst other matters,
to consider the cumulative traffic and parking impacts of both lodged student
accommodation applications (DA-2014/1474 & DA-2014/1510). The deferral
matter in relation to cumulative impact was as follows:
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the development). This is evidence that a reduced rate of 1.5 was
inadequate and therefore a rate of 1:7.5 should not be considered
appropriate.

A peer review of the traffic study should be undertaken by a completely
independent firm.

More weight should be put on encouraging motorcycle rather than car use.
The applicant should provide more details about the parking of workers
vehicles during construction. Reliance on the Gong Shuttle and parking at
campus east is not considered adequate as the shuttle does not start until
7am, with many work sites starting before or at this time.

The number of cars parked in surrounding streets does not allow sufficient
room for two cars to pass. More restrictions and clear signage is required
on several nearby residential streets.

Need a Access and Movement Strategy

The further lack of parking will impact visitors accessing the Botanic
Gardens.

Additional matters identified as a result of re-notification

The K2 building was approved at a rate of 1 car parking space per 3
students by the JRPP and a modification was lodged to reduce this rate to
1 car parking space per 5 students. As such, the 1:5 rate should not be
used as a baseline.

The development of K2 has had an impact on surrounding streets with
student residents parking permanently on Robsons Rd between Northfields
Ave and Dallas St. The submitted surveys demonstrate that cars parking on
the street have not increased, but do not distinguish between commuter
and resident cars. Resident cars are different and the proposed
development could result in additional overflow of these resident cars which
will impact on surrounding properties.

The TIA only provides solutions for a 1:5 ratio when it should be
considering a 1:3 ratio given the experience at K2 with overflow, and the
1:3 used at campus east.

A rate of 1 space per 3 beds is recommended as the minimum rate.

A broader access and movement study should be completed before any
additional development in the area.

1. DA 2014/1474 be deferred so that the Panel can be confident
that car parking and cumulative impacts of traffic and parking
on the local road network can be resolved in conjunction with
DA 2014/1510

In response to the JRPP deferral the Applicant and UOW proposed a range of
strategies and commitments to address the cumulative impact concerns as
identified on the updated Transportation Initiatives plan at Attachment 8. One
of these strategies was the provision of carparking at a rate of 1 car space per
3 students. This was achieved for DA-2014/1474 with a combination of
parking locations nearby the proposed building, whereas the provision of
parking for DA-2014/1510 was to be achieved via construction of a multi-
storey carpark (DA-2015/1254) containing 275 dedicated car spaces for
student residents of buildings 73, 74 and 75.

These strategies, including the parking rate of 1 space per 3 students, were
considered to adequately address the cumulative impact concerns.
Consequently, DA-2014/1474 was approved by the JRPP on 30 July 2015.

Consistent with these commitments UOW has lodged an application for the
required multi-storey carpark (DA-2015/1254) which has been exhibited
separately. This multi-storey carpark is proposed to contain a total of 359 car
spaces and 24 motorbikes, with 275 car spaces and 16 motorbike spaces
dedicated to DA-2014/1510 as previously committed. This results in a parking
rate of 1 space per 3 students, consistent with the approval of DA-2014/1474
by the JRPP on 30 July 2015.

The proposed car share spaces (to be utilised by a car share operator) are
also likely to reduce car ownership. In case studies carried out by City of
Sydney Council it was found that a single on-street car share vehicle can
replace up to 12 private vehicles that would otherwise compete for local
parking.

Draft conditions are recommended with regard to construction management
and restricted hours of construction work.

Councils Traffic Officer has reviewed the application submission, and
additional information submitted along with site/locality conditions.
Satisfactory referral advice has been received subject to a number of
conditions with regard to on site car parking and traffic management.
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The applicant’s
inadequate.

The increase in total enrolments and percentage growth of the University is
greater than indicated within the submitted documentation.

Mapping within the TIA incorrectly indicates that a bicycle path currently
passes the subject site. However, it is noted as a ‘future condition’ to be
provided by Council. Is this infrastructure to be provided at the time of
development?

Mapping in the TIA also identifies a cyclepath west of Robsons Rd which is
actually an abandoned bike track used for mountain biking.

The TIA is misleading as it indicates Northfields Ave has footpaths on both
sides where only one footpath runs directly adjoining the proposed
development.

The University has done the bare minimum to satisfy the requirement to
consider cycling and pedestrians in its proposal.

Paved footpaths with pram ramps and street lighting should be provided
throughout the nearby streets to enhance pedestrian safety.

The road pavement on Northfields Avenue should be renewed.

The Universities plans to build a multi-storey carpark with ‘paid parking’ will
not address the parking impacts on the surrounding residents. A significant
portion of students using the accommodation will not opt to pay for parking
when it is freely available on the surrounding streets.

The Universities intention to impose parking fees on residents using the
multi-storey carpark should be declared to Council.

The proposed ratio of 1 car space per 3 students for the new buildings is an
improvement, but this needs to be subject to conditions to ensure that the
cars brought to Wollongong by students in residence, when parked, remain
on campus and do not spill onto nearby streets.

A certificate of occupation for the proposed development, by or on behalf of
the University, should not be granted by Council until the Access and
Movement study has been completed.

Existing long term access issues to the University should have alerted the
UOW, WCC and RMS of the need for the University to gain a new access
road on its north-east part of the main campus.

The number of visitor spaces (9) is grossly deficient and will generate
visitor car parking chaos. The visitor car parking spaces should be much
higher and variably timed.

responses to the matters identified by WCC are

A rate of 1 space per 5 occupants is the applicable rate for boarding houses
to which the proposal could be considered comparable.

It is difficult to distinguish between student resident cars, student day trip cars
and resident vehicles. It is unclear as to what time of the day the surveys were
taken. As discussed at section 3.3.1 of the report, the on and off site car
parking and strategic actions proposed are expected to be sufficient to cater
for the expected student resident requirements.

The University is seeking to address student travel behaviour by providing
incentives for sustainable travel, such as a generous supply of secure bicycle
parking, a free bicycle hire scheme, car share. Transport Planning Best
Practice suggests that continuing to provide high levels of on-site car parking
will increase the propensity to drive to the University.

Council and Neighbourhood Forum 5 have been working with the Keiraville
Gwynneville community to prepare the Vision for the Keiraville Gwynneville
Area. This has resulted in the Keiraville Gwynneville Community Planning
Project, which included 10 vision statements for the area, being presented.
Council endorsed the 10 vision statements in April 2014. The vision has been
separately addressed in Section 3.3.1.

The preparation of a Masterplan for the University landholding and a
Keiraville/Gwynneville Access and Movement Strategy have both progressed
with commitments of support made by both Council and the University. In
terms of preparation of a masterplan the matter has been discussed at
executive level and a project brief prepared for future engagement of
consultants via a University tender process. The Access and Movement
Strategy is currently proposed in Council’s Revised Delivery Program to
commence in the 2016/17 financial year. Within this process the local
community can be actively engaged and ambiguity mitigated with regard to
future development intent, thereby assisting development assessment
activities and considerations via adopted guidelines and controls. This
situation, however, should not prejudice the assessment and determination of
this current application on merit. It could be considered unreasonable to
withhold the determination of development applications for the University
precinct in anticipation for this study to be undertaken.

Draft conditions 106 and 120 are recommended to ensure that the
commitments made by UOW are met and continued with the occupation of
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The Applicant response that the cumulative impact of traffic and parking is
resolved as per the approval of DA-2014/1474 by JRPP is not adequate.
Further refinements are required.

One of the strategies of the TIA is to reduce the amount of parking for day
visitors. It is a concern that daily parking is to be converted to residential
campus parking. What is the impact of this conversion of parking on the
surrounding area? What provisions are being put forward to ensure this
parking is not reverted back to daily use parking when it suits the
University.

The University has failed to devise a strategy to discourage campus
residents from bringing their cars to campus. No amount of strategies will
deter students who see no other way to get to and from their regional
home. There is no discussion on how to reduce students bringing cars in
the first place.

the development.

The subject application relates to a student accommodation development and
is not considered to significantly impact student enrolment numbers.

lllegal parking on public streets or road reserve, whilst acknowledged are
enforcement and/or police matters and are of limited relevance to the
assessment process.

The baseline ratio for this development is now proposed at a rate of 1 car
space per 3 students and is supported by the proposed construction of a
multi-storey carpark as per the previous commitment of the University which is
considered to adequately minimise impacts on surrounding streets.

Any growth in student numbers is subject to a range of variables which are
difficult to quantify. However, it is considered that the implementation of a
range of incentives and strategies which continue to improve mode shift on
campus can accommodate any movements in student numbers.

It is considered that pedestrian pathways and cycle-ways identified in the TIA
provide background information generally detailing the available movement
and wayfinding of people within and surrounding the main campus areas. It is
noted that a variety of pathways are available in close proximity to the
proposed development to aid in this movement about the campus and
surrounds. Issues raised with regard to the general provision of pathways and
associated safety separately within road reserves are considered beyond the
scope of the application.

Wider traffic matters regarding future access to the UOW landholding are
considered beyond the scope of this development application.

The provision of visitor spaces servicing the student accommodation is
considered adequate for short-term drop off and pickup. These spaces will be
signposted as such and will allow efficient use of the parking area.

At the meeting of 8 May 2015 the JRPP deferred DA-2014/1474 to amongst
other matters review the cumulative impacts of traffic and parking on the local
road network in conjunction with this application (DA-2014/1510). The
applicant responded to this deferral matter with strategies and commitments
which were reported to the JRPP, and DA-2014/1474 was subsequently
approved. As such, the proposed rate of 1 space per 3 students and
associated parking arrangements is achieved for this application via the
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proposed multi-storey carpark (DA-2015/1254).

The provision of parking in the multi-storey carpark will not result in a net loss
of parking on campus. The multi-storey will provide a total of 359 car spaces
with 275 allocated to the undergraduate student accommodation and 84 to
cater for the lost existing ‘at grade’ spaces.

It is considered that the strategies committed to by the University will aid in
reducing car dependency for students and provide and promote alternate
means of transport when residing on campus.

2. The proposal is an overdevelopment of the site and out of character
with the surrounding area

The proposal does not comply with the Wollongong Local Environmental
Plan 2009 or Development Control Plan 2009 controls for height or density.
The 8 storey height of the buildings proposed is completely out of character
with the surrounding area and other development on the campus.

The application does not give adequate consideration for Council controls
The development proposed is not consistent with the character of the
surrounding area, which are predominately single dwelling houses in a low
density residential environment.

The development is an overdevelopment of the site.

How can good design result when the site is surrounded by R2 single and
double storey developments.

The development is non-compliant with the universities own standards and
the general character of other buildings on the campus which are mostly 3-
4 storeys high.

The location and height of the proposed development will be a visually
obtrusive element and will have an unreasonable impact on the views to
the escarpment.

The proposal does not meet the desired future character of the area as
defined by Chapter D1 of the WDCP 2009.

The suburb vision statement endorsed by Council in April 2014 has not
been adequately considered.

Approval will set an undesirable precedent for further high rise buildings on
the northern side of the Botanic Gardens.

The proposal will adversely impact the landscaped grounds of the main

The development site does not have an applicable height or FSR
development standard as discussed at section 3.1.6 and as such, a merit and
design assessment has been undertaken as discussed throughout this report.
The scale of the development proposed is considered appropriate in this
instance.

The development is not considered to be out of context with the character of
Northfields Avenue either at present or the desired future character of the
University precinct.

Chapter D1 of WDCP 2009 states that additional medium density
developments are likely to occur within areas in close proximity to the
University and is addressed at section 3.3.1.

The 10 Vision Statements outlined within the Keiraville Gwynneville
Community Planning Project endorsed and by Council in April 2014 have
been considered within the assessment of this application at section 3.1.1.

The proposal is not considered to be inconsistent with the vision statements
outlined within this document. The University is acknowledged within the
project as being important to the character of the area. The Vision Statement
also places emphasis on the retention of the leafy green areas and places
where people can gather. The proposed development is not considered to be
inconsistent with the Vision Statement. The management of parking pressures
is also considered to be of high importance and is discussed at point 1 above.
Student Accommodation developments on Northfields Avenue are
acknowledged within the Vision Statement. Matters of concern in this regard
are identified as car parking and traffic generation which are have been
discussed at point 1 above.
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campus.

Additional matters identified as a result of re-notification

The submitted traffic report refers to the campus as a University Town.
Concerns have been identified with regard to the development of a town
without any master plan or site specific controls.

It is of concern that the premise of this student accommodation is that
numbers of residential students will accelerate over the next decade. It is
concerning that the plan to permanently erect oversize buildings may be
based on considerable extent of hope.

The development is being approved in the absence of any strategic
planning for the site. It is more reasonable to wait until master planning is
complete to decide if the proposed development fits in with the master
planning for the site. The master planning will consider the long term impact
of the development on the surrounding area.

The proposed development is being considered without considering the
cumulative impacts. The post-graduate accommodation, new carpark, this
proposal and future development needs to be considered together not
independently.

Are these proposed buildings a single high density area or a sign of a future
design style to come?

An additional building on the west side of Robsons Rd, north of the
Northfields intersection is shown on plan. It is unclear what this building is,
it could be further student accommodation.

The proposal is not expected to result in adverse impacts on views to the
escarpment with the scale and bulk proposed comparable to other buildings
within the University precinct and few permanent viewing sites being impeded
by the proposal.

The proposed development is located almost 1km from the Keiraville village
centre area.

The University site is not identified as a town centre (existing or emerging)
within Councils retail and business centre hierarchy. The facilities and
services available at the site and the planned future developments are
envisaged to cater predominately to the University students and staff only,
rather than becoming a ‘town centre’.

Any decision regarding the development of a student accommodation facility
is considered a business decision and is not a relevant consideration under
S79C of the EP&A Act 1979.

The subiject site falls under the provisions of Wollongong Local Environmental
Plan 2009 and has been assessed against the relevant controls. The absence
of a masterplan for the site is not considered an impediment to the full and
thorough assessment of the proposal against the controls of the prevailing
planning documents at this time.

This application has been assessed in accordance with Section 79C of the
EP&A Act 1979 and has considered the cumulative impacts of the
development.

Assessment has been conducted on what is presented as part of this
application. No future designs or concepts within the main campus or west of
Robsons road are included as part of this application.

3. Design

The design of the proposal is not consistent with the character of
surrounding buildings.

Not enough of the units will receive the required amount of sunlight
Inadequate disabled facilities are proposed.

The proposed waste collection requirements need to be further considered
Some of the proposed tree species are not indigenous and have
drawbacks.

The proposal was referred to Councils Design Review Panel and responses
have been provided by the Applicant to each identified matter which are
included at Attachment 3. The design of the proposed development is not
considered to be unsatisfactory in this instance.

Adequate accessible facilities are proposed for the development as discussed
at section 3.3.1 of the report.

Councils Traffic Officer has reviewed the waste collection arrangements
proposed and has provided a conditionally satisfactory referral response as
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— The ecological assessment and Arborist report are inconsistent with regard

to tree species identified.

— Further work is required to include sustainable design and associated
technology. The proposal just complies with the BASIX requirements where

additional effort should be made by the University to set a higher standard.

— The proposal will result in unreasonable overshadowing of the Botanic

Gardens, important tree specimens and established gardens.

— There should be a site specific development control plan developed for the

site as there has been for the innovation campus to control development.

— The University of Wollongong Masterplan has not been made available for
public comment or consultation and therefore should not be considered by

Council to be adequate to replace normal controls.

— The development applications DA-2014/1474 and DA-2014/1510 should be

assessed jointly and impacts considered cumulatively.

discussed at section 3.3.1. Draft conditions 123 and 129 are recommended
with regard to operational waste management.

Further discussion with regard to the implementation of sustainable
technologies within the design of the development is included within the SEPP
65 discussion at Attachment 4.

Council records indicate that there are no heritage listed trees located in the
area described. The closest heritage item to the site is “Gleniffer Brae” and
the surrounding garden which is located more than 300m from the site
specific development site.

Whilst the Wollongong Campus Notional Masterplan assists in developing an
understanding of the potential future developments on campus it has not been
relied upon by Council as the basis for all required statutory assessment
considerations.

Both DA-2014/1474 (approved) and DA-2014/1510 (recommended) have
been considered in the assessment process, particularly in regards to traffic
and parking matters as identified throughout this report.

4. Section 94A Development Contribution Fees

— The University should not be granted an exemption to the payment of S94A

fees for the following reasons:

0 The submitted TIA essentially identifies all the surrounding public

roads as car parking designated for the use of University students

As this development is for privately funded community infrastructure in the
form of facilities for the University of Wollongong, Councils Section 94 Officer
has considered a request and granted an exemption from paying the
contribution levy pursuant to Clause 13 (J) of the Contributions Plan.

0 The Council already has a huge shortfall in funding for
infrastructure and requiring the payment as a condition of this DA
would assist in closing this gap.

0 The University operates as a private business and the development
application was not lodged by the University and therefore no
exemption should be granted.

0 The continuing decline in the provision of facilities and
infrastructure as a result of a lack of Council resources is evident
across the LGA.

0 The proposal will have a large impact on surrounding utilities and
therefore they should be required to pay for this impact.

5. Use A management plan has been submitted detailing code of conduct

expectations and complaints handling for the facility. Draft condition 122 is
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The proposal, together with DA-2014/1474 will result in a large increase in
student numbers on the campus.

Further detail on the use of the units, particularly during University session
breaks is required. Other universities sublet the units during session
breaks.

Clarification is required on how the codes of conduct will be enforced.
Further details are required on the procedure for handling community
complaints.

recommended regarding the Accommodation Agreement and My Residence
Rules.

Sublet comments whilst acknowledged, are of limited relevance to the
assessment. Draft condition 124 is recommended to ensure that the ongoing
use of the development is for undergraduate student accommodation directly
associated with the University.

. Incorrect Descriptions & Errors in documentation

— The subject site is stated to be 2 Northfields Ave, however the Traffic
Impact assessment references Madoline Street. Re-natification with the
correct address is required.

— Many of the diagrams and maps provided in the proposal documents are
inadequate and misleading. They are poorly designed, contain errors, and
do not clearly communicate intent.

The primary address by Councils land information records is 2 Northfields
Avenue.

The documentation provided in support of the application is considered
adequate to enable a full and thorough assessment to be conducted.

. Noise

The existing on campus accommodation and the surrounding area includes
a high density of University age students who regularly throw parties and
create noise issues. Further developments would exacerbate this issue.
The submitted acoustic assessment considers construction noise impacts
only and not operational. The report should be amended.

Construction hours have not been specified.

An acoustic report formed part of the application submission. The Noise
Impact Assessment Report prepared by Acoustic Logic has determined
background noise as per the NSW EPA guidelines and various criteria were
considered such as for construction noise, internal living spaces and
machinery and equipment on buildings. The report has recommended
appropriate glazing for the building to comply with internal living space noise
criteria and construction noise and vibration management.

Councils Environment Officer has reviewed the proposal and the submitted
Acoustic Report and provided a conditionally satisfactory referral response.
Separately the facility provides for an onsite managers residence and the
University has submitted a management plan (See point 5 above).

Draft condition 90 is recommended with regard to restricted hours of work and
draft condition 74 is recommended to ensure that the recommendations of the
submitted acoustic report are implemented as described.

Draft condition 122 is recommended the Accommodation
Agreement and My Residence Rules.

regarding
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8. Impacts on the Botanic Gardens

— There is already very little parking available surrounding the botanic
gardens and the proposal will increase the issue.

— The impacts caused by the proposal will result in a lowering of visitor
numbers to the garden.

— Council has recently constructed a car park at the Madoline street entry to
the Botanic Gardens which will be impacted by the proposal.

— Madoline and the surrounding streets are not able to cope with two such
large traffic generating developments.

— The proposed height of the development will result in the Botanic Gardens
being surrounded by a wall of buildings.

The proposal is not envisaged to result in unreasonable impacts on the
Botanic Gardens.

Traffic and Parking issues in the locality have been discussed at point 1
above. The proposal is only considered a traffic generating development as
identified at section 2.5.2 of the report by association with the University as an
Educational Establishment.

9. Community Consultation

— The community consultation undertaken throughout the development of the
proposal and the notification period has not been reasonable.

— The community should have been involved in the preparation of the
proposals.

— The notification period over the Christmas/new year period should not have
been permitted and should therefore be extended.

— Consultation that has occurred with the community has been with a select
few whose comments should not be considered a representation of the
neighbourhood.

Community exhibition has been undertaken in accordance with the
requirements of Chapter A1 of WDCP 2009. Separately the University
engaged with NF5 prior to lodgement of the application and during the
assessment process.

Considerations regarding the re-notification of any development application is
discretionary as identified in Appendix 1 of the Wollongong Development
Control Plan 2009.

More particularly the re-notification as relates to this application considered
the important issues already identified by the initial exhibition responses and
the likelihood of new issues being identified as a result of the additional
information submitted by the applicant.

In this instance it was considered that the likelihood was low and the direct re-
notification to all first round respondents by way of letter enabling at least 14
days, including a weekend, sufficient to review the material and respond.

Some of the issues raised in submissions though technically unresolved are considered to be adequately addressed either through design, continued
commitment by UOW to strategies and/or management and implementation or by way of conditions of consent. Any remaining issues are not considered to be

sufficient to refuse the application.
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3.10 SECTION 79C 1(E) THE PUBLIC INTEREST

The application is not expected to have unreasonable impacts on the environment or the amenity of
the locality. It is considered appropriate with consideration to the zoning and the character of the area
and is therefore considered to be in the public interest.

3.11 OTHER LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS
3.11.1  Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 -Crown Development

For the purposes of reviewing this determination, the following matters have been considered
pursuant to Section 89 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979.

Section 88 of the Act states that:

Crown development application means a development application made by or on behalf of the
Crown.

(2) A reference in this Division to the Crown:

(a) Includes a reference to a person who is prescribed by the regulations to be the Crown for the
purposes of this Division, and

(b) Does not include a reference to:

(i) A capacity of the Crown that is prescribed by the regulations not to be the Crown for the
purposes of this Division, or

(i) A person who is prescribed by the regulations not to be the Crown for the purposes of this
Division.
This development application has been submitted by Hutchinson Builders on behalf of a crown
authority, being the University of Wollongong. This proposal is considered Crown development
pursuant to Part 4 Division 4 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, as Australian
Universities within the meaning of the Higher Education Act 2001 are listed as a prescribed person
pursuant to Clause 226(1)(C) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000.

Schedule 1 of the Higher Education Act 2001 identity the University of Wollongong as an Australian
University.

Section 89 of the Act states the following:
89 Determination of Crown development applications
1) A consent authority (other than the Minister) must not:

(a) Refuse its consent to a Crown development application, except with the
approval of the Minister, or

(b) Impose a condition on its consent to a Crown development application,
except with the approval of the applicant or the Minister.

Following finalisation of the assessment, Council provided draft conditions to the applicant. The
applicant has agreed to the draft conditions imposed as presented at Attachment 9.

3.11.2  University of Wollongong Act 1989

The University of Wollongong Act 1989 establishes the University and provides guidelines for its
governance. Clause 7 of the University of Wollongong Act 1989 allows the following:

“The University may, for the purposes of or in connection with the exercise of its functions, provide
such facilities for its students and staff and other members of the university community as the
University considers desirable.”

In this respect, the provision of Student Accommodation is considered desirable by the University to
provide for the needs of students. This further supports that Undergraduate Student Accommodation
should be considered to be ordinarily incidental or ancillary to the primary use of the site as a
University, which is defined as an Educational Establishment and is included as a purpose shown on
the Land Zoning Map for the development site.
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The University of Wollongong Act 1989 does not include other provisions that are of reasonable
relevance to the statutory planning assessment process considerations.

4. CONCLUSION

This application has been assessed in accordance with Section 79C (i) of the Environmental Planning
and Assessment Act 1979, the relevant provisions of State Environmental Planning Policy
(Infrastructure) 2007, State Environmental Planning Policy No. 65, WLEP 2009 and WDCP 2009. The
proposal is not considered to be in conflict with the objectives sought by these provisions.

The typology of the development with regard to form and function to facilitate student accommodation
has guided an approach requiring merit assessment against the relevant statutory provisions and
local development controls to inform a position of reasonable compliance, to the extent to which such
controls could be considered to reasonably apply in the circumstances, to comparable development.

The preparation of a masterplan for the University landholding and a Keiraville/Gwynneville Access
and Movement Strategy have both progressed with commitments of support made by both Council
and the University. In terms of preparation of a masterplan the matter has been discussed at
executive level and a project brief prepared for future engagement of consultants via a University
tender process. The Access and Movement Strategy is currently proposed in Council's Revised
Delivery Program to commence in the 2016/17 financial year. Within this process the local community
can be actively engaged and ambiguity mitigated with regard to future development intent, thereby
assisting development assessment activities and considerations via adopted guidelines and controls.
This situation, however, should not prejudice the assessment and determination of this current
application on merit.

The exhibition of the proposal has identified two main community concerns — traffic/parking
management and the contextual relationship of the proposal in the locality. It is considered that car
parking provision for the proposal at the rate of 1 space per 3 students is appropriate as relates to
submitted student car ownership data. It is also considered the proposal is not out of context in the
University precinct having considered design elements and likely future development intent in the
immediate area by the University.

Some of the issues raised in submissions though technically unresolved are considered to be
adequately addressed either through design, continued commitment by UOW to strategies and/or
management and implementation or by way of conditions of consent. Any remaining issues are not
considered to be sufficient to refuse the application.

5. RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that development application DA-2014/1510 be approved pursuant to Section 80
and 89 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 subject to the draft conditions at
Attachment 9.
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ATTACHMENTS:

Architectural Plans

Design Review Panel Comments

Applicants Response to Design Review Panel Comments

Design Verification Statement, SEPP 65 and RFDC Merit Assessment Considerations

Masterplan Status

o O~ W N P

WDCP 2009 Merit Assessment — Chapter B1 Residential Development and C3 Boarding
Houses

~

External Referral Responses
8 Updated Transportation Initiatives Plan
9 Draft Conditions
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Attachment 1
Architectural Plans

2014STHO029 (DA-2014/1510)
Student University Accommodation
2 Northfields Ave, Keiraville
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Attachment 2
WDRP Comments

2014STHO029 (DA-2014/1510)
Student University Accommodation
2 Northfields Ave, Keiraville







Wollongong Design Review Panel Meeting

Student Accommodation for the University of Wollongong
Kooloobong Buildings 73, 74 & 75, Northfields Avenue
DA-2014/1510

19" February 2015
Wollongong City Council Administration Building, Level 10 Committee Room 1
Present:

Gary Hudson, University of Wollongong
Bruce Flint, University of Wollongong

Sam Elias, Hutchinson Builders (Applicant)
Stuart McDonald, SJB Planning

John Chia, Group GSA

Lisa Marie Carrigan, Group GSA

Pana Tsironis, Instruct Corp

Jessica Saunders, Wollongong City Council
Andrew Kite, Wollongong City Council

Mark Riordan, Wollongong City Council
John Wood, Wollongong City Council

Vivian Lee, Wollongong City Council

Brendan Randles, Panel member

David Jarvis, Panel member

Project description

The proposal consists of three, eight storey buildings containing accommodation for up to
800 students in a variety of room types ranging from single studios to four bed room units. At
grade parking is provided on the eastern and western perimeters of the site.

Context

A Campus Master Plan was tabled by the applicant. The plan provides an analysis of the
current campus and outlines potential development opportunities. The proposal is located on
the southern edge of the main campus on the north side of Northfield Avenue. This side of
the street (between Southern Freeway and Robinsons Road) is fronted solely by the



university. The master plan outlines a strategy to reinforce this side of the street with
buildings of up to 8 stories in height to define the edge of the street but still provide space
between buildings to allow views through to the landscaped grounds of the university, so as
to maintain the landscape character of the campus and the street.

Northfields Avenue is a busy main road and presents as a tree lined Avenue with vistas
through to the escarpment. Existing buildings on the university campus read as buildings in a
landscaped setting and enhance the quite unique character of the University in this specific
context. It is therefore of great concern that proposed buildings are set backing only 5.25
metres from the kerb. The greatly reduced setback necessitates the removal of existing
mature trees that contribute to the Avenue’s landscaped character and provide continuity
right along the University’s southern boundary. Once space is allocated for a footpath and
vehicle overhangs, there will be very little space left for tree planting or public domain of an
acceptable quality. While the proponent has suggested that the trees to be removed are not
significant, the reduction of setback will mean that the planting of large trees in the future will
not be possible.

At ground floor level each building presents a defensive brick wall (with service areas
concealed behind) to the street. As currently configured, a footpath will directly abut these
walls, creating a much different interface than what currently exists. In contrast to the
existing tree lined Avenue that appropriately represents the university today, a quite hard
environment will be created, more urban perhaps, but lacking any ground level connection
that could provide activation to the street. Other universities, such as UNSW, have
developed thoughtful strategies to engage their adjacent streets, combining both landscape
and retail activity, In this case, retail has not been proposed, with the University suggesting
that retail activity is planned for areas further east.

Nor is the main entry noticeable or given special prominence along this elevation. When
gueried about the entry’s relative obscure location, the applicant responded that after day
one, students will know where to go so legibility or address is of minor importance. The
Panel cannot support this view. All streets require some engagement from their host
buildings, whether to express landscape quality, major entries, street life or other form of
activity or use, the building’s response to adjacent public domain is of primary importance —
currently and in the future. This is especially true in this case.

Therefore, in consideration of the Campus’ unique setting and its existing landscaped
setbacks — and the University’'s plans to locate retail activity to the east - the Panel believes
that a significant setback (in the order of 12m.) must be maintained to create an appropriate
interface with the street and allow for significant tree planting. Ideally this set back would
allow some of the existing mature trees to be maintained.

Scale / density

Both the scale and density of the proposal are potentially acceptable, given the context of
this site and the University's master planning process. However increased set backs from
the street should be provided, to allow buildings to sit in a landscaped setting, rather than
creating a harsh defensive urban edge to the street.



Built form

The northern edge of the site is constrained by the riparian zone running through the centre
of the university campus. This creates an irregular shaped site which tapers out to the east.
Once an appropriate set back is applied to the street, building forms as currently proposed
will not fit within the constraints of the site. As with any development, building forms must be
developed to fit within and respond to the constraints of the site.

An existing foot path running along the southern edge of the site connects the proposed
student accommodation with the rest of the university campus. The lower ground floor of two
of the three buildings (73 and 75), address this path with defensive / inactive elevations
containing storage areas. Give that that these areas provide the proposals main interface
with the existing campus, this is a very unfortunate outcome.

Ideally entrances to each building should be provided on the northern face of each building,
to provide a direct connection back into the existing campus. It is however acknowledged
that potential flooding issues highlighted by the applicant place some restrictions on the use
of lower ground floor. If the built form proposed were an aggregation of typical U shaped
courtyard buildings opening out to the north, the entry and active areas of each building
would be clearly visible from the northern path and contribute to the life of the courtyard — as
entry as well as social space. The current configuration however, conceals the activity
spaces behind building wings, which is unfortunate. Hence, how the buildings are entered,
either from the Campus or from the Avenue to its south, remains obscure. For a proposal of
this scale, which will house so many students, the Panel is concerned that issues of access
and address - as well as activation of adjacent public domain - have not been sufficiently
resolved.

The treatment of the lower ground floor of building 74 as music room / multi-purpose room
provides an active link to the university that capitalises on the northern outlook over the
riparian zone. The lower ground floor of buildings 73 and 75 should also be developed to
provide a more active connection to the existing campus.

A linear circulation route has been developed intersecting the courtyards created between
buildings and linking the entry point to each of the three buildings. However, entrances are
only 2m wide and recessed back with the building, so they are not visible from the existing
northern foot path which connects the proposal with the existing campus. If this entry
strategy is used, it must be developed to provide more generous, visually prominent
entrances to each building.

Considering the shape of the site and its need to incorporate more significant setbacks along
Northfields Avenue, it may be better to vary the alignment of the buildings, pushing Building
73 north to create a major entry court - perhaps to its east so at to make the building’s major
address more prominent form the University’s most active heart further east. This entry court
could then perhaps communicate directly with a widened east west link, connecting the two
courtyards

Amenity

It is commendable that natural light is provided to circulation spaces. However, it is
suggested that circulation routes could be more direct if lifts were reorientated to face north.



Lifts lobbies could then face directly down the main north / south running corridors of each
building. If a more generous common room were to be provided on the northern face of each
building, vistas from the lift lobby back towards the riparian zone could be achieved.

The reorientation of the lift would also help provide clearly defined entry lobbies to each
building (at ground floor level) that have a direct connection to the linear circulation path
connecting each building. However, as previously stated, these entrances should be made
more generous (wider) and visually prominent to optimize the success of this strategy.

Large communal spaces have been provided at ground floor level to service all of the 800
students occupying these building. Though these spaces provide important social spaces for
large gathering, they lack the intimacy necessary to help create social bonds between
smaller groups of students. To help foster a greater sense of community within the building it
is recommended that social spaces / living areas are provided on each floor, increasing the
size and configuration of the northern study areas could provide such a space. This will
provide areas that are used by much smaller groups of students, helping to form a bond
between groups of student occupying the same floor.

As mentioned above, the obscure location of the main entry is not supported by the Panel.
Nor is the absence of any activation along Northfields Avenue. The panel recommends that
entrances are moved to a more prominent locations as suggested above and the possibility
of retail (even as a future proposal) explored further in the vicinity of the entry and major
north south link to the Campus.

Environmental

It is not uncommon for student accommodation buildings to generate double loaded
corridors, with some units receiving little or no direct solar access. It is acknowledged that
given the typology of building and associated economic constrains that compliance with the
RFDC rules of thumb for solar access and cross ventilation would be too arduous. However
this makes it all the more important that alternative steps to improve the environmental
credentials of the building are taken.

The applicant’s description of measures taken regarding selection of materials, use of solar
panels, water reuse and solar shading are commendable. The applicant is encouraged to
get formal assessment and recognition of the proposals environmental credentials by
applying for a green star rating.

Aesthetic

While the expression of the various buildings and material composition has been handled
competently, the Panel is concerned that the vital social activities at ground floor level,
including the entry, social spaces and linking elements have been obscured, under scaled
and given almost no expression. This makes the buildings lifeless and blunt, especially
against the landscape. The perspective of building 73 for example — a very prominent facade
— does not indicate where to enter or how, besides the presence of a very narrow
domestically scaled walkway structure. Considering the scale of the proposal, the ground
level spaces should be much higher — more expressive, with double height volumes and
axes made much clearer. As proposed, this really is a missed opportunity to represent the
life of the college and express how it works.



Social dimension

The proposal is appropriately located to provide convenient residential accommodation for
Students. However, the potential social implications for some students, who may be
overwhelmed by the scale of an environment designed for 800 young adults, should be
better recognized in the Proposal. The applicant is encouraged to develop more
opportunities for smaller groups of students to socialise.

As noted above, the Panel believes that the proposal needs to be better integrated with both
Northfields Avenue (through larger setback, clearer entry and potential street activation) and
the pathway to its north (more activation and more legible entry and social spaces) to really
form part of the University's existing and future pedestrian and civic networks.

Summary

A fundament part of the design process is to analysis the site and its immediate context to
determine the constraints of the site. Whilst it is evident that some analysis has been
undertaken, there is not a clear description in the documentation of vital linkages, adjacent
developments, existing and proposed landscapes (including setbacks), key desire lines and
other essential information required to structure a large proposal such as this. Hence, an
inappropriate setback has been proposed that would negatively impact on the urban design
quality of Northfields Avenue, diminish the University’s representation to the street and
create an unpleasant environment at ground level. A typical two storey house in adjacent
residential neighbourhoods for example would be set back a minimum of 6m to its street
boundary then there would be additional space provided for foot path and a grass verge
(around 9m). Clearly, 5.25m is not acceptable for the 8 storey buildings proposed. Once an
appropriate setback is determined, the Panel suggests that building forms should be
reviewed in the light of a more thorough site analysis so as to sit within the constraints of the
site. In developing these revised building forms, consideration should be given to:

- Developing the northern lower levels of the northern elevation to provide an improve
interface with existing campus.

- Develop clear and legible entrances to each building.

- Develop communal spaces to each floor that provide opportunities for smaller groups
of students to socialise.

- Refine internal circulation areas to provide shorter more direct route to the northern
units.
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Response to WCC draft assessment and DRP notes

WCC preliminary assessment - Kooloobong
Kooloobong Buildings 73, 74 & 75

DA-2014/1510

Item code Heading Description Comments

K.01 | 1.1 |Stormwater Matters [More detailed information is required showing the calculated post- An updated report from Cardno (Ref: Flood Study
development 100 year ARI and PMF flood levels at the upslope edge September 2015 version 2) is provided as part of this
of each proposed building level, and the calculated post-development submission. The revised report reflects the revised site
100 year ARI flood levels and flood velocities in each proposed car layout and WCC's requirements.
parking space, so that Council can assess whether the proposal
satisfies minimum habitable floor level, evacuation, and car parking
requirements, as stipulated in Chapter E13 of the Wollongong
DCP20089.

K.02 | 1.2 |Stormwater Matters |The Flood Study by Cardno indicates that floor areas to be used for The revised design changes the location of the buildings
storage are below the Flood Planning Level (FPL). Habitable floor areas on the site. There is an improved situation with respect
are defined in Chapter E13 as follows: to the flood levels and habitable spaces. Refer revised
Habitable floor area means: Carno report (Ref: Flood Study September 2015 version
- In a residential situation: a living or working area, such as a lounge 2)
room, dining room, rumpus room, kitchen, bedroom or workroom;

- In an industrial or commercial situation: an area used for offices or to
store valuable possessions susceptible to flood damage in the event of
a flood.
Furthermore, Clause 3(e) of Chapter E13 indicates a key objective of
the flooding controls is to reduce the risk of damage to property
caused by flooding. In this regard, it is considered necessary that areas
used to store items/possessions susceptible to flood damage (e.g.
store rooms, workshops, etc.) be set above the FPL in order to reduce
the risk of damage to property caused by flooding.
K.03 | 1.3 |Stormwater Matters [The development proposes a reduction in floodplain storage on the The revised design results in no reduction in floodplain

site without consideration of the cumulative effect of similar filling of
other developable sites in the floodplain, and therefore does not
satisfy clauses 6.4.2(d) and 7(2) of Chapter E13. The proposal needs to
be amended to ensure no net loss of floodplain storage on the site or
alternatively (where possible) an analysis is required to demonstrate
the cumulative effect of a similar reduction in floodplain storage on
other development sites is required to demonstrate compliance with
these clauses.

storage. Refer revised Carno report (Ref: Flood Study
September 2015 version 2).
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K.04 | 2.1 |Traffic Matters/ The Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) for the proposed student The TIA has been address by the University as part of
Parking accommodation provides information on commuter travel to the the cumulative impact with DA-2014/1474 (Stage 1).
campus, and surveys of student accommodation to inform the The solution was approved by the JRPP and is set out in
proposed car parking rates for residential accommodation and car AECOM Student Accommodation Parking and Traffic
parking provision. Impact Assessment Supplementary Report Rev B (05
June 15). The revised design is in accordance with the
approved cumulative solution.
K.05 | 2.1 [Traffic Matters/ Councils Traffic Engineer has identified concerns with regard to the Refer K.04
Parking nature of the survey data presented in the report. The majority of the
analysis focuses on how students from other areas travel to and from
the campus and how their reliance on the private car would be
reduced by sustainable options such as increased bus frequencies etc.
K.06 | 2.1 |Traffic Matters/ Residential travel behaviour is very different and is based on factors Refer to K.04

Parking

such as the proximity of shops and services for household food
requirements, doctors’ appointments, entertainment, leisure,
socialising etc. There are limited shops and essential services available
within walking dist