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470 KING STREET,-NEWCASTLE

SECOND.PRE-DA SUBMISSION

: DESI.GN EXCELLENCE PANEL MEETI_NG - 20TH NOVEMBER 2015

_Panel ‘Members:~ Olivia Hyde, Philip Pollard, Peter Webber

For Applicant:- Phlllp Thalis, Aaron Murray (Hill Thalis Archltects) Stuart Campbell (CKDS Architecture),

* Jane Irwin, Jon Kane (Jane Irwin Landscape Architects), Warwick Miller {Developer)

. Introduction
This was the second Pre- DA submission. The previous comments of the Panel arrsmg from the meeting on

7th October are not reiterated. The developed design has responded very positively to the discussion and

. feedback from the Panel and in essence all the new initiatives and directions are supported in.principle.

The increased diversity of apartment types and the nature of the retail activities now proposed would
enhance the development.

The comments below follow the Apartment Design Guide format.

1.Context and Neighbourhood Character
There are two particular challenges in relation to Context, -the interface W|th the canal, and the building

form at the King Street corner:-

= |t is important that the canal-side fand remams in pubhc ownership in perpetuny and a clearly
defined maintenance plan, definition of boundaries, arrangement for public access and active
engagement for possible future activities 'such as fishing, canoes etc need to be part of the design
and desirably agreed with Council and the maritime authority as part of the DA submission.

s The development will set an important precedent in relation to the King Street streetscape and in
particuiar the location and form of the proposed tower at the corner, which needs to be consistent

with the intent of planning controls.

2. Built Form and Scale
The scale and form of the six-level podium is supported subject to further detailed design deveIOpment

Thg design and form of the two towers has been now considered in detail and the architects’ preferred
typical plan-form is supported: it deals better with apartment amenity issues and visual impact of the two
tall buildings. The objective should continue to be to minimize the assertiveness of the towers by attending
to details such as the visual impact of the acute corners, and to emphasue the ‘pedestrian’ scale of the

podium.
(n this respect the interface of the southern tower and the podium at the corner remains to be resolved

with these objectives strongly in mind.

3. Density
No further comment
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Background Summary

" Newcastle City Council Urban Deﬁign Consultative Group assessed a preliminary submission by the
same dpplicants on 22™ July 2015. The applicant has now further developed the proposal. The

comments of the Group on the original submission are set out below in italics, with response of the

DEP following:-

The applicant has analysed the context of the site in detail, and presented a wide range of options to
the meeting. These included freehand sketch diagrams, three-dimensional modelling of building
forms, and prefiminary layout plans. The comprehensive material provided enabled an appreciation
of the character of the areq and potential opportunities available, and the substantial work
undertaken is commended by the Panel. The option preferred by the applicant is supported in
principle subject only to one amendment, and has the potential to achieve an excellent outcome.

it is noted that since the Hevelopment proposes a height of over 48 metres, g design competition Is
required under C1.7.75(5) unless waived by the Department. The Panel considers that there would be
no advantage in the competition process in this case in view of:-

-The excellent quality of the preliminary.scheme presented
.The extensive examination of options already undertakeh by the applicant

.The desirability of continuing close consultation with Council and the Panel from the very beginning
and as the design develops to ensure that the scheme sets an ideal precedent for other future
contiguous developments in this neighbourhood, -a process which is more difficult.under g

competition regime

.The priority on this site of achieving an urbane and modest outcome, rather than the unusual or
‘iconic” designs which typically emerge from the competition process.

.The strong credentials of the applicant architects for work of exceflent quality.

RESPONSE .
The high quality of the preliminary.design has been maintained, and confirms that the process

adopted is appropriate.

1.Context and Neighbourhood Character 7

The proposed development occupies a large consolidated site addressing King Street to the south,
bounded by Cottage Creek to the east, and other sites in private ownership. To the north-east across
the channel the Theatre Royal is a fisted heritage item, which limits the potential for future
development on that site. The area generally is subject to flooding as evidenced by a major flood
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event in recent years. Although close to the civic centre ofwthem!ty, the area immediate to the site is
not attractive, and suffers from decades of uncoordmated’development There is little consistency in

building forms, setbacks, heights or architectural charac_te h urrent nearby development in the

fhe mid-term future. It has the
imenities, and potentially the

f’ekﬁectivély, with those to the
be reasonable and appropriate for

King Street nearby sites have permissible hefghts of 90. -
north.and south being lower. The 2012 controls are coii
the site, but [f suitable scale and urbanity are to be ach,
consistently to all future redevelopment proposals. Viar
should enhance the character of the skyline, but consis €
particufarly important.to the north and west. The chari Fihe Créek is currently unappealing, but
there is potential for it to be transformed. : ' '

RESPONSE
No further comments

2. Built Form and Scale

King Street and Cottage Creek ground floor frontdageés; ¢
options complied with height and density controls an
for the residentiaf fiats. Whilst alf options had positiv
continuous ‘wall’ of high buildings along the easteri €0
unacceptable visual and overshadowing impacts. A furt
applicant was tabled at the meeting, and this was also d | to be the preferred option by the

.Opening up and activation of the Cottage Creek front
which could in the future extend through to Hunter Str

.Two relatively slender ‘fan-shaped’ residential towers’
good sunlight access to the podium
.Compliance with height and density controls for the tol

The one aspect of this scheme about which there are: S Js.the focation of the southern
tower directly on the King Street frontage. Although a ICUrf 1tia7 qnd modelling could mitigate the
visual impact of a tower on this corner, it would mewtab y‘{we g @mmant form which could

compromise the scale of the strectscape. A further concern is ‘that no matter how elegant the design
of this tower might be, it would set an undesirable precedent.undermmmg the intention of the new




controls to create a consistent human scale along the frontage. With other close-by high-rise-zoned
sites to the east and west also-awaiting redevelopment it is critical for development on the subject

site to be an urbane modef for other new buildings.

i [k S

It is recommended that there be a modest sethack of the tower from the King Street frontage: the

King Street/Cottage Creek corner of the podium form should visually remforce this corner.*The

indicative ‘Section 8’ drawing suggests a satisfactory form for the King Street frontage, -with ‘

é emphasrs on the street-level activities, compliance with the control in relation to the 16m podium
height, and a possible additiorial level set well back from the frontage. Along Cottage Creek it will

ﬂ ' also be very important to ensure comfortable ambience along this potentially very attractive

[anc A

walkway, whether by woy of small sethack of the towers, strong articulation of the base, awnings, or
some combination of these devices. The two towers might be better if there were to be some smalf
variation in their heights, and certainly strong articulation of the roof sithauette profiles would be

desirable.

H RESPONSE .
The option preferred by the Appllcant and supported in principle by the UDCG has been adopted,
and explored in detail with various planning configurations for the residential and commercial units.
E' The applicant advised that this work has confirmed its commercial viability, and demonstrated that
the form and scale of the development would be satisfactory in principle. The two relatively slender
E towers would have considerably less visual bulk than other options, and their location would allow
some morning sunlight into the central communal space. Two key issues require consideration:- -

.The proposed street wall height of the podium is approximately 18 metres, which exceeds the 16

metre planning control. The non-compliance is considered to be acceptable in view of the fact that

this section of King Street being very wide, the proposed height would not be out of proportion, and
E there would be only minor additional overshadowing on the street.

.The location of the southern tower on trle street alignment remains problematicin relation to the

[ scale of the street and the important junéti'on with the canal, as well as the precedent which it would
astablish, It is considered that this concern could potehtially be resolved with very creative attention
to details of the building form and character. The critical objectives are that the scale of the full King
Street frontage is con5|stent forits fuli length, and that the proposed tower will not be visually
asserlive in the streetscape The 18 metre pod|um height should be strongly reflected in the base
levels of the tower, for example with sclid balustrades, empha5|s on screening to balconies, slightly
darker tones efc. at these levels, and lighter expression of the tower above. Some small setback of
the tower of the order of 1 to 2 metres might also be further explored to assist in achieving the

above objectives.

—n

The manner in which the raised level of the ground fioor s handied requires further study to ensure
that the street frontage is welcoming and accessible.

! 3. Density
Compliont and acceptable




RESPONSE
The density remains compliant with the planning cont

4, Sustainability
No comment at this stage

RESPONSE
In a development of this large scale there WI|| be oppor
should be explored

T innovative initiatives which

5. Landscape.
There is potenna! for excellent landscape des:gn of the _ " dind the proposed provision of

level of the landscape planting and

The King Street and Cottage Creek frontages botfi 6, FEroPBaTtes for attractive landscape and
1o Itdtion with Council, particularly

6. Amemty
The preferred option offers excellent fevels of ame‘
access, natural ventilation and outlook. As the de_s_f
addressing road noise from traffic in King Street.

idential flats in relation to solar
attention should be given to

RESPONSE
The developed design demonstrates that the poten
standard. The architects havé explored options to ¢
opposite tower block, by way of angling windows. tof
this should adequately address this issue and_demzo'n
tyo blocks is satisfactory. L

eﬁlfy of the flats should be of high

ty of rooms facing towards the
fds the view rather than each other:
t separation distance between the

Detailed design work is still to be undertaken te addres ad naise issue .

7. Safety
Potentially satisfactory, subject to ensuring that the proposed Cottage Creek pedestnan realm is

secured after hours.




RESPONSE '
It was agreed that this is an important issue which could be readily resolved W|th after—hours security

T gates

8. Housmg Dwersnty and Social Interaction

. There dppears to be the potential for a good miix of unit types, which is a matter for further

cons#derat.ron at the next stage. The layout offers many opportunities for des.rgmng to reduce social
isolation, by way of @ combination of measures such as small meeting bays on each level, attractive
entry lobbjes with seating etc, roof-top communal places, small toddlers play area on the podium etc.

" RESPONSE

.The design proposes a satisfactory mix of unit types.

-Although the podium area has the potentiai to be an attractive communal area for all residents, it
would be very desirable to also provide a communal famhty at the roof-top of each of the two tower
blocks with a small enclosed area and landscaped space serving the residents of that block. This
should be served by the elevator, provided with tea-making facilities etc., would enjoy spectacular
views, excellent solar access and desngned to enhance the proﬂle of the buildings.

The opportunity for a community room opening out onto the podium garden should also be -
explored. These kinds of facilities are now common in developments of this scale and allow residents
to hold small events such as famlly gatherings and children’s parties.

9. Aesthetics
The bwldmg forms indicated in the preferred aption provide the bas:s for a development of excellent
aesthetic guality.

RESPONSE
This remains the case: detailed design development of the architectural character is now required.

Amendments Required to Achieve Design Quality

In relation to the preferred option there should be some setback of the southern tower from the King
Street frantage to ensure that the scale of the street frontage is not compromised.

RESPONSE

As recommended above under ‘Built Form and Scale’, some small setback remains a potential
option, but this important issue could potentially be resolved by sensitive detailed design of the
street fagade of the southern tower, -with or without setback.

S I R I B E 0 e o e
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- Summary Recommendations

1. The preferred option is supported subject only to the amendments recommended. In ofl other
respects this preliminary scheme would form the basis for a design of excellent quality.

RESPONSE

The submission has confirmed the acceptability of the ‘preferred option’ which now should be
further developed in response to the comments above. L

2. The requirement for a competition under €1.7.5(5) be: waived for the reasons set out above
under ‘Background Summary’. '

RESPONSE

The proposal.as presented has strong potential to p od
crucial to the achievement of this patential, that an of
the Design Excellence Panel and UDCG in rlnaintaine_" :
Competition Waiver letter of 12™ August, 2015. The foll

as a minimum:

“‘n‘.outstan_ding_built outcome. It is
‘dialogue between the consultants and
orda'rhnc_e: with the terms of the Design
‘_d"itiorial review points are proposed

Pre Development Application;
Development Application;

Any Section 96 or other substantive change post DA;

Construction Certificate;

Construction documentation prior to tender;
Any substantive amendment to construction detailing oF Ei':iaﬁiaﬂﬂl& post tender;

Certification.
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. Craig Marler y

* - Senior Planner
ADW Johnson Pty Ltd
" 5 Pioneer Ave
Tuggerah NSW 2259

coast@adwjohnson.com.au

Dear Mr Matler -

RE: DESIGN COMPETITION WAIVER REQUEST
PROPOSED MIXED USE DEVELOPMENT, 470 KING STREET, NEWCASTLE WEST:

| refer to your letter of 6 August 2015, seeking endorsement to waive the design excellence competition
requirement for the proposed development at 470 King Street Newcastle.

| have considered your request for exemption and the accompanying analysis and desngn options
prepared by Hill Thalis Architecture and Urban Projects in association with CKDS Architecture, and in
this instance consider it suitable to waive the design competition requirement, pursuant to Clause 7.5
of Newcastle Local Environmental Plan 2012 The guality of the architects’ submission and the .
conditional support of the City of Newcastle's Urban Design Consultative Group have led to this

“~decision. However, in granting this exemption | require that a design review panel be established to
oversee the design development of the proposal.

The design review panel will consmt of at Ieast three suitably qualified design experts to represent the
proponent, the City of Newcastle Council and the NSW State Government. The panel experts should
comprise the Council's Urban Design Consultative Group (UDCG)and a representative of the
Government Architect’s Office. This alternative process is consistent with the approach taken far other
similar requests across NSW.

It is proposed thaf-the panel s role in ensuring design excellence for the project would continue up to
completion of construction or as required by the Government Architect's Office to ensure the issues
and recommendations of the UDCG and the design review panel are taken into account in the design
development, detailed design (including materials and finishes) and in the delivery of the project. To
this end, it is imperative that the design team maintains an ongoing role throughout the project.

Should you have any further enquiries about this matter, | have arranged for Helen Lochhead to assist
you. She can be contacted on (02) 9372 8471.or by email helen.lochhead@financensw.gov.au

K -

Yours sincerely,

P ¢

Peter Poulet
NSW Government Architect

-

12 August 2015

A Divisfon of the Oeparinent of Finance & Services




4. Sustainability .
The proposed landscape design adjacent to the canal, an
sustainability, and other measures such as sofar collect
are encouraged for a development of this scale and promin

-Ievel have the potentlal to enhance
'recychng beyond BASIX requirements

5. Landscape .
~ All the preliminary landscape design concepts are suppo
approach to the challenges of the site. The issues ment
pursued, since here there is potential for transformatlve
developments. R

ciple-and indicate a very sensitive
efating to the canal need to be
. forthe city and future nearby

The Podium-leve! landscape proposals are supbortedinf”ﬁiﬁ &
» There must be adequate soil depth to allow for s

leen the Ilkely population profile of remdents in s

‘trees-and shrubs to thrive.
lhe inclusion of a toddlers’ play area

ié. top of each tower for the use of
, f garden, with a sheltered space for
the use of small groups, which would need to be'p fm winds.
»  podium external wall treatment must ensure & p
adjacent sites and the street

« Selection of mangrove species adjacent to can:

with the character of this section of Kung Stree' Gl
could well be located in the kerbside parking _zong\.‘ -

6.Amenity

The following comments are made;- )

« Improvements in amenity to the apartments i§ comme' ded .including the proposals to deal with
the Interface between the two tower blocks. Solar access, cross-ventilation, privacy etc would be
of excellent standard.

* Detailed design of corner balconies is needed to deal Wﬂlh issues of wind, privacy etc, and in those
facing King Street traffic noise and pnvacv B

«  Astudy of potentlal shadow lmpacts on the canal an

s Detailed desngn width etc of awning yet to be resolvec
pedestrians on this exposed southern side. ,

e The canal-side zone offers significant opportunltles for actwe engagement’ -canoeing, childrens’
play etc. integrated with attractive landscape.

'.'dfomain is important
‘\ut‘shoul_d give good protection for

7.5afety
Potentially satisfactory, subject to addressing security of the canal-side area after dark.

8.Housing Diversity and Social Interaction
The October report made several recommendations:-
+ Diversity of apartment types: this has been commendably increased




I
L‘ .
i

p of the two tower blocks continue to be recommended

¢ ommimal‘ Areas — Roof-top areas on to
s the toddlers’ play amenities mentioned above under

g with the area on podium, as wella

2

pment of architectural character has developed well in relation to puilding forms, and detailed
of materials/colours/finishes will be part of the DA submission. The suggested use of precast panels
htegrated colour/texture for external walls is strongly supported, -rather than ‘applied’ finishes.
= of finishes to ensure that the tower forms in particular are discrete is strongly advocated.

»

ments Required to Achieve Design Quality

mendments’ are required, -at this stage it is a question of detailed design development.

4

jary Recommendations

. The design continues to be fully
thie fower corner require particular attention, wi
sensitive design.

supported in principle. The two critical issues relating to the canal
th the other comments above being readily resolvable

As stated at the conclusion of the October report the application should next be submitted at DA
‘stage, although should there be any need for further Pre-DA consultation or clarification this could no

o doubt be arranged.

Olivia Hyde
Director of Design Excellence
NSW Government Architect’s Office

Date: 2™ December; 2015




