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REPORT

At the Sydney Central City Planning Panel meeting on 19 July 2018 the panel resolved to
defer the subject application. The reasons for deferral are outlined below:

1. The proposal provides an appropriate density of residential development and range of
apartment types in a location that is close to Norwest Metro station. As such the proposal
has dual planning benefits, being provision of additional conveniently located housing and
the ability to supply transit oriented development.

2. The proposal is consistent with the previously approved masterplan for this site.

3. The variations to development standards in building height, Floor Space Ratio and
apartment mix are well founded and consistent with the earlier approved variations given




for the masterplan DA. As such, the detailed reasons given for approval of those variations
remain equally applicable to this application.

4. The assessment report provides careful consideration of the issues raised by objectors. It
finds that the issues are addressed by conditions, or not of sufficient consequence to
warrant modification or refusal or not relevant. The Panel agrees with these conclusions.

5. Overall, the Panel finds that the proposal will provide positive planning outcomes and that
its approval is in the public interest.

However, the Panel believes there is capacity to further reduce private vehicular use and that
this would be an appropriate outcome given proximity to Norwest Metro station which is likely
to be operational prior to occupation of these buildings. The Panel is minded to approve the
application with parking in accordance with the Roads and Maritime Services guideline but will
defer the application to allow the applicant to make a submission nominating and justifying
any other parking rate that it considers to be appropriate.

Upon receipt of that submission, the Panel requests further Council assessment be prepared
so that the Panel can make a final determination, which could be by electronic meeting.

The decision to defer the matter was unanimous.
Applicant’s Response

The applicant has provided the following additional information on 12 September 2018 and 03
October 2018 in response to the panel resolution (refer Attachment 1).

o Covering Letter;
e Amended Clause 4.6 Variation Request; and
e Legal Advice — Mills Oakley.

The proposal originally reported to the panel and the masterplan approved by the panel on 11
April 2018 sought variations to the parking standards prescribed in Clause 7.11 of The Hills
LEP 2012 from:

e 2 car parking spaces for each 2 or more bedroom dwelling, to 1.5 spaces for each 2
bedroom dwelling; and
e 2 visitor car parking spaces for every 5 dwellings, to 1 visitor space per 5 dwellings

The applicant seeks a further variation to parking rates being;

e 1.35 spaces for 2 bedroom dwelling; and
e 1 visitor space for every 10 apartments

An additional 2 share vehicles are also proposed and will be available for use from occupation
of the Stage 1.

The Applicant proposes that the following condition of consent be imposed to enable the required
changes to the basement design:

“Car parking shall be provided at the rate of 1 space per 1 bedroom apartment, 1.35 spaces per 2
bedroom apartments, 2 spaces for 3 bedroom or more apartments and 1 space per 10 apartments
for visitors in accordance with revised basement plans to Council’'s satisfaction of technical
requirements.”



Amended plans have not been submitted detailing changes to the basements or parking
layouts.

Response to Joint Regional Planning Panel Resolution

This further report is supplementary to the previous report considered by the JRPP on 19 July
2018 (refer Attachment 2).

Clause 7.11 of THLEP 2012 includes requirements specific to the subject site. The clause
enables the consent authority to grant consent to the erection of residential flat buildings with
a maximum of 1,300 dwellings. The clause requires that where more than 600 dwellings are
proposed, the development must provide a specific mix, unit sizes and parking. The site forms
part of a master planned outcome considered under the masterplan application (736/2017/JP)
that will comprise 1,300 dwellings once fully developed. The clause in its entirety states:

“(1) The objectives of this clause are as follows:

(a) to ensure the provision of a mix of dwelling types in residential flat buildings, providing
housing choice for different demographics, living needs and household budgets,

(b) to ensure that development for residential flat buildings does not place an
unreasonable burden on the provision of services, facilities and infrastructure in the
area to which this clause applies,

(c) to provide opportunities for suitable housing density that is compatible with existing
development and the future character of the surrounding area,

(d) to promote development that accommodates the needs of larger households, being a
likely future residential use.

(2) This clause applies to land identified as “Area B” on the Key Sites Map.

(3) The consent authority may consent to the erection of residential flat buildings on the land
containing a maximum of 1,300 dwellings.

(4) If development under this clause will result in no more than 600 dwellings in residential flat
buildings, development consent may be granted for the development only if the height of
each residential flat building does not exceed 16 metres.

(5) If development under this clause will result in more than 600 dwellings in residential flat
buildings, development consent may be granted for the development only if:

(@) no more than 25% of the total number of dwellings (to the nearest whole number of
dwellings) forming part of the development are studio or 1 bedroom dwellings, or both,
and

(b) at least 10% of the total number of dwellings (to the nearest whole number of
dwellings) forming part of the development are 3 or more bedroom dwellings, and

(c) the development comprises the following:

(i) Type 1 apartments—up to 30% of the total number of dwellings (to the nearest
whole number of dwellings), and

(i) Type 2 apartments—up to 30% of the total number of dwellings (to the nearest
whole number of dwellings), and

(iii) Type 3 apartments, and

(d) the following minimum number of car parking spaces are provided in the

development:

(i) for each 1 bedroom dwelling—1 car parking space, and

(i) for each 2 or more bedroom dwelling—2 car parking spaces, and

(i) for every 5 dwellings—2 car parking spaces, in addition to the car parking spaces
required for the individual dwelling.


http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/#/view/EPI/2012/509/maps

(6) In this clause:

Type 1 apartment means:

(a) a studio or 1 bedroom apartment with an internal floor area of at least 50m? but less
than 65m?, or

(b) a 2 bedroom apartment with an internal floor area of at least 70m? but less than 90m?,
or

(c) a 3 or more bedroom apartment with an internal floor area of at least 95m? but less
than 120m?>.

Type 2 apartment means:

(a) a studio or 1 bedroom apartment with an internal floor area of at least 65m? but less
than 75m?, or

(b) a 2 bedroom apartment with an internal floor area of at least 90m? but less than
110m?, or

(c) a 3 or more bedroom apartment with an internal floor area of at least 120m? but less
than 135m?>.

Type 3 apartment means:

(a) a studio or 1 bedroom apartment with a minimum internal floor area of 75m?, or

(b) a 2 bedroom apartment with a minimum internal floor area of 110m?, or

(c) a 3 or more bedroom apartment with a minimum internal floor area of 135m?.

internal floor area does not include the floor area of any balcony.”

The applicant proposes to further vary the parking requirements of the Clause by way of a
new Clause 4.6 Variation which is provided at Attachment 1.

Parking Type LEP Development | Original Report | Amended RMS
Standard and Masterplan | Proposal Requirements

Proposed Rate

1 Bedroom 1 car space 1 car space 1 car space 0.6

2 Bedroom 2 car spaces 1.5 car spaces 1.35 car | 0.9

spaces

3 & 4 Bedroom | 2 car space 2 car spaces 2 car spaces 1.40

Visitor 2 spaces per5units |1 space per 5|1 space per 10 | 1 space per 5
units units units

The amended proposal specifically identifies a further variation to parking rates to:

e 1.35 spaces for 2 bedroom dwellings; and
e 1 visitor space for every 10 apartments.

Based on the amended rates provided by the Applicant, a total of 470 car parking spaces will
be provided for the development, 69 spaces less than the original proposal. Based on strict
compliance with the car parking rates specified under Clause 7.11, the proposal would require
709 spaces. The RMS’ Guide to Traffic Generating Development would require 356 spaces.
The subiject site is within 650m walking distance to Norwest Station.

To support the reduction in parking the applicant has proposed the use of car share vehicles.
An additional two vehicles are proposed raising the total number of vehicles from four vehicles
to six vehicles, with four being available from the occupation of Stage 1.

The variation to the car parking development standard is no longer consistent with the
masterplan approval and the earlier built form approval for the Stage 1 application
779/2017/JP as outlined in the table above.




The further reduction in parking put forward in this amended application will be amplified
across the site in future stages. The loss of parking will place an unreasonable burden on the
provision of services, facilities and infrastructure in the area. Although the site will be serviced
by the future Norwest Metro station, the locality is not as well serviced as a traditional local
centre. Norwest primarily caters for commercial and residential uses only. The locality includes
limited retail and recreation uses and therefore future residents are likely to rely on motor
vehicle transport to meet their everyday needs.

It is considered that the approved Masterplan rate provided appropriate amenity for future
residents and sufficient parking given the site’s proximity to the future Norwest Station. Any
further reduction cannot be supported on the basis of more than 600 units being provided
across the entire development site. The proposed amendments are considered to be
inconsistent with the approved Masterplan. The reduction of 69 spaces from the approved
underlying masterplan results in development that is no longer consistent.

Specifically in relation to recent judgments of the Land and Environment Court, for the
reasons identified in this report it is considered that the further variation cannot be supported
as:

o The Applicant’s written request is not well founded nor does it adequately address Clause
4.6(3); and

e The proposed variation results in a development that is not consistent with the objectives
of Clause 7.11 and the R4 High Density zone objectives and is therefore not in the public
interest.

Issues Raised in Further Submission following Panel Meeting

A further submission was received from a resident who addressed the previous panel
meeting. The further submission from the resident primarily disputes comments made by the
applicant in responding to the panel that there are no construction vehicles accessing the site
from Horatio Avenue for existing construction activities. The issues of construction and traffic
management for this application are addressed below:

ISSUE/OBJECTION

COMMENT

OUTCOME

A Gateway marked Parkview
Gate No. 3 at the top of
Horatio Avenue which gives
access to the applicant’s site.
This gateway is regularly
used by trucks and
construction employee
vehicles.

As identified in the previous
report, It is recommended that
conditions be imposed requiring a
Construction Management Plan
and Traffic Management Plan be
prepared and submitted to and
approved by Council’'s Manager
Development Assessment prior
to the issue of a Construction
Certificate. As indicated above
there is no requirement that
Spurway drive be completed and
used for construction access for
this development. Appropriate
access paths will be considered
prior to construction
commencing.

Issue addressed. Refer
Condition No. 46 and
53 of previous report.

Another entrance in the
middle of Horatio Avenue is

As above.

As above.




ISSUE/OBJECTION

COMMENT

OUTCOME

used by large construction
vehicles. A further statement
was made that this was used
by Sydney Water for work on
the Strangers Creek Project. |
have contacted Sydney Water
and they state that it has only
been used by small vehicles
and the present usage by
large construction vehicles is
made by the applicant.

On another relevant matter at
the Panel Hearing the
applicant agreed to carry out
work on reducing the impact
on residents regarding the
blocking of pedestrian access
along Fairway Drive. A minor

Council’'s Construction Engineers
will  review complaints and
measures put in place such as
temporary pedestrian access
across public land. The
pedestrian access provided was
considered acceptable and has

Issue addressed.

change was made however it | now been removed.
is not satisfactory as it
provides inadequate
pedestrian access and the
decision to block the footpath

completely was premature.

CONCLUSION

As addressed in this report, the amended application, specifically the loss of further parking
will place an unreasonable burden on the provision of services, facilities and infrastructure in
the area and a reduction in car parking will not accommodate the needs of larger households
which is a key requirement of the specific LEP clause that applies to this site.

Although the applicant’s written request has sought to adequately address the matters
required to be addressed by Clause 4.6(3), it is considered that the panel cannot be satisfied
that Clause 4.6(4) is addressed as the proposed development is not considered to be in the
public interest because it is not consistent with objectives of the Development Standards in
Clause 7.11 and the R4 High Density Residential zone. In any event no amended plans have
been provided.

It is recommended that the amended application not be supported and that the proposal
originally reported to the Panel on 19 July 2018 be approved subject to conditions outlined in
that report.

RECOMMENDATION

The Development Application be approved on the basis of the proposal originally reported to
the Panel on 19 July 2018.

ATTACHMENTS

1. Additional Information provided by Applicant
2. Previous Report to Regional Planning Panel 19 July 2018



ATTACHMENT 1 - ADDITIONAL INFORMATION PROVIDED BY APPLICANT

P

SEKISUI HOUSE

12 September 2018

The General Manager

The Hills Shire Council

3 Columbia Court, Norwest
NSW 2153

Aftention Robert Buckham
Deferred Panel Determination 2017SWC088 — 46/2018/JP
Dear Robert,

Further to the Sydney Central City Planning Panel Meeting for DA 46/2018/JP held on 19 July 2018, we are
writing to provide you with details regarding our updated submission for parking as requested by the Panel and
noted on the Record of Deferral.

We have carefully assessed the parking rates utilising both internal data from our first release and technical
review by external consultants and believe that a rate of 1.35 spaces for 2 beds and 1 visitor space for every
10 apartments provides the appropriate level of parking for this stage of the development.

In determining these rates, Sekisui House has sought to achieve a balance between local car ownership and

demand for parking, and the evolving context of Norwest following delivery of the Sydney Metro Northwest in
2019.

Our review has taken into consideration the following key points:

+ The proposed rate of parking remains consistent with the approved master plan, provides an adequate
level of parking for the development and addresses key objectives of diversity and affordability

+* Occupation of this building stage is anticipated for no earlier than 2021; at least 1.5 - 2 years after the
anticipated delivery of the Metro station

* The proposed rate of 1.35 for 2 beds is still well above Roads and Maritime Service guidelines and,
based on the proposed mix and typology of 2 beds will continue to provide 2 parking spaces for 100%
of Type 3 (Large) - 2 bed apartments. It will also provide 2 spaces for 45% of Type 2 (Medium) — 2 bed
apartments. This is consistent with the community demand for parking that we have experienced with
the release of our first stage of the development and is also consistent with current car ownership rates
for apartments in The Hills Shire as measured by the ABS (2016).

* Car share vehicles will be provided from the outset of the development. Effective in September 2018,
Sekisui House has committed to further increasing the number of car share vehicles available onsite
with the introduction of 2 additional cars on the display center property located on 104 Fairway Drive,
Norwest. These vehicles will be available for use from occupation of the Phase 1 building until
construction commencement of the final stage of the development. Additional car share vehicles will be
introduced progressively with the delivery of each stage. Car share is an effective and affordable
solution to fill a mobility gap and provide convenient access to a second vehicle for residents with 1
car.

* The proposed visitor parking rate of 1 in 10 is consistent with the provision of visitor spaces in similar
residential developments and localities throughout Sydney and will provide an appropriate level of
parking for this development. Given the location of the project in the Norwest station precinct and
Norwest strategic centre and the high potential for underutilisation and misuse of spaces by residents
in a car park of this size, a rate of 1 in 5 can be considered high.

Visitor parking is short term parking. With the implementation of effective street parking controls,
visitors to the development can be accommodated without adverse impact to the surrounding
community. Management of destination parking (including resident visitor parking) is a real opportunity

Sekisui House Australia Pty Limited Ground Level, 68 Waterloo Road P:+61 (0)2 8517 1400
ABN: 41135313236 Macquarie Park, NSW 2113 F: +61(0)2 8817 4801
sekisuihouse.com.au



]

SEKISUI HOUSE

to reduce traffic congestion in the local area by encouraging visitors to travel by a variety of modes
while also restricting improper use of basement parking by residents.

* The overall reduction in car parking spaces will result in an improved basement design for this
development. This will allow for enhanced circulation through the car park and a reduction in the
overall number of tandem parking spaces. Sekisui House is committed to using the reduced numbers
of car spaces to achieve a better design outcome through the re-planning of the basement car park
levels.

Accordingly, the above-noted rates form the basis of our submission back to the Sydney Central City
Planning Panel. The submission documents have been attached for Council’s assessment and action.

Sincerely

ete Valleau
Development Manager

Sekisui House Australia Pty Limited Ground Level, 68 Waterloo Road P:+61 (D)2 8817 1400
ABN: 41135313236 Macquarie Park, NSW 2113 F:+61(0)2 8817 4801
sekisuihouse.com.au
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ABN 04 114 148 B50
Suite 302 4-14 Buckingham Street Surry Hills NSW 2010
- 02 9698 9590 | m: 0407 404 898 | greg@dowlingurban.com.au

11 September 2018

The General Manager

The Hills Shire Council

3 Columbia Court, Norwest
NSW 2153

Attention: Mr Robert Buckham

Deferred Panel Determination 20175WC088 - 46/2018/JP
Stage 2 of The Orchards, Spurway Drive, Norwest

Dear Raobert,

Please accept this letter and attachments as the submission requested by the Sydney
Central City Planning Panel, to nominate and justify a parking rate for the proposed
development to further reduce private vehicular use as an appropriate outcome given the
site’s proximity to Norwest Metro station.

The Panel also requested upon receipt of this submission, that a further Council
assessment be prepared so that it may make a final determination of the development
application.

As you are aware, it is currently proposed to vary the parking standards prescribed in
cl.7.11(d) of The Hills LEP 2012:

s from 2 car parking spaces for each 2 or more bedroom dwelling to 1.5 spaces for
each 2 bedroom dwellings (ii); and

s from 2 visitor car parking spaces for every 5 dwellings to 1 visitor space (jii).

Following traffic and transport reviews by technical consultants, and as advised by the
applicant, Sekisui House, it is proposed to seek a further variation from the Panel of a
parking rate of 1.35 spaces for 2 bedroom apartments and 1 visitor space for every 10
apartments for this stage of the development.

Sekisui House is satisfied that the variation to the parking standards will achieve a balance
between local car ownership and demand for parking, and the evolving transport context
of Norwest with the commencement of services at the Sydney Metro Northwest in 2019.

On legal advice from Mr Anthony Whealy of Mills Oakley, the submission is in the form of a
revised written request to vary the parking standard within cl.7.11, in order to provide the



Panel the authority required under Clause 4.6(3) of the LEP to approve the submitted
rates. The technical reviews are attached to the Clause 4.6 request.

Mr Whealy also offered the opinion that with the consequential reduction in parking by
some 60 spaces proposed, the development application would remain “not inconsistent
with” the concept development consent as a whole but that this is ultimately a matter for
the Panel to decide.

Should the proposed parking variation be approved by the Panel, it is proposed that the
following condition of consent be imposed to enable the required changes to basement
design be effected in consultation with Council.

“Car parking shall be provided at the rate of 1 space per 1 bedroom apartment, 1.35
spaces per 2 bedroom apartments, 2 spaces for 3 bedroom or more apartments
and 1 space per 10 apartments for visitors in accordance with revised basement
plans to Council's satisfaction of technical requirements.”

| trust that this response has satisfactorily addressed the Panel’s request and that Council
accepts the ongoing commitment by Sekisui House to collaboratively approach the design
and implementation of The Orchards masterplan, and resolving matters as they may arise.

Should you have any queries regarding this response or require additional information
please do not hesitate to contact me on (02) 9516 4377, 0407 404 898 or

greg@dowlingurban.com.au.

Yours sincerely

L ]

S amag

Greg Dowling
BAS (Env Pl) M Urb Des (Syd) MPIA

dowling urban page 2



Stage 2 The Orchards - Residential
47 Spurway Drive, Baulkham Hills
Clause 4.6 Request Parking Addendum

Prepared on behalf of Sekisui House

September 2018

"\¢' A NS s i
Suite 302 4-14 Buckingham Street Surry Hills NSW 2010
t: 02 9516 4377 | m: 0407 404 898 | greg@dowiingurban.com.au
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1 Introduction

1.1 EXPLANATION

This report has been prepared to supplement the Statement of Environmental Effects
(SEE) for the proposed residential development in Stage 2 of The Orchards at 47
Spurway Drive, Baulkham Hills and the request for variations to development standards
under Clause 4.6 of The Hills Local Environmental Plan 2012 (THLEP 2012).

In its determination of the development application, the Sydney Central City Planning
Panel suggested that there is capacity to further reduce private vehicular use and
requested the applicant to make a submission nominating and justifying any other
parking rate that it considers to be appropriate.

Accordingly, this request under clause 4.6 seeks a revised variation to the parking
standards within clause 7.11 THLEP 2012 to that previously sought with the submitted
development application as detailed in Section 1.2.

The report is accompanied by a Parking Assessment by GTA Consultants and Transport
Advice by Cattell Cooper that specifically address the Panel’s request. They are
accompanied by previous advice on parking and car share by Phillip Boyle and
Associates (2016) which informed the original masterplan application.

Details of the development proposal are contained within the SEE and its attachments.

1.2 BACKGROUND

1.21 Masterplan Consent

A staged concept development consent was granted to a Masterplan for The Orchards
site on 11 April 2018 (736/2017/JP) which included the variations to parking rates
prescribed in clause 7.11 of the THLEP 2012).

Clause 7.11 (5) (d) prescribes minimum parking rates of (i) 1 car parking space for each 1
bedroom dwelling, (i) 2 car parking spaces for each 2 or more bedroom dwelling and (jii)
2 visitor car parking spaces for every 5 dwellings.

A clause 4.6 variation was approved to reduce these rates to 1.5 car parking spaces for
each 2 or more bedroom dwelling and 1 visitor car parking spaces for every 5 dwellings
on travel demand management grounds.

The consent authority, the Sydney Central City Planning Panel concluded in its
determination on 11 April 2018 as follows.

The Panel has considered the applicant's request to vary the development
standards contained in The Hills Local Environment Plan 2012 Clause 4.3 relating to
height of buildings, Clause 4.4 Floor Space Ratio and Clause 7.11 Residential
Development Yield on Certain Land. The Panel considers compliance with the
standards would be unreasonable and unnecessary in the circumstances of this
case as the variations provide a better design outcome through provision of
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additional and improved open space, greater retention of significant trees and
provides better building relationships to adjoining properties, and will not result in
development inconsistent with this locality. The development as designed remains
consistent with the underlying intent of the standard and the objectives of the zone.

The Panel is therefore satisfied that the Applicant’s clause 4.6 variation requests
have adequately addressed the matters required to be demonstrated in clause 4.6
of the The Hills LEP 2012 and that the proposed development will be in the public
interest because it is consistent with the objectives of the relevant controls and the
objectives for development within the R4 zone in which the development is
proposed to be carried out.

For the above reasons, the Panel is satisfied that the variations from the LEP
development standards are in the public interest.

1.2.2 Subject Stage 2 Development Application

The development application for Stage 2 adopted the reduced parking rates approved
under the staged concept development consent and was accompanied by a clause 4.6
request to vary the parking rates well as other prescribed standards.

The consent authority, The Sydney Central City Planning Panel deferred its
determination of the application on 19 July 2018 as follows.

1. The proposal provides an appropriate density of residential development and
range of apartment types in a location that is close to Norwest Metro station.
As such the proposal has dual planning benefits, being provision of additional
conveniently located housing and the ability to supply transit oriented
development.

2. The proposal is consistent with the previously approved masterplan for this site.

3. The variations to development standards in building height, Floor Space Ratio
and apartment mix are well founded and consistent with the earlier approved
variations given for the masterplan DA. As such, the detailed reasons given for
approval of those variations remain equally applicable to this application.

4. The assessment report provides careful consideration of the issues raised by
objectors. It finds that the issues are addressed by conditions, or not of
sufficient consequence to warrant modification or refusal or not relevant. The
Panel agrees with these conclusions.

5. Qverall, the Panel finds that the proposal will provide positive planning
outcomes and that its approval is in the public interest.

However, the Panel believes there is capacity to further reduce private vehicular use
and that this would be an appropriate outcome given proximity to Norwest Metro
station which is likely to be operational prior to occupation of these buildings. The
Panel is minded to approve the application with parking in accordance with the
Roads and Maritime Services guideline but will defer the application to allow the
applicant to make a submission nominating and justifying any other parking rate that
it considers to be appropriate.

dowling urban page 2



Upon receipt of that submission, the Panel requests further Council assessment be
prepared so that the Panel can make a final determination, which could be by
electronic meeting.

To permit the Panel to consider this matter further, the applicant sought traffic and
transport assessments that formed the basis of this revised clause 4.6 request for further
reduced parking rates in the determination of the development application.

1.3 CASE LAW

This request has been prepared under Clause 4.6 of THLEP 2016 to justify the
departures from parking development standards within clause 7.11.

The request demonstrates meeting the objectives of clause 4.6(1),
{a) fo provide an appropriate degree of flexibility in applying certain development
standards to particular development,
(b) to achieve better outcomes for and from development by allowing flexibility in
particular circumstances,
and establishes for the purpose of clause 4.6(3):
(a) that compliance with the development standards is unreasonable or unnecessary
in the circumstances of the case, and
(b) that there are sufficient environmental planning grounds to justify contravening
the development standards.

Case law (Winten V North Sydney Council, Wehbe V Pittwater, Four2five V Ashfield
Council ) provides guidance when considering an exception to development standards
as follows:

» |s the planning control in question a development standard?

» What is the underlying object or purpose of the standard?

—  Woulid the proposal, despite numerical non-compliance be consistent with
the relevant environmental or planning objectives.

— Is the underlying objective or purpose of the standard not relevant to the
development thereby making compliance with any such development
standard unnecessary;

- Would the underlying objective or purpose be defeated or thwarted were
compliance required, making compliance with any such development
standard unreasonable;

— Has Council by its own actions, abandoned or destroyed the development
standard.

* |s compliance with the development standard consistent with the aims of Clause
4.67

+ |s compliance with the development standard unreasonable or unnecessary in
the circumstances of the case?

s Are there sufficient environmental planning grounds (specific to the site and
particular to the circumstances of the proposed development) to justify

dowling urban page 3



contravening the development standard and therefore is the objection well
founded?

Recent case law (Micaul Holdings v Randwick City Council, Moskovich v Waverley
Council) has also established that:
» the written request has to adequately address everything necessary in clause
4.6(3), rather than the consent authority being “satisfied directly”;

* the consent authority must be personally satisfied that development will be
“consistent with” the objectives of the zone and the development standard;

* being “consistent with” these objectives is not a requirement to “achieve” them
but that development be “compatible” with them or “capable of existing
together in harmony™;

+ establishing that “compliance with the standard is unreasonable or
unnecessary” does not always require that the objectives of the standard are
achieved but also that it may not be achieved or would be thwarted by a
complying development;

+ when a clause 4.6 variation request is being pursued, it is best to demonstrate
how the proposal achieves a better outcome than a complying scheme.

2 Parking Discussion

21 APPLYING THE RMS GUIDE

Central to the Panel's consideration is the desire to reduce private vehicle use through
the application of the RMS Guide to Traffic Generating Developments minimum parking
rates in lieu of the LEP minimum parking standards which are significantly higher.

This approach is consistent with the Apartment Design Guidelines (ADG) which allows
the lowest minimum standards to be used near rail stations “to promote a reduction in
car dependency and encourage walking, cycling and use of public transport”. Further,
the ADG states: “Parking requirements should be determined in relation to the
availability, frequency and convenience of public transport ... to promote a reduction in
car dependency and encourage walking, cycling and use of public tfransport.”

The parking rates recommended by the RMS Guide are based on surveys of parking
demand of various land uses and are expressed as minimums. The low rates for
apartments in metropolitan centres reflect surveys of inner Sydney but as a minimum
standard, they allow for higher rates of provision as appropriate to different locations
and needs.

The RMS Guide was not formulated to manage travel demand, reduce car use or
influence choice of transport mode through the manipulation of parking rates. As noted
in Section 1.3.4 of the Guide, A Metropolitan Parking Policy was issued in 1988 “to
ensure that transport initiatives are complemented by appropriate parking plans”
whereby “the existence of adequate public transport facilities, and / or limited access
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roads to a town centre, may lead to a council restricting parking supply below the level
suggested in this Guide”.

A number of Councils have set lower destination parking rates in town centres, and near
rail stations specifically, with the aim of reducing car dependency and encourage more
sustainable choices of transport to those centres.

Importantly, the RMS Guide minimum parking rates for apartment buildings provides for
two distinctly different parking demands, those of residents and those of visitors. These
have significantly different characteristics particularly in managing travel demand by car
in rail station catchment areas.

The BRMS Guide at 5.4.3 High density residential flat buildings (page 5-5) recommends
the minimum number of off-street visitor parking spaces is one space for every 5to 7
dwellings but that “Councils may wish to reduce this requirement for buildings located in
close proximity to public transport”

Parking for residents reflects car ownership and consequently, it is ‘origin parking’
representing a potential car trip from an area with a high level of public transport
accessibility to destinations with a variety of levels of public transport accessibility.
These car trips are mostly non-commuting, perform a range of social and economic
needs, and there may not always be practical altemate transport available.

Parking for visitors is ‘destination parking’ and has the sole purpose of providing for car
trips from a range of origins to an area of high transport accessibility. They are more
limited in purpose and necessity, and in this instance, are located in an area of
improving public transport accessibility. If the origin of these trips is from an area of poor
public transport accessibility, then there are means by which modes may be split.

Accordingly, the application of the RMS minimum parking standards for the purpose of
managing transport demand more sustainably should distinguish between resident
(origin) and visitor (destination) parking. There are many examples throughout Sydney
where Councils have lowered resident car parking rates (but seldom to the RMS
minimums outside of the inner city) but have reduced visitor parking rates below the
RMS minimums for visitors as suggested by the Guide.

2.2 PARKING ADVICE

The rates of parking adopted for the concept development consent resulted from a
clause 4.6 variation request that was informed by a study “Parking and Car Share:
Analysis and Recommendations” prepared by Phillip Boyle and Associates. (Refer
Appendix 3.)

The study made a number of recommendations to reduce car dependency including
reducing the prescribed parking rates from 2 parking spaces for 2 bedroom apartments
to an average of 1.5, and a halving of the visitor parking rate from a very high 2 spaces
per 5 apartments to 1 space.
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Subsequent to the Panel’s determination, GTA consultants undertook an assessment of
the parking rates taking into account car ownership, vehicle based mode share and
travel mode behaviour influences. (Refer Appendix 1 — Parking Report)

The assessment acknowledges existing high car ownership, requirements for car
ownership because of ongoing limitations in accessibility, the need for transition over
time, and potential underutilization of visitor parking and misuse by residents. The
Report recommended:

* a further moderation of parking for two bedroom apartments to an average of
1.35 spaces; and

* reducing visitor parking to 1 space per 10 apartments in line with current
provision in localities with similar public transport accessibility that will emerge at
Norwest.

The applicant also intends to provide two additional car-share spaces as well and is
considering adopting the lower rate of 1.25 spaces for 2 bedroom apartments in
subsequent stages when Metro operations begin influencing apartment purchaser
choice.

In addition to the parking assessment, transport advice was provided by Cattell Cooper
which provides greater understanding to the treatment of resident and visitor parking to
discourage car use in favour of alternative modes of travel, and supports the GTA
recommendations. (Refer Appendix 2 Transport Advice)

In particular, the transport advice provides additional analysis of the nature of visitor
parking as meeting destination demand which has a more direct and significant
influence on non-car modal choice and travel behaviour in general. It also highlights the
need and inevitability for the active management of on-street parking by Council.

It is noted that literature highlights the importance of applying a range of tools to
influence transport choice including the better integration with land uses and the better
provision for pedestrian movements over cars with a more supportive public domain for
non-car modes of travel. The effect of managing parking supply will be limited without
corresponding improvements and these will take time to implement.

3 Clause 4.6 Assessment

The Stage 2 development proposal seeks to vary, amongst other things, the prescribed
parking development standards within THLEP 2012 relating to Clause 7.11 - Residential
development yield on certain land (d) (i) to (jii).

This Addendum to that variation results from the a request from the Sydney Central City
Planning Panel as consent authority to further consider reduced parking rates given the

site’s proximity to Norwest Metro station which is likely to be operational prior to
occupation of the buildings.
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3.1 1S THE PLANNING CONTROL A DEVELOPMENT STANDARD?

The parking controls in Clause 7.11 are development standards under the definition
within the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 that defines development
standards specifically as follows (EP&A Act, Part 1 Section 4. Definitions)

development standards means provisions of an environmental planning instrument
or the regulations in relation to the carrying out of development, being provisions by
or under which requirements are specified or standards are fixed in respect of any
aspect of that development, including, ....

(@) the provision of facilities for the standing, movement, parking, servicing,
manoeuvring, loadling or unfoading of vehicles,.....

3.2 THE NATURE OF THE CONTRAVENTION OF THE STANDARDS

The proposed car parking provision is set out in the Parking Report and, as requested
by the Panel, a revised variation to the LEP parking standards is sought which reflects
the site’s access to future high levels of transport choice and mass transit services to be
offered at the Norwest Metro station.

Clause 7.12 (5) (d) of THLEP 2012 prescribes minimum parking rates of (i) 1 car parking
space for each 1 bedroom dwelling, (i) 2 car parking spaces for each 2 or more
bedroom dwelling and (jii) 2 visitor car parking spaces for every 5 dwellings.

The original requested variation of reducing the parking requirements under cl 7.11(d):

* (i) from 2 car parking spaces for each 2 or more bedroom dwelling to 1.5 spaces
for 2 bedroom dwellings; and

s (i) from 2 visitor car parking spaces for every 5 dwellings to 1 visitor space.

The Parking Report has recommended the following rates which is endorsed by the
Transport Advice for the reasons set out in those documents and discussed below:

+ for each 1 bedroom dwelling—1 car parking space, and
+ for each 2 bedroom dwelling—1.35 car parking space, and
» for each 3 or more bedroom dwelling—2 car parking spaces, and

» for every 10 dwellings —1 car parking spaces, in addition to the car parking
spaces required for the individual dwelling.

Accordingly, this Addendum seeks to alter the requested variation to cl 7.11(d):

* (i) from 2 car parking spaces for each 2 or more bedroom dwelling to 1.35
spaces for 2 bedroom dwellings; and

* (i) from 2 visitor car parking spaces for every 5 dwellings to 1 visitor space for
every 10 dwellings.
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3.3 PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVE OF THE ZONE AND STANDARD

3.3.1 Zone R4 High Density Residential

The objectives of the R4 High Density Residential Zone under clause 2.3 are:

» To provide for the housing needs of the community within a high density
residential environment.

* To provide a variety of housing types within a high density residential
environment.

s To enable other land uses that provide facilities or services to meet the day to
day needs of residents.

* To encourage high density residential development in locations that are close to
population centres and public transport routes.

The variance to parking standards is compatible with the objectives in that development
more appropriately provides for the housing needs of future residents given the
proximity of the site to the Norwest Metro rail station and supporting infrastructure and
services.

3.3.2 Residential development yield

The objectives of the residential development yield development standards under clause
7.11, which include the parking rates, are:

{a) to ensure the provision of a mix of dwelling types in residential flat buildings,
providing housing choice for different demographics, living needs and
household budgets,

(b) to ensure that development for residential flat buildings does not place an
unreasonable burden on the provision of services, facilities and infrastructure in
the area to which this clause applies,

(c) to provide opportunities for suitable housing density that is compatible with
existing development and the future character of the surrounding area,

(d) to promote development that accommodates the needs of larger households,
being a likely future residential use.

Objectives (a), (b) and (d) of these provisions are satisfied in that reduced parking,

* s tailored to ensure the living needs and household budgets are suitable to
demographic needs,

« will help alleviate the unreasonable burden on road infrastructure by
encouraging the use of other transport modes particularly for visitors otherwise
served by car trips, and

» that the parking provision will meet genuine resident demand with reduced car
reliance so that housing is suitable and compatible with the needs of larger

households.
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The variance to parking standards are compatible with the objectives in general in that
they provide adequate support for housing choice while realistically and appropriately
responding to the area’s improved public transport infrastructure. It will achieve this by
discouraging car ownership and limiting visitation by car in an area of increasing public
transport accessibility as set out in the Parking Report and Transport Advice.

3.4 CONSISTENCY WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF CL 4.67
The aims of Clause 4.6 are:
(@) to provide an appropriate degree of fiexibility in applying certain development
standards to particular development,

(b) to achieve better outcomes for and from development by allowing flexibility in
particular circumstances.

When the development is tested against the underlying objectives of the standard,
compliance would not be inconsistent with the aims of the clause because the proposed
variances to the parking provisions are measured and will still implement the nature and
purpose of the provisions while achieving a better planning and transport outcome.

Reduced parking provision as proposed will provide for a better planning and transport
outcome as follows.

+ |Improved travel demand management through reduced parking provision to
encourage less car use and better utilisation of the community investment in
metro rail infrastructure and associated transport improvements.

+ Parking provision that adequately meets the basic social needs of residents in a
transforming locality but which will allow conversion for storage and other uses as
car use declines over time and overall accessibility by local and district public
transport improves.

* The better implementation metropolitan planning strategies aimed at improving
transport management and sustainability through ensuring parking is not
oversupplied and consequently encouraging car use.

+* Consequent enhancement of the local and district public domains and transport
networks through the reduction of contribution to road congestion and better
environments for pedestrians and associated activities including public transport
use.

The proposed development is therefore a case where flexibility in the application of the
development standards is justified in order to respond appropriately to major community
investment in mass transport represented by the Norwest Metro; implement the
objectives and intent of THLEP 2012; and remain consistent with the masterplan
adopted for the larger development parcel in the concept development consent.
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3.5 1S COMPLIANCE UNREASONABLE OR UNNECESSARY IN THE
CIRCUMSTANCES? - CL 4.6(3)(A)

Strict compliance with the relevant parking provisions of THLEP 2012 is considered
unreasonable and unnecessary in the circumstances of the case as it would impede the
considered implementation of THLEP 2012, an appropriate response to context, and
adopted government strategies to reduce car reliance.

3.5.1  Parking and Transport Assessments

In terms of properly addressing car ownership requirements, the Parking Report has
provided an assessment of car ownership and vehicle based mode share pattemns as
well as an overview of contributory factors that influence more sustainable modes of
travel.

It concludes that the proposed adjusted parking rates for residents are suited to likely
demand which include personal social and economic needs as well as commuting
purposes. The Transport Advice suggest that “prevailing car ownership rates provide a
good basis for determining residential parking requirements. (Brodie and Longwaorth,
2010). This ensures residents’ vehicles are accommodated on site but avoids over-
provision. It also allows for a reduction in vehicle ownership in the longer ferm and a
repurposing of car parking (for example, into storage areas, electric vehicle charging or
car share spaces)”.

The Parking Report draws attention to the role of visitor parking in managing transport
demand which is elaborated on extensively in the Transport Advice. The Report
compares Norwest to locations with a similar level and nature of accessibility by public
transport and notes that these have in place visitor parking rates lower then RMS
minimums and comparable to 1 per 10 apartments as proposed.

The Transport Advice concludes, “expected vehicle ownership provides a reasonable
basis from which to determine residents’ parking requirements, meeting residents’ needs
and minimising the risk of increased car ownership™. “Conversely, restricting visitor
parking offers an opportunity to encourage the use of non-car transport options,
recognising the change in transport provision.”

3.5.2 Metropolitan Planning Strategy.

Strict compliance with the LEP parking standards would also impede the implementation
of metropolitan planning strategies which aim to better manage travel demand and car
use through optimising car parking.

The Greater Sydney Services and Infrastructure Plan prepared by Transport for NSW
outlines an initiative to prepare a Greater Sydney Parking Guideline in collaboration with
local government to ensure parking availability takes into account the level of access
provided by public transport.

It considers the benefit to support the use of private vehicles to access public transport
as an option of a first and last mile solution, support the implementation of the
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Movement and Place Framework, and provide leadership and guidance to local
government on issues of parking.

The Greater Sydney Regions Plan adopted by the Greater Sydney Commission provides
strategies for optimising car parking as follows:

+ Liveability Strategy 12.2 “In Collaboration Areas, Planned Precincts and planning

for centres” .... “ensure parking availability takes into account the level of access
by public transport” and “incorporate facilities to encourage the use of car
sharing”

» Sustainability Strategy 33.1 “Support initiatives that contribute to the aspirational
objective of achieving net-zero emissions by 2050" which includes the pathway
of “Increased public transport, lower parking rates, car sharing, electric and
shared autonomous vehicles, car pooling and vehicle efficiency™

The Greater Sydney 2056 Central City District Plan sets out planning priorities and
actions for the Central City District, which includes The Hills Shire, reflects the Greater
Sydney strategies through Action 21 (b) “ensure parking availability takes into account
the level of access by public transport in Collaboration Areas, Planned Precincts and
planning for centres™ as well as reflecting the Sustainability Strategy 33.1 achieving
lower carbon emissions.

3.6 ARE THERE SUFFICIENT GROUNDS TO JUSTIFY CONTRAVENTION? CL
4.6(3)(B)

There are sufficient environmental planning grounds to justify contravening the parking
development standard within THLEP 2012 as discussed above, and these provide for a
more considered and appropriate response to context, the planning framework and
adopted government strategies to reduce car reliance.

In summary, varying the parking standards as proposed is justified as:

+ |t will provide a better planning and transport outcomes as described in section
3.4 ,and

» Accords with the assessments in the Parking Report and Transport Advice
having regard to car ownership and vehicle based mode share patterns as well
as an overview of factors which contribute to the influence of more sustainable
modes of travel and the different characteristics and roles of resident and visitor
parking as set out in Section 3.5, Appendix 1 and 2.

3.7 1S THE REQUEST WELL FOUNDED AND IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST? CL
4.6(4)(A) AND (B)

This request under clause 4.6 of THLEP 2012 is considered to be well founded and in
the public interest for the following reasons.

* The proposed development remains consistent with the objectives, nature and
intent of THLEP 2012 and the staged concept development consent in which the
subject land is included.
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» The development as proposed is based on a well-reasoned transport strategy to
achieve better planning outcomes appropriate in this location and provides for an
appropriate response to the site and its context.

» Strict compliance with the parking controls in the circumstance would result in a
diminished urban outcome from excessive car use and road congestion as a
result of the oversupply of parking provision and consequent encouragement of
car use.

* The variation to parking provisions better reflects metropolitan planning strategies
for accessibility to mass public transport and is more consistent with the ADG
while still responding to local conditions, social needs and requirements of a
transforming urban centre.

» The proposed development is wholly consistent with the underlying objectives of
the development standards.

» The proposed variations do not add significantly to the overall impact to adjoining
land uses and activities.

4 Conclusion

41 SUMMARY OF BETTER PLANNING OUTCOMES

The proposed exceptions to the parking development standard contained in The Hills
Local Environment Plan 2012 Clause 7.11 Residential Development Yield on Certain
Land will result in a better planning and transport outcome as follows.

+ |Improved travel demand management through reduced parking provision to
encourage less car use and better utilisation of the community investment in
metro rail infrastructure and associated transport improvements.

* Parking provision that adequately meets the basic social needs of residents in a
transforming locality but which will allow conversion for storage and other uses as
car use declines over time and overall accessibility by local and district public
transport improves.

* The better implementation metropolitan planning strategies aimed at improving
transport management and sustainability through ensuring parking is not
oversupplied and consequently encouraging car use.

+* Consequent enhancement of the local and district public domains and transport
networks through the reduction of contribution to road congestion and better
environments for pedestrians and associated activities including public transport
use.

The exceptions will not result in development inconsistent with the locality or the
approved masterplan. The development as proposed remains consistent with the
underlying intent and objectives of the standard and zone.
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4.2 CONCLUSION

It is concluded that the proposed contraventions to the parking development standards
as described do not undermine or frustrate the underlying objectives to those standards.
They have been properly informed by the technical reports and advice attached to this
report.

The non-compliance should not give rise to any significant additional adverse
environmental impacts but provides for a better urban planning and transport outcome
notwithstanding the inevitable need for the management of on-street and other parking
within the Norwest station.

Compliance with the standards would likely result in a diminished planning and transport
outcome by encouraging excessive car use and consequential urban impacts.

It is therefore considered that strict compliance with the parking development standard
is unreasonable and unnecessary in the circumstances and that that there are sufficient
environmental planning grounds to justify contravening the development standards as
proposed.

It is considered that this written request has adequately addressed the matters required
to be demonstrated in establishing the above and that the proposed development will be
in the public interest.

It is also considered appropriate to provide the required flexibility in applying the
development standards to achieve better outcomes for and from development as
proposed for The Orchards site by allowing the flexibility in this particular circumstance.

Accordingly, the consent authority should find that it is able to support the requested
exception to development standards under clause 4.6 of The Hills LEP 2012.
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Appendix 1

Parking Report
GTA Consultants (2018)

Clause 4.8 Request Parking Addendum
Stags 2 The Orchards 47 Spurway Drive Baulkham Hills dowling urban
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GTAconsultants
Reference: #N129545

11 September 2018

Seikisui House Australia Pty Ltd
Ground Level, 68 Wateroo Road
MACQUARIE PARK MNSW 2113

Attention: Peter Valleau

Dear Peter
RE: THE ORCHARDS (PHASE 2) — PARKING ASSESSMENT

GTA Consultants (GTA) has previously prepared a fransport assessment (most recent revision dated
11 January 2018) to support the concept masterplan development application for a residential
development on land at 47 Spurway Drive and 30 Lucinda Avenue, Baulkham Hills.

The concept masterplan for The Orchards incorporates five distinet blocks within 11 separate
residential buildings comprising 1,300 apartments. Phase 2 of the concept masterplan (Block B)
incorporates 330 apartments.

The Sydney Central City Planning Panel (the Panel) has responded to the Phase 2 application
(46/2018/JF) in July 2018, requesting that parking be more in accordance with the Roads and
Maritime (RMS) Guide to Traffic Generating Developments [2002). In making this request, the Fanel
is seeking the development to better recognise the site's proximity to the future Norwest station as
part of Sydney Metro Morthwest.

Seikisui House engaged GTA to review the adopted parking rates with consideration to the Panel's
recommendation and the evelving context of the area.

| trust this information clearly sets cut our assessment of parking for Phase 2 of The Crchards. Should
you have any questions or require any further information, please do not hesitate to contact me in
our Sydney office on (02) 8448 1800.

Yours sincerely

GTA CONSULTANTS

Rhys Hazell
Azsociate Director

VIC | NSW | QLD
ACT | SA | WA

Level 15, 207 Kent Street
SYDMEY NSW 2000

1 +612 8448 1800

! 20175WC088 — The Hills Shire Council -44/2018/JP Record of Defemal - Sydney Central City Planning Panel, 19 July 2018.

nv.gta.com.qu
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Background

GTA prepared a transport assessment? in January 2018 to support the concept masterplan. In
recognising the high parking rates in The Hills Local Environmental Plan (LEP) 2012 Clause 7.11(5)(d).
and following extensive consultation, The Hills Shire Council {Council) agreed to accept reduced
parking rates for the concept masterplan as defined below:

o 1 bedrocom 1 space perdwelling

o 2bedroom  1.5spaces per dwelling
o 3 bedroom  2spaces perdwelling

o Visitors 1 space per 5 dwellings.

In short, this agreement reduced the parking rate for two-bedroom apartments from two spaces
per apartment under LEP 2012 to 1.5 spaces, in addition to reducing the parking rate for visitors
from 0.4 spaces per apartment under LEF 2012 to 0.2 spaces. Rates for one-bedroom and three-
bedroom apartments remained unchanged. A subsequent FPhase 2 development parking
assessment? was prepared adopting these reduced rates.

Table 1 provides a comparison of parking rates, including RMS guideline rates as recommended

by the Panel.
Table 1:  Parking rate comparison - Phase 2
LEP 2012 C°"T;:L?";:::;p fan RMS Guide 2002
Type/ No. of
Use |dwelings| Rate Requirement Rete Requirement Rate Requirement
(space/ (space/ (space/
dwelling) | (PF%5) | gueling) | (P9%5) | gueliing) | (5P9CS3)
1-bed 83 1 83 1 83 0.6 50
2-bed 215 2 430 15 323 05 194
3+bed 32 2 64 2 44 1.4 45
Sub-total 330 1.75 577 1.42 470 0.87 28%
Visitor 0.4 132 02 86 0.2 86
Total 70% 538 355

Table 1 illustrates that the concept masterplan includes an overall parking provision that represents
a logical transition between the historically high rates of LEF 2012, and the lower rates included in
RMS guidelines. Given the apartment mix and size of development, an average of 1.42 spaces per
apartment was considered appropriate and represents an equitable transition between the fwo.

Car Ownership

Referencing existing car ownership rates is relevant when assessing appropriate parking provisions
for the development. 2016 Census data by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) provides a base
understanding of typical car ownership within Baulkham Hills. A comparison of the average car
ownership across Baulkham Hills for ‘flat, unit or apartment’ within a three or more-storey block*
with a 'separate house' is detailed in Table 2.

2 Transport Impact Assessment, Concept Masterplan — 47 Spurway Drive, Baulkham Hills, GTA Consultants, 18 January 2018,

Phase 2 Porking Assessment — 47 Spurway Drive, Baulkham Hills, GTA Consultants, 21 Feloruary 2018,

- Mote that in order to ensure that individuak are not able fo ke identified using census data, the ABS deliberately introduces
random erors info some data sets. (see hittp: fwww.albs.gov.au/ausstats/alos & nsf/Lookup/2701 . 0Chapterd3202011)

w
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Table 2:  Bavlkham Hills average car ownership

Flat, unit or apartment
in a three or more-storey block Separate Houze
Description
Rate Sample Rate Sample
(cars per dwelling) | (no. of dwellings) (cars per dwelling) (no. of dwellings)

1 Bedroam 1.10 113 1.1 44

2 Bedroom 1.31 444 1.48 181

3 Bedroom 1.54 275 1.80 37
4+ Bedroom 200 3 223 5407

Table 2 indicates the following car ownership rates in Baulkham Hills:

o  l-bedrcom dwellings - 1.10to 1.11 cars
o 2-bedroom dwellings - 1.31 to 1.48 cars
o 3-bedroom or more dwellings — 1.56 to 2.23 cars.

With a predominance of two-bedroom apartments, the approved master plan averages 1.42
parking spaces per dwelling. This compares reasonably favourably with average car ownership for
two-bedroom apartments in Baulkham Hills being 1.31 cars per dwelling.

ABS data also indicates that Baulkham Hills car ownership rates are higher than the Greater Sydney
metropolitan area, asillustrated in Table 3.

Table 3: Car ownership comparison

Number of cars Baulkham Hills Greater Sydney
Mo cars 28% 107%
1car 30.0% 35.4%
2 cars 442% IR
3 or more cars 19.9% 149%
Not stated 3.0% 5.0%

The high proportion of separate dwellings in Baulkham Hills (75.6%) compared to medium (17.5%)
and high-density dwellings (6.8%) results in a tendency for households o own more than cne
vehicle. The 2016/2017 Household Travel Survey for Baulkham Hills (Statistical Area 3 level) suggests
an average of two vehicles per household for all dwelling types.

Vehicle Based Mode Share

While journey to work (JTW) data does not reflect car ownership itself, it is reliable when it comes to
understanding travel patterns across Sydney. 2016 JTW data indicates that Baulkham Hills has a
resident population of 36,576 people that live in 12,730 dwellings. This equates to an average of 2.9
people per household. Approximately 50% of these residents, or 17,885 people work.

A summary of the JTW data is shown in Figure 1 and indicates that approximately 65% of working
residents tfravel to work by private vehicle (including 61.8% driving). This reliance largely reflects the
traditional poor access to public ransport services in the area. Residents also tend to travel some
distance to work, with 43% of workers fraveling to Sydney, Paramatta, Blacktown, Ryde and
Homsby LGA's daily. Residents also require access to a car on weekends for a range of reascns,
including children’s sport, retail shopping and recreational purposes.
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Figure 1: Baulkham Hills residents 2014 JTW travel mode
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In terms of influencing travel mode behaviouwr, it is impertant fo reference research by Litman (Land
Use Impacts on Transportation, 20135). Litmans® research indicates that there are at least 11 factors
which individually and collectively contribute to any end outcome including density, land use mix,
cenfricity to employment and services, network connectivity and capacity, the availability and
accessibility o active fransport options, the establishment of local policies and programs
supporting more sustainable transport practises and the management of parking (supply and
pricing).

Litman goes on to note that the total impact of these factors tends to be “multiplicative not
additive, because each addifional factor applies fo a smaller base.” But he also notes that a
combination of factors “are often synergistic” where the “total impacts are greater than the sum
of their individual impacts". Litman (2015) subsequently cites the example that improved
walkability, improved transit service, and increased parking pricing might only reduce vehicle
travel by 5% if implemented alone, but if implemented together might reduce vehicle travel by 20-
30%, because they are complimentary.

Litmans' research indicated that those factors which contribute to the greatest reduction in car-
based travel include (in order):

o  Cenfricity to employment and services.
o Availability and accessibility to active transport options.
o Local policies and programs supporting more sustainable fransport practises.

Management of parking supply also sat amongst those factors which contributed less to reduced
private vehicle travel.
Parking Review

Based on the above, and acknowledging that Sydney Metro Northwest offers a good opportunity
to reduce the reliance on daily private vehicle fravel through provision of lower parking rates, it is
noted this alone should not be relied on to reduce car use per se.
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In this regard, a range of key aspects are relevant in establishing an appropriate quantum of
parking, as follows:

o The development is located on the periphery of the future Sydney Metro Northwest
station precinct and Norwest strategic centre.

o The mix and high-end apartment offering will naturally attract wealthier residents who
may already live in the area and wish to downsize. These residents also tend to be
slightly older and traditionally travel by car.

o With the Norwest strategic centre yet to realise its potential as a future commercial,
retail and community facility generating demand for employees, residents will still likely
need to fravel some distance to work. This includes cross city commuting to areas such
as Parramatta and Blacktown that will continue to be less convenient to access by
public transport.

©  Residents will likely require access to their own car on weekdays and weekends to
travel for retail, recreational, community and family purposes, including children’s
sports, school and day-care erands.

o  Reducing on-site parking provision too far too early will likely impact on-street parking
demand in the area, including existing residential areas to the north.

o The transition from high parking rates to low parking rates should be implemented over
time and to allow existing and future residents time to adjust accordingly.

With this is mind, the parking rates as detailed above and agreed to following consultation with
Council represent a logical transition towards the lower RMS guideline rates.

Notwithstanding, it is recognised that the development is significant and an important factorin the
transformation of the area. As such, it is recommended that the development adopts a further
moderate reduction in parking for the two-bedroom apartments from the agreed 1.5 spaces per
apartment to 1.35 spaces. Such a provision would result in an overall rate of 1.32 spaces per
apartment, as illustrated in Table 4. Overall, 140 of the 215 two-bedroom apartments will have
access to only one parking space.

Table 4:  Proposed residential parking provision

Type/ Use No. of dwellings Rate (space/ dwelling) Requirement (spaces)
1-bed 83 1 83
2-bed 215 1.35 290
d+bed 32 2 44
Total 330 1.32 437

Visitor Parking

While the proposal includes an appropriate provision of visitor parking based on LEP 2012 and RMS
guidelines, there is opportunity to provide a more equitable quantum of parking for use by visitors
in key locations such as Norwest.

It is also recognised that as a development increases in size the relationship between apartments
and visitor parking demand changes. It is important to establish the comect quantum of visitor
parking in any residential development thereby avoiding the potential for underutilisation, and
misuse by residents. On-street parking proposed within the broader masterplan area caon also
contribute to visitor demand while also further activating the on-strest environment in the vicinity.
With this in mind, it is reasonable to also consider reducing visitor parking as part of the Phase 2
development.

18091 1Hr-N129545 The Orchards Phase 2 - Parking Assessment.docx Page Sof &
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A comparison of various relevant Council DCP visitor parking rates for similar precincts across
Sydney has been made and summarised in Table 5. Adopting these rates as part of The Crchards
development would naturally restrict improper use by residents while encouraging visitors to travel
by a variety of modes.

Table 5:  Visitor parking rate comparison - Phase 2

Location Rate (space/ dwelling) Requirement (spaces)
Epping Town Cenire 1 space per 10 dwellings 33
Penrith City Cenfre Mo visitor parking [+]
Wentworth Point 1 space per 10 dwellings 33
Homsby 1 space per 7 dwellings 47

Based on the above, the RMS guidelines rate of one visitor space per five dwellings (or 66 visitor
spaces) can be considered high.

Adoption of a visitor parking rate of one space perten dwellings would result in the need to provide
between 33 visitor spaces. This would likely better accommodate the parking demands of visitors
to the development, better activates the on-street environment and recognises the sites location
on the periphery of the future Sydney Metro Northwest station precinct and Norwest strategic
cenfre.

Summary

This review acknowledges that the proximity of the development to the future Sydney Metro
Northwest and expanding Norwest strategic centre presents an opportunity to better regulate
parking for future residents. It is generally agreed that LEP 2012 provides parking rates in excess of
those required for such developments in reasonable proximity to high frequency public fransport
services. While Council agreed fo permit the development to provide a more appropriate
guantum of parking, especially for two-bedroom apartments, a further reduction is considered
appropriate for this stage. By reducing parking for two-bedroom apartments to 1.35 spaces per
apartment, parking for the overall development equates to 1.32 spaces per apartment. This is
consistent with ABS car ownership data for the area while also recognises the importance of
transitioning from tradifionally high parking rates to lower rates common in metropolitan sub-
regional centres.

Based on this assessment, the overall car parking provisions, including visitor parking, is proposed to
be 470 spaces as summarised in Table &.

Table &:  Proposed parking provision

Type/ Use Ne. of dwellings Rate (space/ dwelling) Requirement (spaces)

1-bed 83 1 83

2-bed 215 1.35 200

3+bed 3z 2 44
Sub-total 330 1.32 437

Wisitor 0.1 33

Total 470

18091 1Hr-N129545 The Orchards Phase 2 - Parking Assessment.docx Page sof &
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4 September 2018

Mr Peter Valleau

Sekisui House Australia Pty Ltd
Ground Level,

68 Waterloo Road
MACQUARIE PARK NSW 2113

Dear Peter
The Orchards - Residential parking provision

Sekisui House's development application for a residential development master
plan on land at 47 Spurway Drive and 104 Fairway Drive, Baulkham Hills — The
Orchards, has been determined by the Sydney City Central Planning Panel.

The Orchards is located in close proximity to the North West Metro Norwest
Station, currently under construction. North West Metro services will commence
in 2019, with the extension to Sydney CBD and Bankstown operational in 2024.
Metro will fundamentally transform the accessibility of Sydney’s north west.

Sekisui House, as the proponent of The Orchards, has advocated resident and
visitor parking provision in line with the vision for Norwest, facilitated by the
North West Metro. Metro will bring a step change in the accessibility of Norwest
and this is already bringing land use change with a demonstrable increase in
compact residential development. It is appropriate that these residential
developments support future urban outcomes.

While the Panel is supportive of the application, it has stated:

“the Panel believes there is capacity to further reduce private vehicular use and
that this would be an appropriate outcome given proximity to Norwest Metro
station which is likely to be operational prior to occupation of these buildings.
The Panel is minded to approve the application with parking in accordance with
the Roads and Maritime Services guideline but will defer the application to
allow the applicant to make a submission nominating and justifying any other
parking rate that it considers to be appropriate.”

The Panel’s statement makes clear its desire to reduce private vehicle use through
the application of the RMS Guide to Traffic Generating Developments (2002)
minimum parking rates in lieu of the much higher parking rates prescribed in The
Hills Local Environmental Plan (2012). This view is consistent with the Apartment
Design Guide (2015) which, for sites within 800m of a station, states:
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“The minimum car parking requirement for residents and visitors is set out in

the Guide to Traffic Generating Development or the car parking requirement
prescribed by the council, whichever is less.”

Further, the Apartment Design Guide states:

“Parking requirements should be determined in relation to the availability,
frequency and convenience of public transport ... to promote a reduction in car
dependency and encourage walking, cycling and use of public transport.”

In response to the Planning Panel’s request and based on technical advice and
careful review, Sekisui House is proposing to further reduce parking to 1.35 spaces
per two-bedroom apartment for this application and then to 1.25 spaces for later
applications, and to further reduce visitor parking to 1 space for every 10
apartments in both applications.

It is important to consider residents’ parking separately from visitor parking:
residents and visitors are two distinct user groups with very different
determinants of parking need.

Residents’ parking accommodates the vehicles owned by residents within the
building. While vehicle ownership does, to an extent, correlate with vehicle use
there are many other factors at play, including availability of public transport and
local land use characteristics. (Coath and Sheko, 2016) Prevailing car ownership
rates provide a good basis for determining residential parking requirements.
(Brodie and Longworth, 2010). This ensures residents’ vehicles are accommodated
on site but avoids over-provision. It also allows for a reduction in vehicle
ownership in the longer term and a repurposing of car parking (for example, into
storage areas, electric vehicle charging or car share spaces).

While car ownership is likely to reduce in the North West over time it is not
necessarily appropriate to set a residents’ parking rate today based a notional
level of future car ownership. Utilising car ownership rates to determine residents’
parking will guard against any increase in vehicle ownership and will not

disincentivise people from living in highly accessible locations.

Unlike residents’ parking, very little attention is generally paid to residential
apartment visitor parking. Visitor parking can, however, be equated to any other
destination parking, like the parking provided at an office development, a cinema,
shopping centre or sporting complex.

Destination parking cannot be divorced from traffic: it is estimated that private
cars are parked for around 95% of the time (Shoup, 2011). The relationship
between car use and parking is theoretically straightforward: if there is no parking
at the destination then the driver will either travel by another mode or choose a
different destination. The challenge is in achieving the right balance between
destination parking, other available transport options and desirable land use
outcomes.



Comparative analysis of residential visitor parking rates (GTA, 2018 and Table 1,
below) indicates that the visitor parking provision proposed for The Orchards
(1/10 dwellings) is consistent with localities undergoing urban renewal and with
existing and/or improving, rail access.

Table 1 Example resident and visitor parking rates

Locality Visitor Parking

Macquarie Park (City of Ryde) 1/10 dwellings
Rhodes West (City of Canada Bay) 1/20 dwellings
Strathfield Triangle (City of Canada Bay) 1/10-20 dwellings

Wentworth Point Precinct (Department of

. . 1/10 dwelli
Planning and Environment) / wellings

In each of the examples in Table 1, the relevant authority has considered
appropriate visitor parking provision to be lower than that in the Guide to Traffic
Generating Developments, while the resident provision is set at, or above, the rate
in the Guide.

It is well recognised through the literature that car use and the availability of
destination parking are intrinsically related (e.g. Vanderbilt, 2008 and Shoup,
2011). Further, the need to drive and therefore parking demand, is influenced by
land use and the availability and quality of the public transport network and
services (e.g. O'Flaherty (ed.) 1997).

It is expected that with the commencement of metro services on-street parking
controls will be reviewed to balance commuter and short stay parking demand,
and local amenity. Controls are likely to include a mix of time restrictions and
metered parking.

Norwest is changing with the completion of the metro rail station and the
attendant changes in bus services and active transport links. A reduction in
residential development visitor parking respects and supports the changing nature
of the area resulting from the Government’s significant investment in North West
Metro.

To conclude, expected vehicle ownership provides a reasonable basis from which
to determine residents’ parking requirements, meeting residents’ needs and
minimising the risk of increased car ownership. This level of provision allows for
reducing car use in the future as broader travel demand management measures
are introduced. Conversely, restricting visitor parking offers an opportunity to
encourage the use of non-car transport options, recognising the change in
transport provision.
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Development in the locality of metro stations should respect the improved
accessibility and changing nature of land use; more compact development
supported by high quality, high frequency transit. Strata residential developments,
given their longevity, must look forward, supporting this transition where it is
practical to do so.

Yours sincerely,

Bryony Coop
Director

Cattell Cooper
13 Emmett Street
Crows Nest NSW 2065

ABN: 44 609 258 527
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Executive Summary

Baulkham Hills is an area experiencing intense commercial and residential growth. This growth
is linked to the increased accessibility created by the Northwest Metro. By their very nature these
developments will attract both new and existing Hills residents who are actively seeking to utilise
the new public transport infrastructure and services in order to reduce their cost of living and
commute times whilst improving their lifestyle with more convenient access to their daily
activities,

This will have significant benefit for the Hills Shire as the attraction of these “type’ of residents to
highly urban nodes such as Norwest will increase economic activity and availability of goods and
services in the local area. This in turn will reduce local traffic congestion. There are many
examples of this pattern of urban intensification applied successfully in other cities. For example,
over a ten-year period, the City of Vancouver managed to reduce traffic volumes over specific
congested bridges by 7% by adding 100,000 square meters of residential floorspace to the urban
node they were serving.

However, not all apartment buildings lead to low car ownership and use. Those that encourage
high car ownership and use through over provision of parking (for residents and visitors) can have
the unintended consequence of increasing the very behaviour that The Hills Shire is trying to
avoid.

This report discusses the impact of car share services in the housing precinct at 47 Spurway Drive
Baulkham Hills based on the reasons why some people seek to reduce or avoid car ownership.

The ‘why’ is straightforward. People use car share services to save money. Motor vehicles are
expensive to own and run and these costs compete with other significant and rising expenditures
such as housing. Houscholds that lower their car use and ownership help themselves. They also
help others by reducing local road congestion and competition for parking spaces.

T'his report explains how people can reduce or avoid car ownership while retaining their mobility
and access to distant locations.

To reduce or avoid car ownership people need to live in a place that has a wide range of
important destinations nearby and high quality public transport services. This makes it possible
for individuals to replace a majority of their car trips with alternative modes (such as walking,
cycling and public transport). The report describes these locations as “supportive’.

However, while many people live in such locations, only in few cases do these people never
require access to a car. Car share services are a way for people who only use their car
occasionally to reduce the cost burden of ownership. Occasional car use typically amounts to less
than 100km per week (5,000km per annum). In some households this is typical of the ‘second
car’,

Car share services are vital for people who want to reduce the cost of car use or ownership.
Although many trips can be substituted by walking or public transport, some are best done by
car. Car share services allow people to make a car trip when someone else is using the houschold
car or if the household does not own a car at all.

Supportive buildings reinforce supportive places. A building that includes car share services,
convenient bicycle parking and high quality pedestrian surrounds encourages residents to reduce
car use and also attracts purchasers who are secking transport alternatives to replace their car use.

Sekisui House
Parking and Car Share: Analysis and R dati i
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The report outlines the private and public benefits that flow from low levels of car ownership and
use.

The report investigates the concepts of supportive context and supportve buildings o the
development at 47 Spurway Drive. It finds that the:

*  Context 15 supportive and will be more suppontive when the Northwest Metro comes into
service. Based on the context it is hikely that a significant number of households on the site
will e able to reduce car ownership or avoid it altogether.

*  Proposed buildings are supportive and recommends that the proponent consider
strengthening and extending these elemenis so that the potential savings to the residents are
maximised.

*  The proponent can help to further reduce car ownership and use by

o Ensuring a high level of pedesinan connectivity on site so that walking trips are
competitive with alternatives

o Providing bicycle parking in secure cages near the car park exits and considering how
these areas might be extended if demand is strong.

o Ensurng that taxis and delivery services can easily find the buildings and have
suitable places to park. Prominent street numbers and road signs should be
considered. A suitable sheltered waiting area should be provided for taxi passengers.

o Providing a public transport ‘departure board’ in the fover and/or lifts of the
buildings linked to key bus and train departure times,

o Providing car share services on site before people move into the apartments and
considering how a fleet of around a dozen vehicles can be accommodated on site or
nearby as demand grows.

o Recruiting owner-occupiers to car share and the Opal card before they move in and
considering usage incentives.

The report also considers the provision of car spaces in new developments.

Responsible authorities that make car spaces compulsory impose a cost on people who wish o
avoid car ownership. They also tp the balance in favour of car ownership, which leads to more
driving.

Compulsory car space provision also leads to over provision. One study found that flats,
apartments and units in Baulkham Hills had 1.63 car spaces for every car.

When car spaces are not made compulsory, fewer are provided. When the rules changed in
London the rate of provision fell by 40%. Even in these junsdictions, overprovision is typical. In
the City of Melbourne 4 in 10 residental car spaces are not used for parking. This creates
sigmificant wasted space in the building and financial burden on residents (who need to pay for
parking spaces they do not use).

The report finds that over provision in the development at 47 Spurway Dirive is very likely as:

*  The DCP requires a higher rate provision rate than the acmal car ownership rate in
Australia, the Shire and the suburb it is located in (Australian Bureau of Statstics).

Sekisui House
Parking and Car $hare: Analysis and Recommendafions ii
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*  The supportive context and the supportive buildings will enable people to reduce or avoid car
ownership well below the Shire and suburb average that exists today

The report finds that the proponents proposal to offer some two-bedroom units with one car
space is positive as it reflects Council’s strategies related to choice and enables people to choose
an apartment with a different size living space without a cost penalty.

In addition to the requirement to provide a high rate of residential car parking spaces, the DCP
sets a very high requirement for provision of visitor parking. In other Australian cities the
accepted rate for similar developments is much lower (Melbourne is zero and Brisbane is 0.15
visitor car spaces per dwelling). The DCP requires 0.4 for the dwellings to be constructed at 47
Spurway Drive. The visitor requirement lifts the average number of car spaces per dwelling from
1.75 to 2.15 and raises the ‘per person’ rate from 0.88 to 1.09.

The following steps are recommended to the proponent:

*  Install in-ground sensors and parking meters in the 88 on-street parking bays to ensure that
they are not used by train passengers and centre workers to store their vehicles during the
day.

*  Request the Council to reduce the total number of vehicle spaces in the development to a
rate of 1.5 spaces for 2 beds and 1 in 5 for visitor parking in order to avoid significant levels of
overprovision.

In conclusion, there is a significant opportunity at this location for the Council and the proponent
to act in concert for the public good to reduce congestion, pollution, competition for destination
car spaces as well as providing individuals with the opportunity to reduce their housing and
household transport costs. This can be done by:

*  Reducing car spaces requirements for some two-bedroom apartments and for visitor parking
*  Supporting an increase in the number of car share vehicles available in the local area

*  Creadng a supportive context in the local area through direct and attractive pedestrian routes
*  Providing supportive buildings that enhance alternatives to car ravel

*  Providing a suitable regulatory environment that restricts resident vehicle storage to the
basements provided and avoids the use of on-street spaces by people storing vehicles during
the day.

Sekisui House
Parking and Car Share: Analysis and Recommendations
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1. Supporting household choice

In Australia, car ownership is voluntary. It is also expensive. Member based motoring ‘associations’
estimate that it costs around $10,000 each year to own and run a car.}

People take up this expensive option for many personal reasons and one important societal reason,
For some people living in some places, a car enables them to participate more-fully in society. Without
a car they would struggle to get a job, bring up children and maintain sodal connections. People who
live in remote and regional areas are often in this situation. This is known as ‘unavoidable car
ownership’.

People who can avoid the expense of owning a car will often do so. People who live near work, their
children’s school and their friends do not need a car to access all these destinations. Some of these
people still choose to own a car ‘on the side’ but many avoid ownership altogether. More than one
third of the houscholds in the City of Sydney have zero cars?. People who own cars in these highly
accessible places chose to own a car despite it being ‘avoidable’.

Every person who lives in Sydney and every place in the Greater Sydney area sits somewhere on the
spectrum between unavoidable and avoidable car ownership.

The car ownership choices people make can be observed in the population, particularly through the
number of cars in particular areas. The ratio between the two is called ‘motorisation’.

Australia has a relatively high level of car ownership or motorisation. In January 2016, the population
of Australia was 24 million and there were 18 million vehicles in the national vehicle fleet. This means
that there were 75 vehicles for every 100 people — a motorisation rate of 75.%

The rate in Australia is lower than in countries such as the USA (83) and Italy (84). It is higher than
the average rate in the European Union (51), and higher still than some EU countries such as France
(48), Sweden (47) and Spain (47).4

The motorisation rate in the Hills Shire in 2011 was 61, 18% below the Australian average. The rate
was lower in Baulkham Hills (60) and lower still in Kellyville (58). All of the areas in the Hills Shire
have a higher rate than the City of Sydney, which has a motorisation rate of 31.

Some people in the Hills Shire have been able to avoid owning a car. In 2011, one thousand
households in the Hills Shire (2.3% of all households) did not own a car.”

Deeper analysis would show where these households cluster, but they can be expected within walking
distance of destinations such as shops, supported by services such as frequent public transport, and
infrastructure such as bike paths and footpaths.

47 Spurway Drive Baulkham Hills - Parking and Car Share: Analysis and Recommendations é
26 October 2016
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This 2012 map (Figure 1 below) shows that some people in the Hills Shire in 2012 lived near frequent
public transport with strong links to Parramatta. People who were living in the purple areas probably
had a lower need for a car than people who were living in the grey areas, especially if they worked in
Parramatta.

FIGURE 1: ACCESS TO PUBLIC TRANSPORT

Yos \ v 4
B Access to Public Transport: . \
Bus, Train or Ferry within 400 metres

15 minute frequency

s A

Source: Sydney Alliance

People choose to drive less, reduce or avoid car ownership in order to save money, time and effort.
The payback for avoiding car ownership is substantial: $10,000 of after tax income is a quarter of the
median disposable income (§41,000 a year).® There is no measure of ‘transport cost stress’ but a
common definition of housing stress is houscholds spending more than 30% of their income on
housing costs.”

For some households reducing household transport costs is one way to adapt to the rising price of
housing in Australia. Between 1994-95 and 201314, in real terms the average weekly housing costs
rose 42% for mortgage payers, 45% for public renters and 65% for private renters.®

Low-income households that need a car to support their participation face a Catch 22 choice —
without the car they struggle to participate, but the cost of owning and running a car deepens their
financial difficulties.?

Higher income houscholds can save money by reducing the household fleet from 3 to 2, from 2 to 1
and from I to zero cars.

For these reasons it would be unreasonable for governments at any level to make car ownership
compulsory or to push people towards car ownership. Conversely it is be reasonable for all
governments, including the Hills Shire, to facilitate and support people who want to live in the Shire
without owning a car.

Sekisui House
Parking and Car Share: Analysis and Recommendafions r
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2. How people maintain mobility without a car

Before we turn to how it is possible to help people avoid car ownership it is useful to consider how
non-car-owners maintain their participagon or their ‘mobility” as it s sometimes called.

The car is a multi-purpose ool that performs many ransport functions. It cannot be replaced by one
single transport tool such as public transport. It can however be replaced by a box of tools known as
alternative mobifify strafegies. These strategies include public transport, walking, bicycle riding, ordering
deliveries, taxi services and car share services. For some people in some places this ‘toolbox” of
alternative mobility stravegies can replace the car.

The NSW Household Travel Survey Report identifies eight trip purposes including: social recreation,
shopping, commuting, work, education and personal business. The Survey says people take 3.6 trips

per day or 25 trips in a week.!?

For someone to avoid car ownership in the Hills Shire, a walk, cycle or public transport trip to work
will be key. This completes 10 of the 25 trips — 40% of the week's travel without a car. Shopping can
be done each evening on the way home if the bus (or train) stops near a supermarket. Supermarket
deliveries are also an option, as are deliveries of prepared food. If the children can be walked to school
and friends and restaurants are within an easy bike ride, then the rate of car use can be reduced again,
The internet also allows trips to be avoided through Skype and by downloading movies for example.

Another key alternatve mobility strategy is car services. This includes drover services such as taxas
(including Uber) as well as drive-it-yourself options such as car share.

Diniver based services such as taxis and Uber are vital for a non-car-owner. They allow for what might
be called asymmetrical trips in which the return trip is taken by a different mode from the first. The
taxd might get someone to an early appointment, while the return tip that is not under time pressure
could be on the bus. The bus might get someone to the restaurant but they could opt for the
convenience of a taxi to get home, Uber is not an innovation except in the level of information
provided to (and taken from) customers. The arnval of Uber means that reliable taxi services are now
available to people, in places and at times that they were not available before. Better taxi services
make it easier to be & non-car-owner.,

Fixed base car share services

Fixed base, drve-it-yourself, car share services are an innovation. Drive-it-yvourself hire cars have
always heen available but the user has had to go to the depot, spend some time in administration and
return the car to the depot (often during business hours). The hire periods have been limited to a one-
day minimum.

Jar share services change all these factors:

*  The ‘depot’ is right near your house (a 150m catchment is recommended),
*  The car is available day or might (unless someone else is using it),

*  The administration is done instantly on the phone or computer

* The hire period can be as short as 30 minutes — just enough time to pick up some bully
purchases, or a relative from somewhere nearby.

Figure 2 below shows the booking and access process for a GoGet vehicle in Baulkham Hills,

Sekisui House
Parking and Car Share: Analysis and Recommendafions a8
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FIGURE 2: BOOKING AND USING A CAR SHARE VEHICLE

Set time Confirm

Walk to car

The key is inside

Fuel and instructions are included Tolls, parking fees and penalties are extra

Source: PBA

A typical car share journey is a four-hour hire to visit friends. Such a hire costs around $60 (around
$15 an hour) including all fuel and other running costs but not tolls, parking fees and speeding tickets.
If, for example, the trip began near the Hills Shire Office and the friends were in Dee Why, the 40km
trip would take one hour each way in the car. The alternatives would be a four-hour public transport
trip or a $440 taxi fare.

A car share user could make one trip like this each week for a year for the same amount that a car
owner might spend on on-road costs and insurance for their vehicle.

Sekisui House
Parking and Car Share: Analysis and Recommendatfions 9
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This low-cost, convenient access to a ‘car service’ enables people to avoid owning a car that they only
use occasionally. The household car fleet can be reduced from three to two, from two to one and in
some cases people can avoid car ownership altogether.

Cars and users

For people to have this opportunity, a network of cars has to be available. Equally, the service
provider has to have a customer base that will pay for the use of the vehicles.

In the early stages of growth, the service provider has to risk capital by placing cars where people are
likely to start using them. The service provider has to take this risk, as if cars are not deployed, people
will not join the service. There have been examples of vehicles and service networks being withdrawn
due to low levels of use, but in general, in Australia, most service providers are concerned about
having too few cars for the number of members.

The combination of commercial activity, access to high quality public transport and high density
(residential and employment) is an attractive mix of uses to support the success of car share in
Norwest. For this reason, a car share operator has provided a commitment to serve the development.
It is also understood that Sekisui House has committed to support or subsidise car share in the early
stages through a range of measures such as ensuring all residents have free membership of the car
share service provider.

The later stages of growth have less risk for both parties. Service providers can deploy more cars when
members find the cars are often unavailable or in response to growth in the number of users.

In the City of Sydney, around one thousand cars support around twenty thousand users. The
fundamentals of the service in the City of Sydney — the relevance and cost — have not changed since
2009. However, the growth in the number of users has accelerated in recent years. This reflects the
growing strength of the service providers who have emerged from their ‘start up’ phase and growing
understanding of the service by potential users.

Figure 3 below shows the growth in membership of car share services in general in the City of Sydney.
The orange area shows the busi stafl enrol while the green area shows the resident users.
FIGURE 3: CAR SHARE USERS IN THE CITY OF SYDNEY
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The car share network in Sydney has reached Baulkham Hills. Three vehicles are available in two
locations.

FIGURE 4: CAR SHARE VEHICLES IN BAULKHAM HILLS

Cars at this pod

onthe Daisy the Yaris
road Next available:
Seats § Rool racks 10pm 08th Sep

Chilg seat Pet Friendly
Bluetoeth s Cruse Control Book

Arul the Yaris
Available
; Soats §  Roof racks
Child seat Pet Friendly
Bluetooth - Cruse Control Book

Not a member yer?

About this pod

This pod is located in the carpark of Adina Agartment Hoted, at 22 Brookhollow Avenue Baulkham Hills.

The cars are in the ground lovel of tha car park in dedicated bays. Whan returning the car just buzz
reception at thi boom gate and they will let you in

This parking space has been provided by Adina Apartment Hotels for the benefit Guests and lozal
residents and businesses.

Source: Go Gel websile
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Benefits and costs

FIGURE 5: PRIVATE AND SOCIAL BENEFITS
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In a society with high car ownership and use, car share provides many benefits. These benefits are
both private and public.

The figure above illustrates many of the private and public benefits of car share services. Private
benefits in the bottom right hand comer are estimated as annual savings of 85,400 — the estimated
difference between the costs of car ownership and services. Capital is also released (or saved) as people
sell cars or avoid buying them. As a rule of thumb, for each car share vehice deployed, around ten
cars are sold (or not purchased). Another private benefit is that users have access to a range of cars
from Yans and Corollas to vans and people movers.

The public benefits come from two sources: fewer cars and less use.

Car share services reduce the size of the vehicle fleet. Each car share vehicle is used by a number of
peopletl. As noted above the balance between users and cars is critical. If a car is not booked out
around three hours a day on average it will not ‘pay for itself’. On the other hand if it is booked out
for more than six hours a day, then the users will often find it unavailable and are likely to leave the
service and buy a car. The infographic above suggests a ratio of 36 people to one vehicle. This

Sekisvi House
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estimate 13 high and would include a number of occasional users. Generally, a ratio of one car w
twenty more regular users is recommended for planning purposes.

The public benefit of a smaller vehicle fleet 15 that fewer cars are stored on-street in inner areas or in
the basements of apartment buildings. This allows other uses for the kerbside space and other uses for
the space in buildings as well as lower impact buildings.

People who use car share travel less by car than car owners. The public experience these avoided
kilometres as reduced congeston, air pollution and competton for destnadon parking. Other
measurable public benefits of reduced car wse include reduced costs for road rauma and disease
prevented through increased physical activity.

It is difficult to identify any public costs for car share vehicles. Many municipalities provide kerbside
space for the service much as space is provided for other services such as mail boxes, taxds and other
public transport. This recognises the higher value provided by a car that is used by twenty people

compared to a private vehicle.

When a car share fleet is large and the area of public space it ocoupies is extensive, then a
management regime needs o be in place. The junsdiction then has to consider whether 1t 1s
appropriate to recoup these costs,

Where vehicles are provided on private land — as is currently the case in Baulkham Hills — there 13 no
need for any local government management regime as suitable controls are in place to protect
customers such as vehicle standards and consumer protection legslaton.

Sekisui House
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3. Supportive context, supportive building
Supportive context

A non-car-owner has to live in what could be called a ‘supportive context’. The non-owner needs
destinations to be nearby, or not far from the bike path or bus route. They need infrastructure like bus
stops, bike paths and zebra crossings. They need services like frequent and reliable buses, bike repair
shops, fast download speeds, supermarket and restaurant deliveries as well as prompt and polite taxi
drivers and car share services.

Without these options, they are going to need a car for so many trips that ownership will no longer be
avoidable. Such a situation reduces the housing and lifestyle choices available to local residents in the
Hills Shire.

Supportive buildings

A non-car-owner also needs to live in a supportive building. In the ideal apartment building for a non-
car owner the secure bike parking is right near the car park exit, you can easily walk out the back or
the front of the building. There is a ‘departure board’ in the foyer showing when the next train
departs. The street has a unique and easily spelled name. Outside there is a big well-lit street number
above a convenient bay for the delivery van or taxi to pull up in. Overhead is an awning so that our
non-owner can wait out of the rain or sun when the taxi is delayed.

Inside the building property and dotted around nearby is a network of car share vehicles. Some are
small cheap Yaris or Corollas but not too far away is a van, a people mover and maybe a luxury
convertible,

Sekisvi House
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4. Car spaces in buildings

This ideal building is different from a ‘car owners building’ in an important way — it has fewer car
spaces. The person who is avoiding car ownership does not want to have to pay for a car space that
they will not be using. As a rule of thumb, based on excavation and construction costs, a car space will
add $50,000 to the price of the apartment. On a typical mortgage over thirty years this car space will
cost an additional $43,000 in interest payments — an annual cost of $3,184. (This is slightly more than
the annual cost of an Opal card used to the maximum - §3,120).*2

Nor does the building developer want to put unused car spaces into the building. Unused car spaces
mean lost revenue and buildings that are bigger than they need to be. When buildings have fewer car
spaces, the scale of the building and the depth of the excavation can be reduced.

This second motivation aligns developers with the planners and urban designers in many jurisdictions.
Leaner buildings offer simmer towers, improved daylighting, buildings with better relationships with
the street, public laneways, reduced energy load from naturally ventilated buildings and car storage
areas, fewer vehicle entry points, ramps and drop off points as well as opportunities for communal
gardens.

These benefits have been estimated as having a benefit cost ratio of 3.1:1 with external benefits to the
value of $26,000 per dwelling.™

Avoiding unwanted car space ownership

For these reasons many jurisdictions are moving from requiring a minimum number of car spaces o
allowing zero car spaces for some apartments and setting maximums for others. This flexibility allows
a range of dwelling choices for local residents including apartments with more bedrooms and fewer or
€Ven no car spaces.

The impact of these changes was studied in Greater London. In 2004, the central government
required the local authorities to move from enforcing minimum car space requirements to allowing
flexibility. After the change, the number of car spaces provided fell by 40%. 14

To give an example, after such a change, a building with 20 one-bedroom apartments would have
had 12 car spaces rather than 20. The NSW Guide allows such a building to have 8 car spaces for
twenty apartments.’®

Despite this flexibility, there are concerns among buyers, builders and regulators that there are still too
many car spaces being provided. A Vancouver study found that *Residential parking supply in strata
apartments generally exceed parking demand in the range of 18- 35 per cent across the region’.1®

A study in Chicago — which allows fewer than one car space for each apartment — found that there
were still unoccupied car spaces associated with studio and one bedroom apartments (1 in 11) while
for two and three bedroom apartments there was one unoccupied space in every three.?

The City of Melbourne also estimates that, despite allowing zero car space apartments and imposing
maximum rates of provision, that oversupply is in the order of 30%. Recent (but unpublished) work by
PBA has found that this is a significant underestimate.

Over-supply has been observed in Sydney. Brodie and Longworth found that in all local government
areas (apart from Pittwater) there are more spaces than vehicles in flats, units and apartments (FUA).
In Baulkham Hills, there were 1.16 vehicles per dwelling, below the metropolitan average number of
spaces per dwelling required by regulation 1.26 (weighted by bedroom size distribution) and above the
metropolitan average of 0.92. The ratio of spaces to vehicles in Baulkham Hills was 163 spaces to 100
vehicles. On Census night in 2006 17% of FUAs in Baulkham Hills had no vehicles stored on site.

The authors point to the ‘blanket application of rates across the whole jurisdiction’ as one cause of the

Sekisvi House
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oversupply.'# To put this another way, the requirements might be suitable for unsupportive contexts
and unsupportive buildings but are excessive when applied to locations and buildings that allow
people to avoid ownership.

There is evidence that visitor-parking is also over supplied.

Toronto reviewed the requirements for visitor car spaces in the planning scheme in 2007, The review
recommended three visitor rates. 1:10 in the Downtown, Centres and Avenues near a subway station,
and 3 in 20 along roads well served by bus and streetcar routes and 1 in 5 in the rest of the City.

The Vancouver study found that, observed parking demand rates (1 in 10) were well below the typical
municipal requirement (I in 5).

Brisbane recently reduced the visitor parking requirements. The requirement for apartments in the
Brisbane City Plan 2000 was 1 in 20 (CBD) and 1 in 4 for multiple dwellings elsewhere in the
municipality. In the Brisbane City Plan 2014 the CBD rate has been left unchanged while in the rest
of the municipality the visitor rate is 3 in 20.¢

Ownership leads to use

The problem with unused car spaces is that, once they are built, sold and installed on a title that is
under the jurisdiction of an owner’s corporation, it is difficult to use the space for anything other than
storing a personal motor vehicle.

This inflexibility and the high cost of the resource means that the owner is likely turn to car ownership
(if they can afford it} in order to get some value out of the car space that they have been forced to
purchase.

This in turn leads to more driving, even for people who live in a supportive context and in a
supportive building. A supportive context is necessary to avoid ownership, but it does not reduce
driving for people who own a car. This is because car ownership leads to car use.

A study in New York City (reported in McCahill 2015) compared two similar neighbourhoods (in
terms of demographics and location). Residents in the neighbourhood where they were 2.5 times more
likely to have access to off-street parking and more than six times as likely to have an on-site, private
parking space were 45% more likely to drive to work. 20

Studies reported in Local Liveability cost benefit analysis (SGS 2016) found that:

*  Those living in households with less than one car per adult have a walk mode share of 19%
compared to 8% when the ratio is at least 1:1

*  Vehicle kilometres travelled for a zero car household was 14km per day, 21km for a one-car
household, 28km for a two car household and 33km for each person in a three car household.

The US EPA talks about the requirement to purchase a car spaces as a “self fulfilling’ approach.
Making car spaces compulsory ensures that people will drive.2!

Sekisvi House
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5. Considering car ownership at 47 Spurway Drive
Supportive context
The development is in a highly supportive context for low car ownership.

Shops, a major employment centre and services are within walking distance. The Hills Shire is able to
ensure that walking routes to, through and around the centre become increasingly competitive. This
can be done by improving priority at crossings and intersections, establishing direct alig and
attractive surroundings. Protection from sun and rain are also important. It is important that the
Council ensure that the pedestrian alignments in the site to the south that link 47 Spurway to the
centre, bus stops and rail station are attractive, direct and efficient and have priority at road crossings.

One of the most difficult elements to achieve — high quality public transport — is assured. There are
currently strong regional bus services connecting to jobs in Parramatta and Sydney CBD. In 2011,
13% of the journeys to work by Baulkham Hills residents used a bus. In the near future there will be a
rail station within a 10 minute walk of the site. The local bus routes are likely to be realigned when the
Northwest Metro is opened.

It is unclear what the rate of bicycle riding for transport by people in the centre and at 47 Spurway
will be. In 2011 28% of the residents of the Hills Shire worked in the municipality so bike nding is a
potential mode for journeys to work. The current level of transport riding for this purpose is low. Only
one hundred people used the mode to get to work in 2011, This can be increased if bicycle facilities
are improved and e-bikes are adopted. Regional bicycle connections are likely to be more important
for transport trips by bicycle than local links to the nearby destinations.

The network of car share vehicles in the area is small — 3 vehicles. This is enough to support 60
people. In the City of Sydney 20% of the residents are paid up members of a car share service. It is
difficult to forecast the future level of membership in the Norwest area (considering daytime business
use and evening resident use). However if 10% of a population of 30,000 (this number of jobs are
forecast to be in the centre in 20312?) use car share services, then a network of 150 cars will be needed.

It is important that the Council takes every opportunity to grow this network when developments are
proposed, as this will reduce the need to place the vehicles in on-street or surface high tumover
parking areas. The Council itself could anchor a section of the car share fleet using it to reduce pool
car capital and running costs.

The range of alternative mobility strategies for local residents is currently very good and expanding:

* The approval by the NSW Government of Uber and other ride sharing services will provide
additional alternative mobility strategies to people in the centre

*  Deliveries are available from the Coles supermarket

*  Figure 6 below shows that National Broadband Network (NBN) fibre is in place for 47 Spurway
Drive already and the rest of the area will by connected in the next three years.

Sekisvi House
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FIGURE é: NBN ROLLOUT MAP

Supportive building

The proponents have made commitments that indicate the buildings will be supportive of low car
ownership.

*  Pedestrian connectivity
A commitment has been made to provide high levels of pedestrian connectivity. It is important
that people on foot can exit the buildings from a number of directions. Single direction exits make
journeys in the ‘other direction’ slower and less direct.

*  Bicycle parking
The buildings will have bicycle parking at the rate of approximately one space for every two
dwellings. If higher rates of riding for transport or recreation are experienced it would not be
difficult to retrofit the basement areas with more parking. The parking will be in the basements.

It is recommended that as much as possible the parking be located in secure cages to prevent
theft. Parking basements with large numbers of bicycles are increasingly attractive targets for
bicycle thieves who gain access to the basement in a vehicle that carries their lock breaking
equipment and can transport the stolen bicycles.
*  Deliveries and taxi services

Service vehicles and deliveries will be accommodated in dedicated areas within each block. It is
important that access to these areas is well signposted from the road and that the appropriate
street or block number is displayed. Deliveries and taxi services are deterred from sites that are
difficult to find or access. This undermines the alternative mobility strategies that rely on these
services.

Ideally there will be sheltered waiting areas for taxis passengers incorporated into the buildings by
appropriate use of glass, sightlines, verandahs and other unobtrusive but effective measures.
Sekisui House
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_ Ph

PHILLIP BOYLE SEKISUI HOUSE

& Associates

*  Car share services
The car share service network in the area will be extended from the current fleet of three vehicles
by the addition of two pairs of car share vehicles on private land in the site. These vehicles will be
accessible to the general public. See Figure 7 below.

It is likely that the two and half thousand residents on the site when the development is completed
will need a fleet of at least 13 cars. Not all these vehicles need to be on site. Vehicles can also be
located in the b areas if no idents can access the vehicles when a booking has been
made. This occurs at the One Central Park apartments in central Sydney for example where over
40 car share vehicles support the 600 dwellings.

Ideally owner-occupiers will be enrolled automatically in the car share scheme unless they opt-out.
The automatic enrolment could include Opal cards for those who do not already have one. Usage
incentives can be offered to reduce the barriers to trying car share and public transport.

Figure 7: Location of car share vehicles 47 Spurway Drive

Source: Sekisui Howse
Car spaces

Residents will not be required to purchase a car but the Shire might require that each apartment is
sold with an average of 2.15 car spaces {including visitor spaces). The large number of compulsory car
spaces will undermine people’s efforts to move away from car ownership.

The development will contain 2,433 bedrooms in 1,300 dwellings. Most dwellings (65%) have two
bedrooms, 25% have one bedroom and 10% are three or four bedroom apartments. The Hills Shire
could require the development to have 2,795 car spaces for residents and visitors.

Sekisui House
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Such a high rate of car space ownership (if required by the Shire) can be put in perspective by
comparing the requirement to other requirements. Assuming there will be 1.98 people in each of the
apartments®, we can estimate a population of 2,574 in the development. The total requirement of car
spaces is 2,795 — 221 more spaces than the estimated populadon.

The Hills Shire DCP requirement of 2.15 car spaces to a dwelling (on average including visitor spaces)
is a motorisation rate of 109 vehicles for 100 people (including visitor spaces). This is considerably
higher than the national rate of 75, the Hills Shire rate of 61, Baulkham Hills (60) or Kellyville (58).

The RMS 2002 car space provision rate as calculated by GTA is 1.08 (on average including visitor
spaces) — a motorisation rate of 54, The metropolitan Sydney average car space provision rate? is
0.92 - a motorisation rate of 46.

Table 1 below lists the motorisation rates and total parking spaces for a population of 2,574.

TABLE 1: COMPARISON OF MOTORISATION RATES AND CAR SPACES

REFERENCE MOTORISATION RATE NUMBER OF SPACES DIFF
Hills Shire DCP 109 2797 0
Hills Shire DCP not 88 2275 522
counting visitor
spaces
Australia 75 1,931 866
Hills Shire 61 1,544 1227
Baulkham Hils 60 1,570 1,253
Kellyville 58 1,493 1,304
RMS 2002 54 1,390 1,407
Average Sydney 45 1,184 1,613
metro

Source: ABS data including the consus, GTA Cancept Masterplan Transport Fmpact Assessment, Brodse, Longroorth 2010

The high DCP rate does not make any allowance for the low occupancy of car spaces in
developments. As noted above, Brodie and Longworth®® found that flats, apartments and units in
Baulkham Hills were provided with one and half dmes (1.63) the number of spaces that were
occupied.

Nor does it take into account zero car households. Based on the proportion of zero car households in
the wider community (2.3% in the Hills Shire), thirty households would be without cars. If the

Sekisvi House
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proportion of FUAs in Baulkham Hills found to have no vehicles on site (17%), is used to provide an
estimate, then 220 households will not own a car.

Proposal

Consistent with Council's objectives to offer diversity and affordability in housing, the developer is
proposing to provide the option of two bedroom apartments with one or two car spaces. This will
allow:

*  People to increase their living area from one bedroom to two without also increasing the number
of car spaces they have to purchase.

*  People who cannot afford a two-bedroom, two car-space unit to purchase a cheaper alternative.

It is proposed that the larger 2-bedroom units will have 2.0 car spaces and the smaller 2-bedroom
units would be provided with 1.0 car space. On average, across the development there will be 1.5
spaces for each two-bedroom apartment.

To support these choices car share services will be provided on site. Four vehicles will be provided at
various locations within the Masterplan, two with the first building phase. This will allow the residents
in the two-hedroom-one-car-space units to be regular users of the vehicles. Residents will also have
access to the other car share vehicles in the area. A car share service provider has demonstrated their
commitment to meet the residents’ needs from the development’s opening, and as in similar
developments in metropolitan Sydney have also shown a willingness to add additional vehicles as
resident demand grows.

Sekisvi House
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6. Visitor parking — on and off-street
This section reviews the visitor parking arrangements for 47 Spurway Drive.

The concept Masterplan envisages 88 on-street spaces while the Hills Shire DCP requires 522 visitor
spaces based on a ratio of 2 visitor spaces for every 5 dwellings. This is nearly half a car space per
dwelling (0.4).

This lifts the average number of car spaces per dwelling from 1.75 to 2.15. It raises the ‘per person’
rate from 0.88 1o 1.09.

A number of observations can be made about visitor parking requirements.

*  Fistly, construction of additional parking spaces will impose additional cost on local residents
(without giving them any choice). At a rate of 2 car spaces to every five dwellings, each resident is
paying for an additional 0.4 car spaces — an annual cost of §1,200 based on the calculations
above. This is a regressive tax that funds ‘free’ parking regardless of whether those paying have
any need to use the space — some residents may never have visitors to their dwelling, as social
activities increasingly occur in public spaces such as cafes and restaurants.

*  Secondly, there is little evidence to support the visitor parking levels required by the DCP (and
planning schemes generally). Residents can report on the number of visitors who come to visit
them and park in the building. The City of Toronto, for example, conducted a survey in 2007 in
which 4,700 respondents completed a survey. The residents reported that they received one visitor
a week.?® This is a useful indicator of frequency. Occupancy may continue to be low as the day,
time and length of stay are not known.

* Thirdly, the ratios and requirements are not based on a cost benefit assessment. Such an
1went would consider how many visitors came to the site, by which mode and at what times.

This would provide an assessment of peak demand. A judgement could then be made on how
much of the peak it would be appropriate to provide for. This judgement would balance to desire
to avoid long periods when the supply was inadequate (under provision) with the desire to avoid
long periods when the spaces were unused (over provision).

The main risk for Council related to visitor parking — lies on the side of over provision. A number
of factors make this risk more likely:

o Visitor spaces have a low utilisation across the day, as they are usually empty for ten hours
overnight.

o Not every visitor comes by car

o Not every visitor who comes by car, parks in the building. Someone who visits the
Norwest Business precinct in the evening or on weekends is likely to find unoccupied
surface car parking. On a Sunday in 2015, the occupancy of one area of surface parking
in the precinct was 39% (See Figure below).

Sekisvi House
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Reducing rates

Recognising the cost and nisk of over provision, many planning schemes have been reduced from the
‘norm” of 0.2 or 1in 5. Brisbane for example changed from 0,25 in 2000 to 0.15 or 3 in 20 in 2014,
This rate is two and half imes lower than the rate in the Hills Shire DCP.

A local example is the change in the visitor parking rate for Wentworth Point in Parramatta
(Homebush Bay West Development Plan). In 2002 the rate was 0.2 car spaces per dwelling or 1 in 5.
With the construction of the Bennelong Bridge across Homebush Bay in 2013, this was changed to 1
in & with a minimum of 1 in 12. On the other side of the bridge in the neighbouring Rhodes

Peninsula, the rate for visitors was 1 in 10 (maximum) and [ in 20 (minimum).

The immediate solution to this problem is to allow for waivers or reductions in the level of visitor car
spaces required in developments — espedally in areas surrounding the future Northwest Metro
Stations such as the Norwest Business precinct.

Based on the information above it 15 recommended that the visitor-parking requirement for the
development at 47 Spurway Dirive be reduced.

On-street parking

It is recommended that during the construction phase of 47 Spurway Drive that the 88 on-street bays
(along the whole of Spurway Dirive] are fitted with sensors to provide information on levels of
occupancy and use.

These 88 bays are likely to be highly attractve to people catching the train from the nearby Northwest
Metro station and staff working in the centre, If the bays are used for daytime vehicle storage in this
way, the bavs will not be able to support the development (or the precinct) by providing ‘turnover’
parking for visitors,

It would also be inappropriate for the on-street bays to be used by residents to store vehicles. This is
likely to happen unless a suitable on-street regulatory mechanism is established. (On-street parking is
always more attractive and convenient than off-street provision.) The Coundil may wish to establish a
provision in its parking policy that residents of developments cannot access on-sireet storage permits.
These restrictions are in place in inner city municipalities in Sydney and Melbowme.

For these two reasons it is recommended that in-ground sensors linked to parking meters be installed
as parking bays are constructed. North Sydney Council has installed one of these systems recently,
This will ensure that the bays make the maximum contribution to the economic productivity of the
precinct.

The time period for parking can initially be set for two hours and adjusted on the basis of the
accupancy data from the sensors, The fee for parking in the bays should be set as low as possible in
the first instance in recognidon that the tanfl 1s a behavioural mechanism not a cost-recovery or
revenue raising process. When the data shows that the tadff is no longer shaping behaviour and that
occupancy is above 83%, the tarifl can be raised to restore 15% vacancy in each hour of the day and
week.
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7. Summary

People seek to reduce their level of motor vehicle ownership to reduce their cost of living. Motor
vehide and basement-car-space ownership cost around $13,000 each year.

A reduction in the cost of car ownership will be available to people who live at 47 Spurway Drive as
the dwellings will be in a favourable context and in a supportive building.

*  The supportive context includes the strong bus and rail options will allow many to complete the
journey to work by public transport.

*  The supportive building includes car share vehicles that provide short-term rentals for trips that
are best done by car.

However, Coundl may make it impossible to avoid the cost of car parking ownership, by making it
compulsory for all residents.

Hills Shire has a motorisation rate (61) well below the Australian average (75). The rate is lower in
Kellyville (58) the area that includes the Spurway Drive development.

Nonetheless the Hills Shire DCP sets a rate of car space provision that is greater than a motorisation
rate of 100, requiring all households to pay for a car space whether they intend to use it or not. One
report found that this policy has resulted in overprovision of 163% in Baulkham Hills.

As well as imposing a cost on residents, this policy is likely to lead to unnecessary ownership and use,
increasing congestion and competition for parking spaces. It will be a drag on the local economy as
most of the money spent by residents on car parking spaces, car ownership and car use would
otherwise have been spent in local shops.

In particular, the requirement for each dwelling to provide an additional 0.4 of a car space for visitor
parking is excessive. The following steps are recommended to the proponent:

*  Ensure a high level of pedestrian connectivity on site so that walking trips are competitive with
alternatives

*  Provide bicycle parking in secure cages near the car park exits. Consider how these areas might be
extended if demand is strong.

*  Ensure that taxis and delivery services can easily find the buildings and have suitable places to
park. Prominent street numbers and road signs should be considered. A suitable sheltered waiting
area should be provided for passengers.

*  Provide a public transport ‘departure board’ in the foyer and/or lifts of the buildings linked to key
bus and train departure times.

*  Provide car share services on site before people move into the apartments. Provide 2 additional
vehicles to the local network in the first phase and prepare for an additional two vehicles to be
deployed as demand rises and building phases are completed. Consider how a fleet of around a
dozen vehicles can be accommodated on site or nearby as demand grows.

*  Recruit owner-occupiers to car share and the Opal card before they move in. Consider usage
incentives.
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* Install in-ground sensors and parking meters in the 82 on-street parking bays to ensure that they
are not used by train passengers and centre workers to store their vehicles during the day.

*  Request the Council to reduce the total number of vehicle spaces in the development to a rate of
1.5 spaces for 2 beds and 1 in 5 for visitor parking in order to avoid significant levels of
overprovision.

Sekisvi House
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" Fixed base car share services allow many occasional weers lo share ane vekicle.

Source: PBA, car image cliparic.co

The top image shows how muck time a car is active with ane swner ~ the pink cobwmn shows the driving fime for an average owner
(15,000km ai 40pkk) while the green cobumn estimales the time parked af destinations. The middle image showws thal there are many
l-m'-&_v-miaapuﬁwnnluu Car share semvices take advantage of this downtime and offér one vehicle © @ number
of wsers as is illustrated in the thind image.
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2 A car space in a residential building might cast $50,000 increasing the cost of a $500,000 apartment by 10%. Fees (inchuding
stamp duty) increase this by $2,251.

Over thirty years with a morigage of 4.52%, the car space costs an additional $43,282 m mterest payments. An anmual cost af
$1,442. Ocer the period the persom without a car space has saved $95,533 or §3,184 a year. An Opal card has a weekly maximum
of $60 with an annual maximen of $3,120

APARTMENT PURCHASE PRICE FEES INTEREST PAID OVER 30 YEARS TOTAL
A (with car park] $550.000 $20.513 $472.584 $1.043,097
B (without car park) $500,000 $18,262 $429.302 747,564
Difference $50.000 $2,251 $43,282 $95,533
Sources: hitp: /sl  caleulatorsastralie com. au/s -nor
https:/ /apps. commbank com au/dizital /1 ealoulaior /Tome-Soan- 3
” Lical liweability cost benefit analysis City of Melbowrne SGS 2016
1" From Mimimum te Maximum.: Fmpact of the Lamdon Parking Reform on Residential Parking Supply from 2004 to 2010? Gua, Ren
2013
15 Guide to Traffic Gemerating Developments 5.4.3 High density residential flat buildings
" Metro Vancowver Aparment Parking Study Revised Tecknical Report Seplember 2012
” ‘O average, bualdings comprised entirely of studios and ane bedrooms supprlied fust 0.33 spaces per wnit. At these burldings, oocupied

uerM025lpaalpamul,ﬁrmMmpﬂ)dO!?ap¢ﬂJpaud,w?4" But bweldings with o and three bedrooms have a
much bigger gap between supply and wsage. On average, pavkmg m bualdmgs comprised entirely of two- and three-bedroom apartments
supplied 0.85 parking spaces per wal. Amamg occupned units, these were wsed al 0.54 spaces per wnil, for an eversupply of

0.31 spaces, ar nearly 37%. In ather words, haldmgs with shudses and one bedrooms provided ome excess parking spot for every 11
wonits, while hualdings wath koo and three bedrooms provided ane for every three.”

Source: Stalied Out the Center for Neghborhood Technolagy (Chicago) March 2016

" Brodie, Longeoorth 2010 Australasian Transper! Research Forum Adeguacy of car parking policies for flals, units and apartments m
9 Brishane City Plan 2014 (8) Guide to carparking rates for residential develof t
20 ‘mGyvddfwm:puﬁtnlgw'n New York— Fackson Heghts in Queens and Park Slope tn Brookiyn—to
heer parking availabibi dizvduals’ decesion to drive do work.
The authors summarize their findings as follows: Indscators such as tncome, car iy L t, and the
jﬂ'amubmma‘rwmnlbmmbnahLhmalbmudum((‘BD)pmixﬂakghMofubrmdngb)Pnk
Slope resiclents.

Yet Jackson Heghts residents ave 45% mave likely b drive to work i the Manhaitan CBD and 28% more likely to comemule by car
i general

They attribute this unlitely outcome to the foct the Jackson Heights has considerably more off-streel pariang. Specifically, residents are
muve than 2.5 times more ltkely to have access to off-street parking and more than sex imes as bkely to have an on-sile, private parking
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space. The authors conchude that guaranieed parking at hame is the only clear factor explaining the relatioely kigh rates of aubsmabile
wee in that neighborhood.

Source: Weinberger, R, M. Seaman, C. Jobnsan, and 7. Kacksy. Guaranieed Parting ~ 30 Guaranieed Dricing. 2008.

From:  MacCahill Effcts of Perking Provision on Automobile Use in Giier: Inferring Ceusality Submited to Transportation
Researck Board November 13, 2015
o Modernizing Urban & Suburban Codes: New Pariners Essential Fixes EPA (USA) 2009
2 North-West And West-Central Sydngy Employment Stralegies Usiversiy of Weslern Sydney 2008
& 1.98 peaple in high rise drwellings: htip:/ /srwes, abe poo au/musslats /abs
2¢ Brodie, Longecorth 2010
» Bradie, Longeoorth 2010
2 City Of Toronto Parking Standards Revites - Phase Tizw Apartment Building/ Multi-Unit Block Develogments Component 2007
Table 3.5 Estimated Visitor Parking Demand Fraquency by Ares and Housing Type.
Vistor Perkng Damand Froquency
Location visitors by car "
Condorninium | Market T
1= DurmOom 9!1 064 | 0.64
2. Dowenown and Cenvel o0 i ane
3 mnmmon 1.09 112 0.7
4. A well served
raouas wel Lo/ 1ar 098
5 Rostof iy 128 118 127

Now Sampie OLORS oty D) Qs Wil 20+ sesporses.
staled

oy v -y por waek
[lo55 e 2500 pof MO * O, 0ACE o TWice PBY MOt * 375, 3 s per manes + 75 e%.)
The estmated vis! St only
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SYDNEY CENTRAL CITY PLANNING PANEL

ATTACHMENT 2 — PREVIOUS REPORT 19 JULY2018

19 JULY 2018

ITEM-1

SCCPP REPORT - DA 46/2018/JP

Panel Reference

20175WC088

Development

DA Number DA 46/2018/1P
LGA The Hills Shire Council
Proposed A 9-13 Storey Residential Flat Building Development comprising 330

Units with Basement Parking for 539 Vehicles and Associated
Community Title Subdivision

Street Address

Lot 101 DP 1176747 and Lot 1 DP 1233538, RMB 47 Spurway Drive,
Baulkham Hills and 104 Fairway Drive, Norwest

Applicant/Owner

Sekisui House Australia Pty Ltd / SH Orchards Pty Ltd

Submissions

Date of DA | 11 July 2017
lodgement
Number of | Ten with one submission including a petition with 28 signatures

Recommendation

Approval

Regional
Development
Criteria
(Schedule 7 of
the SEPP (State
and Regional
Development)
2011

CIV exceeding $30 million ($114,463,017)

consideration

List of all | State Environmental Planning Policy No. 65 - Design Quality of
relevant Residential Flat Development
s4.15(1)(a) State Environmental Planning Policy (State and Regional Development)
matters 2011
State Environmental Planning Policy Infrastructure 2008
State Environmental Planning Policy No 55 — Remediation of Land
The Hills Local Environmental Plan 2012
The Hills Development Control Plan 2012
List all | Submissions
documents
submitted with
this report for
the Panel’s

Report prepared
by

Robert Buckham
Development Assessment Co-ordinator

Report date

19 July 2017

Summary of s4.15 matters

Have all recommendations in relation to relevant s4.15 matters been summarised

Yes

in the Executive Summary of the assessment report?
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Legislative clauses requiring consent authority satisfaction

Have relevant clauses in all applicable environmental planning instruments where
the consent authority must be satisfied about a particular matter been listed, and
relevant recommendations summarized, in the Executive Summary of the
assessment report?

e.g. Clause 7 of SEPP 55 - Remediation of Land, Clause 4.6(4) of the relevant LEP

Yes

Clause 4.6 Exceptions to development standards
If a written request for a contravention to a development standard (clause 4.6 of
the LEP) has been received, has it been attached to the assessment report?

Yes

Special Infrastructure Contributions

Does the DA require Special Infrastructure Contributions conditions (57.24)?

Note: Certain DAs in the Western Sydney Growth Areas Special Contributions Area
may require specific Special Infrastructure Contributions (SIC) conditions

Yes

Conditions
Have draft conditions been provided to the applicant for comment?

oo

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Development Application is to construct a 9-13 Storey Residential Flat Building
Development comprising three hundred and thirty units (330) with basement parking for
539 vehicles and associated Community Title Subdivision. The subject building is Stage 2
within a development site that includes 5 stages.

This application is accompanied by a request to vary development standards pursuant to
Clause 4.6 of The Hills Local Environmental Plan 2012 (LEP). The proposal seeks to vary
Clause 4.3 Building Height, Clause 4.4 Floor Space Ratio and Clause 7.11 which specifies
a mix of apartment typologies and parking requirements for the subject development
site should it be developed to its maximum yield of 1300 dwellings. These matters have
been reviewed holistically for the entire development site under the masterplan
approved by the Panel on 11 April 2018. Clause 4.6 variations were prepared for each
matter and the Panel found that that the variations could be supported as:

The Applicant’s request is well founded;

The proposed variations result in a development that is consistent with the objectives of
Clause 4.3 Height of Building, Clause 4.4 FSR and 7.11 and the R4 High Density zone
objectives;

Compliance with the standard is unnecessary or unreasonable in this instance; and

The proposal results in a better planning outcome through provision of additional and
improved open space, greater retention of significant trees and a better building
relationship to adjoining properties.

The current proposal is consistent with those variations considered as part of the
masterplan and remains satisfactory. Each variation is addressed in detail in this report.

A variation is proposed to the front setback control within the DCP. The DCP requires a
primary front setback for residential flat buildings of 10 metres. The subject
development is set back 6 metres to the building and a minor protrusion of cantilevered
balcony on levels 2 to 9 levels set back 5.3 metres. A 6 metre setback is not uncommon
to the locality with two approved flat buildings, one completed and one under
construction at No. 38 and 40 Solent Circuit on the southern side of Spurway Drive both
having setbacks to 6 metres.

The application was advertised and notified for a period of 31 days. Ten submissions
including a petition with 28 signatures were received. The issues raised include
overshadowing, construction management, parking, traffic and compliance with planning
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controls. These matters are addressed in this report and it is considered that they do not
warrant refusal of the application or amendments to the application. It is noted that the
application is consistent with the outcomes approved under the masterplan application
relating to the entire development site.

The application is recommended for approval subject to conditions.

DETAILS AND SUBMISSIONS

Zoning: R4 High Density Residential
Area: 8,442m*
Existing Development: Nil

(Stage 1 approved development under
construction)

Section 7.11 Contribution $8,614,654.35

Exhibition: 31 days

tice Adj Owners: Yes

Number Advised: 623

bmissions Received: 10 including a petition with 28 signatures
BACKGROUND

The site was subject to a Planning Proposal to amend the Hills Local Environmental Plan
2012 (10/2013/PLP). Amendment No. 32 for the site was notified on the NSW legislation
website (Notification No. 210) on 29 April 2016.

The Hills Local Environmental Plan 2012 was amended as follows:

Increased the maximum building height from 16 metres to heights ranging between 18
metres and 36 metres;

Applied a maximum floor space ratio ranging from 1.5:1 to 3.2:1;

Identified the site as “Area B” within the Key Sites Map; and

Included a new local provision which ensures that future development on the site does
not exceed a yield of 1,300 dwellings and that, in order to achieve this vyield,
development must comply with Council’s standards for apartment mix, apartment size
and car parking.

Associated amendments to The Hills Development Control Plan 2012 (Part D Section 7 -
Balmoral Road Release Area) also came into force on 29 April 2016. The amendments
will facilitate the upgrade and inclusion of the existing portion of Spurway Drive
(currently private) as a public road to connect to the existing planned local road network
within the Balmoral Road Release Area (from Windsor Road to Fairway Drive).

A number of Development Applications have been approved on the site they include:

Development Application 736/2017/JP was approved by the Panel on 11 April 2018 for
concept masterplan for the entire development site (refer Attachment 6). The
masterplan provided indicative details of each of the future buildings. The masterplan
also dealt with impact and off-setting of vegetation across the site. The masterplan
identified the staging of the development site including the provision of the eastern and
western portions of the Spurway Drive extension.

The application approved in concept the redistribution of building height and floor space
across the site compared to that identified within the LEP amendment. The masterplan
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provided indicative details of each of the buildings which will be further detailed within
future Development Applications. The purpose of this application was to demonstrate
how the site will be developed in its entirety and to provide an assessment framework
for future detailed development applications for individual buildings.

The application was accompanied by a request to vary development standards pursuant
to Clause 4.6 of The Hills Local Environmental Plan 2012 (LEP). The proposal varied
Clause 4.3 Building Height, Clause 4.4 Floor Space Ratio and Clause 7.11 which specifies
a mix of apartment typologies and parking requirements for the subject site should it be
developed to its maximum yield of 1300 dwellings.

In summary the variation to height was attributed to three reasons. These included the
redistribution of built form on the central northern part of the site, height attributed to
an alternate built form provided on the western part of the site to improve the amenity
of adjoining land, and design matters in terms of the numbers of storeys identified within
the planning proposal, increased floor to ceiling heights, site topography and lift
overruns.

The floor space ratio on the site did not exceed the provisions of the LEP when the site is
considered in totality. The variation to FSR was attributed to a redistribution of built form
on the central northern part of the site. The additional built form is provided in an area
nominated as 1.5:1 FSR. The proposal provides an FSR of 1.58:1. The built form in this
area occupies less footprint than what could be provided within a compliant scheme,
allowing for the retention of more landscaping including Cumberland Plain Woodland
vegetation.

The masterplan also sought a variation to the mix of apartment typologies and car
parking. The variations have been assessed and it is considered the proposal provides
appropriate amenity for future residents and sufficient parking given the site’s proximity
to the future Norwest station. The parking provision exceeds the Road and Maritime
Service rates for sites within 800m of a railway station. The site is located approximately
650m walking distance from the future Norwest Station.

In relation to the Clause 4.6 Variations, The Panel determined:

The Panel has considered the applicant's request to vary the development standards
contained in The Hills Local Environment Plan 2012 Clause 4.3 relating to height of
buildings, Clause 4.4 Floor Space Ratio and Clause 7.11 Residential Development Yield
on Certain Land. The Panel considers compliance with the standards would be
unreasonable and unnecessary in the circumstances of this case as the variations
provide a better design outcome through provision of additional and improved open
space, greater retention of significant trees and provides better building relationships to
adjoining properties, and will not result in development inconsistent with this locality.
The development as designed remains consistent with the underlying intent of the
standard and the objectives of the zone.

The Panel is therefore satisfied that the Applicant’s clause 4.6 variation requests have
adequately addressed the matters required to be demonstrated in clause 4.6 of the The
Hills LEP 2012 and that the proposed development will be in the public interest because
it is consistent with the objectives of the relevant controls and the objectives for
development within the R4 zone in which the development is proposed to be carried out.

For the above reasons, the Panel is satisfied that the variations from the LEP
development standards are in the public interest.
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Development Application 779/2017/]JP was approved by the Panel on 20 July 2017 to
construct two seven-storey residential flat buildings comprising a total of 121
apartments (30 x 1 bedroom, 79 x 2 bedroom, 10 x 3 bedroom and 2 x 4 bedroom),
landscaping, car parking for 199 vehicles over three levels of basement car park, and
subdivision. The building is currently under construction.

Subdivision and early works Development Application (DA 634/2017/ZB) was approved
by Council's Development Assessment Unit on 29 August 2017, which sought to expedite
the delivery of utility servicing and local road construction including Spurway Drive,
Lucinda Avenue and Horatio Avenue as identified within the Development Control Plan.
The application also assessed the deletion of Rosetta Crescent. Spurway Drive is
currently under construction.

Temporary display suite for the marketing and sales has been constructed fronting
Fairway Drive (DA 60/2017/HA). The display suite will be demolished prior to the
construction of the final stage of development.

Consents for the demolition of all structures across the site have been approved across
four separate DAs (610/2015/LA, 611/2015/LA, 612/2015/LA and 58/2017/HA).

Another Development Application relating to the site has also been lodged and is under
assessment. Development Application 417/2018/HC is for Drainage and Vegetation
Restoration Works in the Strangers Creek Corridor. This application is likely to be
amended to only include a pedestrian bridge or be withdrawn given Sydney Water’s is
now acquiring SP2 land in the locality and undertaking creek embellishment works on
the site.

PROPOSAL

The subject site is identified as Stage 2 of the masterplan application (736/2017/1P) on
proposed Lot 4 under DA 779/2017/JP. The site is irregular in shape and will have
vehicular access from the extension to Spurway Drive and Lucinda Avenue proposed
under the subdivision and early works DA (634/2017/ZB). The site has a total area of
8,422m2,

Summary
This Development Application seeks approval for the following development:

Subdivision of the Community Title lot proposed under DA 779/2017/1P to create four
lots (refer Attachment 11).

Residential development consisting of 9 to 13 storey buildings "Bla” (200 Apartments)
and “"B1b” (130 Apartments) to be constructed in stages.

Four levels of basement car parking for 539 vehicles (470 for residents and 66 for
visitors).

Provision of 6,880m?2 of communal open space including roof top space.

Built Form
The buildings will contain a total of 330 residential apartments comprising 83 x 1
bedroom, 214 x 2 bedroom, 29 x 3 bedroom and 4 x 4 bedroom units.

Vehicle access will be provided to a basement by a driveway from Spurway Drive. The
four basement levels provide 539 car parking spaces incorporating 470 resident spaces
and 66 visitor spaces, including 17 accessible spaces.
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An on-site loading area is proposed within Level 2 with access directly to the Lucinda
Avenue extension. The area has been designed to allow access by all vehicles up to 8.8m
medium rigid vehicles, including Council’s garbage truck, and enter and level the site in
a forward direction by means of a turntable.

Communal open space will be provided primarily on the podium level with 1,232m? on
the rooftop.

Subdivision

The proposal includes the subdivision of proposed Lot 4, a residue Lot created for Stages
2-5 as part of a separate application (779/2017/]P). The application proposes to create
the following Lots identified at Attachment 11:

Lot 5 - Stage 2 Lot (6,633 m? for Strata Subdivision)

Lot 6 - Linear Park Lot (1,808 m? for transfer to Community Assoc.)

Lot 7 - Residue Lot for Stages 2a and 5 (1.442 ha for future Community
subdivision)

Lot 8 - Residue Lot for Stages 3 and 4 (2.154 ha for future Community subdivision)
Lucinda Road extension for dedication.

ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION
Compliance with The Hills Local Environmental Plan 2012

Permissibility

The land is zoned R4 High Density Residential under Local Environmental Plan 2012. The
proposal is a residential flat building which is permissible in the zone.

Zone Objectives

The site is zoned R4 High Density Residential under The Hills LEP 2012. The objectives of
the zone are:

R4 High Density Residential Objectives

To provide for the housing needs of the community within a high density residential
environment.

To provide a variety of housing types within a high density residential environment.

To enable other land uses that provide facilities or services to meet the day to day needs
of residents.

To encourage high density residential development in locations that are close to
population centres and public transport routes.

The proposal is considered to be consistent with the stated objectives of the zone, in that
the proposal will provide for a land use to meet the needs of the surrounding residents
and is also considered to provide an alternative housing option for future residents.

As such the proposal is considered satisfactory in respect to the LEP 2012 objectives.

Development Standards

The following addresses the principal development standards of the LEP:
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CLAUSE REQUIRED PROVIDED COMPLIES
4.3 Height 18 and 36 metres 43.2 metres No
4.4 Floor Space |1.5:1and 3.2:1 32,869m? No
Ratio (32,536m?)
4.6 Exceptions to | Exceptions will be | Variations proposed to | Yes
development considered subject to |the LEP are addressed
standards appropriate assessment. | below.
7.11 Residential | Where development | A total of 451 dwellings | NA,
development yield | exceeds 600 dwellings | approved and proposed | however
on certain land certain the development | however Clause | addressed
must provide a specific | addressed  given  the | below.
mix, unit sizes and | development site  will
parking. exceed 600 dwellings
under future applications

d. Variation to Height

LEP 2012 limits the height of the development site to 18 and 36 metres. The proposal
has a maximum height of 43.2 metres which is located within the 18 metre height part
of the site therefore a variation of 27.2 metres or 140% is sought:

The applicant has provided a Clause 4.6 Variation which is provided at Attachment 16.
Clause 4.6 Exceptions to Development Standards states:
(1) The objectives of this clause are as follows:

(a) to provide an appropriate degree of flexibility in applying certain development standards
to particular development,

(b) to achieve better outcomes for and from development by allowing flexibility in particular
circumstances.

(2) Development consent may, subject to this clause, be granted for development even
though the development would contravene a development standard imposed by this or
any other environmental planning instrument. However, this clause does not apply to a
development standard that is expressly excluded from the operation of this clause.

(3) Development consent must not be granted for development that contravenes a
development standard unless the consent authority has considered a written request
from the applicant that seeks to justify the contravention of the development standard
by demonstrating:

(a) that compliance with the development standard is unreasonable or unnecessary in the
circumstances of the case, and

(b) that there are sufficient environmental planning grounds to justify contravening the
development standard.

(4) Development consent must not be granted for development that contravenes a
development standard unless:

(a) the consent authority is satisfied that:
(i) the applicant’s written request has adequately addressed the matters required to be
demonstrated by subclause (3), and
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(ii) the proposed development will be in the public interest because it is consistent with the
objectives of the particular standard and the objectives for development within the zone
in which the development is proposed to be carried out, and

(b) the concurrence of the Secretary has been obtained.

(5) In deciding whether to grant concurrence, the Secretary must consider:

(a) whether contravention of the development standard raises any matter of significance for
State or regional environmental planning, and

(b) the public benefit of maintaining the development standard, and

(c) any other matters required to be taken into consideration by the Secretary before
granting concurrence.

(6) Development consent must not be granted under this clause for a subdivision of land in
Zone RU1 Primary Production, Zone RU2 Rural Landscape, Zone RU3 Forestry, Zone RU4
Primary Production Small Lots, Zone RU6 Transition, Zone R5 Large Lot Residential,
Zone EZ2 Environmental Conservation, Zone E3 Environmental Management or Zone E4
Environmental Living if:

(a) the subdivision will result in 2 or more lots of less than the minimum area specified for
such lots by a development standard, or

(b) the subdivision will result in at least one lot that is less than 90% of the minimum area
specified for such a lot by a development standard.

(7) After determining a development application made pursuant to this clause, the consent
authority must keep a record of its assessment of the factors required to be addressed in
the applicant’s written request referred to in subclause (3).

(8) This clause does not allow development consent to be granted for development that
would contravene any of the following:

(a) a development standard for complying development,

(b) a development standard that arises, under the regulations under the Act, in connection
with @ commitment set out in a BASIX certificate for a building to which|[State]
Environmental Planning Policy (Building Sustainability Index: BASIX) 2004|applies or for
the land on which such a building is situated,

(c) clause 5.4,

(ca) clause 6.1 or6.2,

(cb) clause 7.12.

In determining the appropriateness of the variation request a number of factors
identified by the Applicant have been taken into consideration to determine whether the
variation is supportable in this instance. They include:

0 The development is consistent with the objectives of the development standard as
provided in Clause 4.3(1) of THLEP 2012.

The proposal is consistent with the approved Masterplan.

The proposed development seeks to vary the maximum building height controls for the
site on the premise that the development is consistent with the number of storeys as
intended.

0 The scale and mass of the buildings is compatible with the established built form within
the immediate context of the site.

The proposed built form responds to the topographical constraints of the site.

The proposal has been designed to comply with the floor to ceiling height requirements
specified in the Apartment Design Guide.

OO

oo
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The massing of the building, particularly upper storeys minimise overshadowing impacts
on neighbouring buildings to the south.

Comment: The development has been designed to provide a built form outcome that
responds to the sites opportunities and constraints. The development facilitates higher
densities close to the Norwest station and centre.

The site was identified with the planning proposal to cater for 6-12 storeys and the
proposal is generally consistent with these outcomes. The variations to height are
generally in response to providing alternate planning outcomes that lessen impacts on
adjoining properties. In both instances greater separation and open space is provided
adjacent to the boundary in excess of that required under the DCP with compliant
schemes.

In summary, the applicant has undertaken a solar analysis to quantify the impact of the
developments adjacent to the development site. This development does impact solar
access to a number of developments existing and under construction, however it is
considered that impacts relating to solar access are reasonable and do not warrant any
further amendments to the south-west and south of the site. Attachments 12 and 13 of
this report detail extracts of the analysis the applicant has undertaken. It is noted that
the applicant has provided an indicative LEP height envelope shadow, a shadow envelope
based on an interpolated height based on the number of storeys envisaged under the
planning proposal to ADG floor to ceiling heights, and the actual shadows including built
form for adjacent stages under the approved masterplan. The shadowing does include
minor differences between each of the scenarios however the impact is consistent
throughout the day. It can also be seen that specific modulation of the proposed
building, such as the reduction to 9 storeys in the south west corner of the development
assist in reducing impacts on the properties to the south to achieve the required criteria.

The impact of the development on the townhouses to the south west of the development
site was considered as part of the masterplan application and has been further modelled
as part of this application. Council’'s DCP Part B Section 5 Residential Flat Building
requires that buildings must be designed to ensure that adjoining residential buildings
and the major part of their landscaped area receive at least four hours of sunlight
between 9am and 3pm on 21 June. The Applicant has demonstrated in the solar analysis
all 14 units continue to receive 4 hours direct sunlight between 9am and 3pm on 21
June.

The impact on the solar access of the existing residential flat building development at
No. 38 Solent Circuit has been addressed by the Applicant. There are four apartments on
the four lower levels that currently enjoy unimpeded solar access throughout the day.
The subject proposal will impact these apartments in mid-winter and they will not
receive 2 hours solar access due to the shadow impacts from this development, and
likely impacts from the future stage 3 development. These apartments will still receive
over 1 hour of solar access between approximately 10.45am and midday (mid-winter).
The applicant also notes that these units are also dual aspect, with the primary
orientation of these units being west.

Although it is acknowledged in both instances that these dwellings currently enjoy
uninterrupted solar access throughout the day it would be unreasonable to expect that
any development on the subject development site would not to some degree impact
upon existing solar access conditions. The impacts relating to solar access are
reasonable and do not warrant any further amendments.

In addition to the matters above it is noted that building height and number of storey
identified in the Planning Proposal was based on a floor to floor height of 3 metres. The
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masterplan proposal exceedance is also attributed to site topography, lift over runs and
minimum floor to ceiling heights in the ADG of 3.1 metres.

Specifically, in relation to recent judgments of the Land and Environment Court, for the
reasons identified in this report and the Applicant’s Clause 4.6 Variation Request, it is
considered that the variation can be supported as:

The Applicant’s request is well founded;

The proposed variation results in a development that is consistent with the objectives of
Clause 4.3 Height of Building and the R4 High Density zone objectives;

Compliance with the standard is unnecessary or unreasonable in this instance; and

The proposal results in a better planning outcome as it provides for additional and
improved open space, greater retention of significant trees and a better building
relationship to adjoining properties. The increased height also facilitates increased floor
to ceiling heights to increase the amenity of future residents.

It is also noted that in accordance with the Departments Circular PS 18-003 that Director
General’s concurrence can be assumed in respect of any Environmental Planning
Instrument that adopts Clause 4.6 Exceptions to Development Standards of the
Standard Instrument or a similar clause.

Variation to Floor Space Ratio

As outlined within the masterplan application, the LEP 2012 limits the FSR of the
development site to three ratios being 1.5:1, 2.6:1 and 3.2:1. The subject application
has two floor space ratios mapped for this part of the site, being 1.5:1 and 3.2:1. This
would equate to an allowable floor space of 32,536m?. A floor space of 32,869m? is
proposed.

The applicant has provided a Clause 4.6 Variation which is provided at Attachment 16.
Clause 4.6 Exceptions to Development Standards is quoted in t this report.

Across the site floor space ratio is not exceeded however the masterplan approved
variations to FSR which are attributed to a redistribution built form on the site.

In determining the appropriateness of the variation request a number of factors
identified by the Applicant have been taken into consideration to determine whether the
variation is supportable in this instance. They include:

The development is consistent with the objectives of the development standard as
provided in Clause 4.4(1) of THLEP 2012 as discussed above.

The scale and mass of the buildings is compatible with the established built form within
the immediate context of the site.

Floor space ratio across the site is not exceeded.

The redistribution of FSR has allowed tree and vegetation retention to be maximised.

Comment: The development has been designed to provide a built form outcome that
responds to the sites opportunities and constraints. The development facilitates higher
densities close to the Norwest station and centre. The floor space ratio variation on this
part of the site does not result in any further detrimental impacts on adjoining
developments. Significantly it is not proposed to exceed the total number of dwelling
permitted across the whole site.
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The alternate built form across the site complies with the total floor space permitted on
the site and has allowed as part of the masterplan application vegetation including
Cumberland Plain Woodland on the site being retained.

Specifically in relation to recent judgments of the Land and Environment Court, for the
reasons identified in this report and the Applicant’s Clause 4.6, it is considered that the
variation can be supported as:

The Applicant’s request is well founded;

The proposed variation results in a development that is consistent with the objectives of
Clause 4.4 Floor Space Ratio and the R4 High Density zone objectives;

Compliance with the standard is unnecessary or unreasonable in this instance; and

The proposal results in a better planning outcome as the redistribution of FSR has
allowed tree and vegetation retention to be maximised.

oo od

It is also noted that in accordance with the Departments Circular PS 18-003 that Director
General’s concurrence can be assumed in respect of any Environmental Planning
Instrument that adopts Clause 4.6 Exceptions to Development Standards of the
Standard Instrument or a similar clause.

Variation to Clause 7.11 - Residential development yield on certain land

Clause 7.11 of the THLEP 2012 includes requirements specific to the subject site. The
clause enables the consent authority to grant consent to the erection of residential flat
buildings with a maximum of 1,300 dwellings. The clause requires that where more than
600 dwellings are proposed, the development must provide a specific mix, unit sizes and
parking. The proposal is the second stage of development on the site. In addition to the
approved stage 1 development (121 units) and this development (330 units),
development on the site has not yet exceed 600 dwellings (451 units); however it
formed part of a master planned outcome considered under the masterplan application
(736/2017/1P) that will comprise 1,300 dwellings once fully developed. The clause in its
entirety states:

"(1) The objectives of this clause are as follows:

(a) to ensure the provision of a mix of dwelling types in residential flat buildings, providing
housing choice for different demographics, living needs and household budgets,

(b) to ensure that development for residential flat buildings does not place an unreasonable
burden on the provision of services, facilities and infrastructure in the area to which this
clause applies,

(c) to provide opportunities for suitable housing density that is compatible with existing
development and the future character of the surrounding area,

(d) to promote development that accommodates the needs of larger households, being a
likely future residential use.

(2) This clause applies to land identified as "Area B” on the|Key Sites Map

(3) The consent authority may consent to the erection of residential flat buildings on the
land containing a maximum of 1,300 dwellings.

(4) If development under this clause will result in no more than 600 dwellings in residential
flat buildings, development consent may be granted for the development only if the
height of each residential flat building does not exceed 16 metres.
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(5) If development under this clause will result in more than 600 dwellings in residential flat
buildings, development consent may be granted for the development only if:

(a) no more than 25% of the total number of dwellings (to the nearest whole number of
dwellings) forming part of the development are studio or 1 bedroom dwellings, or both,
and

(b) at least 10% of the total number of dwellings (to the nearest whole number of
dwellings) forming part of the development are 3 or more bedroom dwellings, and

(c) the development comprises the following:

(i) Type 1 apartments—up to 30% of the total number of dwellings (to the nearest whole
number of dwellings), and

(ii) Type 2 apartments—up to 30% of the total number of dwellings (to the nearest whole
number of dwellings), and

(iii) Type 3 apartments, and

(d) the following minimum number of car parking spaces are provided in the development:

(i) for each 1 bedroom dwelling—1 car parking space, and

(ii) for each 2 or more bedroom dwelling—2 car parking spaces, and

(iii) for every 5 dwellings—2 car parking spaces, in addition to the car parking spaces
required for the individual dwelling.

(6) In this clause:

Type 1 apartment means:

(a) a studio or 1 bedroom apartment with an internal floor area of at least 50m’ but less
than 65m?, or

(b) a 2 bedroom apartment with an internal floor area of at least 70m? but less than 90m?,
or

(c)a3 orzmore bedroom apartment with an internal floor area of at least 95m? but less than
120m-.

Type 2 apartment means:

(a) a studio or 1 bedroom apartment with an internal floor area of at least 65m? but less
than 75m°, or

(b) a 2 bedroom apartment with an internal floor area of at least 90m? but less than 110m?,
or

(c) a 3 or more bedroom apartment with an internal floor area of at least 120m? but less
than 135m?°.

Type 3 apartment means:

(a) a studio or 1 bedroom apartment with a minimum internal floor area of 75m?, or

(b) a 2 bedroom apartment with a minimum internal floor area of 110m?, or

(¢c) a 3 or more bedroom apartment with a minimum internal floor area of 135m?.

internal floor area does not include the floor area of any balcony.”

The applicant proposes to vary the unit sizes and parking requirements of the Clause by
way of a Clause 4.6 Variation. This is addressed below.

As identified above, Clause 7.11 of the THLEP 2012 includes requirements specific to the
subject site. The clause enables the consent authority to grant consent to the erection of
residential flat buildings with a maximum of 1,300 dwellings across the site, however if
development will results in more than 600 dwellings, the development must provide a
specific mix, unit sizes and parking. As identified above this clause is not yet activated;
however the Applicant addressed this matter as part of the approved masterplan. This
application remains consistent with the variation approved under the masterplan
however has been addressed in detail as part of this application.
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In summary the following tables detail the applicable planning controls:

Apartment Mix LEP Development | Proposal Compliance
Standard

One Bedroom 25% (Maximum) 25% Yes

Three/Four Bedroom | 10% (Minimum) 10% Yes

Apartment Typology | LEP Development | Proposal Compliance
Standard

Type 1 Apartments <30% 57% No

Type 2 Apartments <30% 21% Yes

Type 3 Apartments N/A 22% N/A

Parking Type LEP Development | Proposed Rate RMS
Standard Requirements

1 Bedroom 1 car space 1 car space 0.6

2 Bedroom 2 car spaces 1.5 car spaces 0.9

3 & 4 Bedroom 2 car space 2 car spaces 1.40

Visitor 2 spaces per 5 units 1 space per 1 space per

units units

Clause 4.6 Exceptions to Development Standards is quoted in this report.

The applicant has provided a Clause 4.6 Variation which is provided at Attachment 16.

Apartment Size

The proposed development will result in greater than 30% of apartments being classified
as Type 1 under the sizes specified in Clause 7.11(5). While the proposed varies from
the required typology mix by 27%, the apartment sizes for Type 2 and 3 apartments are
less than the requirements by between 2m=2 to 8m?2 (2-7%).

The applicant considers that the proposed apartment sizes, which are generally much
larger than ADG requirements are appropriate and outline that residents will also have
access to a range of high quality facilities which will be delivered in future stages of the
masterplan, including a fitness centre, outdoor swimming pool, indoor cinema, multi-
purpose room and extensive open space areas. They feel the extent of facilities provided
will set a new standard for the amenity of developments in the surrounding area and will
promote social interactions and lifestyle choices for future residents.

The objectives of the Clause to provide a mix of dwelling types, providing housing choice
for different demographics, living needs and household budgets, as well as to promote
development that accommodates the needs of larger households, are maintained. The
extent of variation to the apartment sizes (between 2 - 8m?) is minimal and considered
reasonable given the facilities and open space which will be provided.

Car Parking

The development provides a total of 539 car parking spaces within the basement
carpark. Based on strict compliance with the car parking rates specified under Clause
7.11, the proposal would require 709 spaces.

While the development will provide 170 fewer basement spaces, the car parking
provided is well in excess of the 356 spaces specified by the RMS’ Guide to Traffic
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Generating Development for developments within 800 metres of a railway station. The
subject site is within 650m walking distance to Norwest Station.

The proposal specifically identifies a reduction in parking for 2 bedroom apartments to a
rate of 1 to 1.5 spaces. The Applicant has identified that under this strategy, smaller 2
hedroom units would receive 1 parking space while larger units would receive 2 spaces.

To support the reduction in parking for 2 bedroom apartments the applicant has
proposed the use of car share vehicles from the outset of the development. Four vehicles
will be provided.

The application also includes the reduction in visitor parking to 1 per 5 apartments
resulting in 66 visitor spaces being proposed. It is noted that the above 2 bedroom rate
(1.5 spaces per 2 bedroom unit) approved for the Norwest Town Centre Residential
Precinct - East immediately to the south of the site.

The variation to the car parking development standard is consistent with the masterplan
approval and the earlier built form approval for the Stage 1 application 779/2017/JP. The
variation is considered reasonable given the proposed provision is far in excess of the
RMS requirements and given the car-share scheme proposed.

Specifically in relation to recent judgments of the Land and Environment Court, for the
reasons identified in this report it is considered that the variation can be supported as:

The Applicant’s request is well founded;

The proposed variation results in a development that is consistent with the objectives of
Clause 7.11 and the R4 High Density zone objectives;

Compliance with the standard is unnecessary or unreasonable in this instance; and

The proposal results in a better planning outcome as it will provide for dwellings that are
well serviced and meet the demographics of the Shire and encourage alternative
transport use including the use of the north-west metro whilst still meeting the needs of
residents and visitors.

oo OO

It is also noted that in accordance with the Departments Circular PS 18-003 that Director
General’'s concurrence can be assumed in respect of any Environmental Planning
Instrument that adopts Clause 4.6 Exceptions to Development Standards of the
Standard Instrument or a similar clause.

7.7 Design Excellence

On 17 November 2017, The Hills LEP 2012 (Amendment No. 43) amended Clause 7.7
Design Excellence. Clause 7.7 of the LEP specifies an objective to deliver the highest
standard of architectural and urban design and applies to development involving the
erection of a new building or external alterations to an existing building if the building
has a height of 25 metres or more. The Clause also prescribes that development
consent must not be granted to development to which this clause applies unless the
consent authority considers that the development exhibits design excellence. In
considering whether the development exhibits design excellence, the consent authority
must have regard to the following matters:

(a) whether a high standard of architectural design, materials and detailing appropriate to
the building type and location will be achieved,

(b) whether the form, arrangement and external appearance of the development will
improve the quality and amenity of the public domain,
(c) whether the development detrimentally impacts on view corridors,
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whether the development detrimentally impacts on any land protected by solar access
controls established under a development control plan,

the requirements of any development control plan to the extent that it is relevant to the
proposed development,

(f) how the development addresses the following matters:

(i) the suitability of the land for development,

(ii) existing and proposed uses and use mix,

(iii) heritage issues and streetscape constraints,
the relationship of the development with other development (existing or proposed) on
the same site or on neighbouring sites in terms of separation, setbacks, amenity and
urban form,

(v) bulk, massing and modulation of buildings,

(vi) street frontage heights,
environmental impacts such as sustainable design, overshadowing, wind and reflectivity,

the achievement of the principles of ecologically sustainable development,
pedestrian, cycle, vehicular and service access, circulation and requirements,

(x) the impact on, and any proposed improvements to, the public domain,
the configuration and design of public access areas, recreation areas and communal
open space on the site and whether that design incorporates exemplary and innovative
treatments,

the findings of a panel of 3 or more persons that has been convened by the consent
authority for the purposes of reviewing the design excellence of the development
proposal.

Comment:

The design excellence of the proposal was considered at a Design Excellence Panel
meeting convened by Council and held on 22 February 2018. The meeting minutes of
the Design Excellence Panel are included at Attachment 15. The comments made to the
application included:

The panel raised concerns about the development overshadowing itself.

The break- down of built form massing through architectural articulation was
commended.

The panel queried a number of ADG compliance issues however the applicant was of the
view they all required controls have been addressed.

Some concerns were:
Equity of access to the communal open space on the rooftop.

Some corridors in south eastern portion of development are excessive in length and do
not meet the design guidelines 4F in the ADG.

Visual privacy between apartments within the development at internal courtyard corners

Overshadowing of the ground level communal open space and facilities by the north east
development block.

Solar access compliance was not clearly demonstrated for this development,

The development has increased the setback to the north and decreased the street
frontage setback to the street. This inevitably increases overshadowing of Spurway Drive
and the residential flat development to the immediate south of the proposal.

In relation to comments above the following comments are provided in response to the
matters raised above by the panel;
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The applicant has undertaken a detailed solar analysis. The ADG requires that Living
rooms and private open spaces of at least 70% of apartments in a building receive a
minimum of 2 hours direct sunlight between 9 am and 3 pm at mid-winter and a
maximum of 15% of apartments in a building receive no direct sunlight between 9 am
and 3 pm at mid-winter.

The proposed development will achieve a minimum of two hours solar access for 57.9%
(191 of 330) of apartments between 9am and 3.00pm. There are 25% (84 of 330) of
apartments that will not receive any solar access between 9.00am and 3.00pm.

The applicant has sought to demonstrate that appropriate solar access is provided to an
appropriate number of units if the time period between 3.00pm and 4.00pm is included
in the calculations. The solar access calculations for the 9.00 am to 4.00 pm time period
on the winter solstice indicated that a further 40 apartments will receive solar access to
living areas on June 21 and an additional 30 apartments will receive some solar access
on June 21. Based on the additional hour, the proposed development will achieve two
hours solar access for 70% (231 of 330) of apartments between 9.00 am and 4.00 pm
on the winter solstice. There are 16% (54 of 330) of apartments that will not receive any
solar access between 9.00 am and 4.00 pm.

In relation to overshadowing, the solar access to north facing units of an approved
development on the adjacent site will be reduced as a result of non-compliant street
setback, these comments related to the development known as ‘Watermark’ at No. 38
Solent Circuit. The Applicant has undertaken a solar analysis which identified that 70%
of the units on the northern facade of this building will continue to achieve at least 2
hours of solar access to living spaces and private open space areas.

It is considered that the level of compliance achieved is reasonable given the planned
intended outcome for the site and that the site is located to the north of the existing
development on the adjacent sites. Given the built form proposed and approved, the
locality will experience impacts on solar access. The applicant has modelled the impacts
on adjoining developments and modulated the built for of the proposal to provide
appropriate solar access for adjoining developments.

The other matters raised by the panel have been addressed in this report however it is
considered that the proposal exhibits design excellence and satisfies Clause 7.11 of the
LEP.

Other Provisions

The proposal has been considered against the relevant provision of the SEPP. Specific
regard has been given to Clauses:

5.9 Preservation of trees or vegetation;
5.10 Heritage Conservation

6.2 Public utility infrastructure; and
7.2 Earthworks

The proposal has been considered against these provisions and satisfies each of the
standards and objectives relating to each of the clauses
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State Environmental Planning Policy No. 55 Remediation of Land

This Policy aims to promote the remediation of contaminated land for the purpose of
reducing the risk of harm to human health or any other aspects of the environment.

Clause 7 of the SEPP states:-

1) A consent authority must not consent to the carrying out of any development on land
unless:

(a) it has considered whether the land is contaminated, and

(b) if the land is contaminated, it is satisfied that the land is suitable in its contaminated
state (or will be suitable, after remediation) for the purpose for which the development is
proposed to be carried out, and

(c) if the land requires remediation to be made suitable for the purpose for which the
development is proposed to be carried out, it is satisfied that the land will be remediated
before the land is used for that purpose.

Comment:

A Stage 1 Preliminary Site Investigation been undertaken by SLR Consulting Australia
Pty Ltd. The investigation found that the potential for low-level and isolated
contamination to be present on the site, as a result of past and present land use
activities, is considered to be low to moderate.

However, given the extent of the excavations and the nature of landscaping works
anticipated with the proposed development, any contamination that may be present on
site is likely to be removed offsite or covered by the landscaped material.

The investigation also found that potential ashestos impacted soil (if any) is likely to be
excavated as part of the basement excavation, cleared as part of the site clearance work
or covered with landscaping material as part of the proposed development. As such,
asbestos contamination, if present, is unlikely to pose an unacceptable risk to future site
users. A condition is recommended that requires all asbestos material to be removed
from the site.

In this regard, it is considered that the site is suitable for the proposed development with
regard to land contamination and the provisions of SEPP 55.

Compliance with State Environmental Planning Policy (SEPP) No. 65 - Design
Quality of Residential Apartment Development

The required Design Verification Statement was prepared by Cecilia Huang registration
number 8576 of Turner Architects.

The Development Application has been assessed against the relevant design quality
principles contained within SEPP 65 as follows:

Principle 1: Context and neighbourhood character

The proposal is compatible with the existing and desired context and neighbourhood
character of the precinct. The proposal seeks to respond to and contribute to the context
of Norwest both in its present state as well as the desired future character.

The locality is comprised of a mixture of existing residential buildings, low to medium
and high density, multi-residential and single dwellings, with the future vision of the area
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zoned to encourage an increased scale of high density residential development adjacent
to the site.

Principle 2: Built form and scale

The proposal is consistent with the requirements of the Hills Council LEP, and is
appropriately articulated to minimise the perceived scale, Generous rear setback,
separation and variety along the elevations and layering of facade elements, assist in
creating expressive street frontages and enhancing the developments relationship with
the public domain.

Principle 3: Density

The subject proposal provides for 330 dwellings which will from part of 1300 dwellings
across the development site. The density complies and is appropriate for the site and
precinct.

Principle 4: Sustainability

The design achieves natural ventilation and solar access as required by the Apartment
Design Guidelines. The incorporation of insulation will minimise the dependency on
energy resources in heating and cooling. The achievement of these goals then
contributes significantly to the reduction of energy consumption, resulting in a lower use
of valuable resources and the reduction of costs.

Principle 5: Landscape

The landscape plan indicates that all open spaces will be appropriately landscaped with
native trees and shrubs to provide a high quality finish. The proposed landscaping
integrates with the overall appearance of the development.

Principle 6: Amenity

The building design has been developed to provide for the amenity of the occupants as
well as the public domain. The proposed units are designed with appropriate room
dimensions and layout to maximise amenity for future residents. The proposal
incorporates good design in terms of achieving natural ventilation, solar access and
acoustic privacy. All units incorporate balconies accessible from living areas and privacy
has been achieved through appropriate design and orientation of balconies and living
areas. Storage areas and laundries have been provided for each unit. The proposal
would provide convenient and safe access to lifts connecting the basement and all other
levels.

Principle 7: Safety

The development has been designed with safety and security concerns in mind. The
common open spaces are within direct view of occupants to allow passive surveillance.
Open spaces are designed to provide attractive areas for recreation and entertainment
purposes. These open spaces are accessible to all residents and visitors whilst
maintaining a degree of security. Private spaces are clearly defined and screened.

The NSW Police have reviewed the Development Application and outlined a number of
CPTED recommendations. Compliance with NSW Police recommendations will be
recommended as a condition of consent.

Principle 8: Housing diversity and social interaction

The location of this development provides dwellings within a precinct that will provide in
the future, a range of support services. The development complies with the mix
requirements of the LEP. The application includes 83 x 1 bedroom, 214 x 2 bedroom, 29
X 3 bedroom and 4 x 4 bedroom units.

Principle 9: Aesthetics
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The proposal integrates a number of recesses and projections into the facades of the
structure to articulate the overall mass and form into smaller segments. The bulk of the
overall building works and height is reduced by the articulation of the facades, creating
smaller segments in order to minimise the overall bulk and scale of the development.
The design is modern in style and appropriate for the area.

Apartment Design Guidelines
In accordance with Clause 30(2) of SEPP 65, a consent authority in determining a
Development Application for a residential flat building is to take into consideration the
Apartment Design Guidelines. The following table is an assessment of the proposal
against the Design Criteria provided in the Apartment Design Guidelines.

Clause Design Criteria Compliance

Siting

Communal open | 25% of the site, with 50% of the area | Yes, 69% of the
space achieving a minimum of 50% direct | development site

sunlight for 2 hours midwinter.

area (5,336m?). The
communal open
space area will
receive at least 83%
direct sunlight for 2

hours at during

midwinter.
Deep Soil Zone 7% of site area. On some sites it may be | Yes, 30% of the
possible to provide a larger deep soil zone, | development site

being 10% for sites with an area of 650-
1500m? and 15% for sites greater than
1500m*.

area is true deep soil
zones as defined
within the ADG.

Separation For habitable rooms, 6m for 4 storeys, 9m | Yes
for 5-8 storeys and 12m for 9+ storeys.
Visual privacy Visual privacy is to be provided through | Yes
use of setbacks, window placements,
screening and similar. Greater  than 18
metres provided
between buildings

and greater than 9
metres to adjoining
allotments. The
visual privacy of the
development has
been duly considered
with the placement of
windows and
balconies. Separation
distances between
habitable / non
habitable spaces are
considered to Dbe
adequate. Screening
devices set at oblique
angles have been
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incorporated to
minimise direct
overlooking. The
proposed

development is

considered to afford
a reasonable degree
of privacy for future
residents and
adjoining properties.

Carparking

Carparking to be provided based on
proximity to  public transport in
metropolitan Sydney. For sites within
800m of a railway station or light rail stop,
the parking is required to be in accordance
with the RMS Guide to Traffic Generating
Development which is:

Metropolitan Sub-Regional Centres:

0.6 spaces per 1 bedroom unit.

0.9 spaces per 2 bedroom unit.

1.40 spaces per 3 bedroom unit.

1 space per 5 units (visitor parking).

Yes

The site is located
within 800m of the
future Norwest
Station. 356 Spaces
would be required
utilising the RMS

rate, 539 spaces are
provided

Designing the Build

ing

Solar and daylight
access

1. Living and private open spaces of at
least 70% of apartments are to receive a
minimum of 2 hours direct sunlight
between 9am and 3pm midwinter.

No. The proposed
development will
achieve two hours
solar access for
57.9% (191 of 330)
of apartments
between 9am and
3.00pm. There are
25% (84 of 330) of
apartments that will
not receive any solar
access between
9.00am and 3.00pm.

The solar access
calculations for the
9.00 am to 4.00 pm
time period on the

winter solstice
indicated that a
further 40
apartments will
receive solar access
to living areas on
June 21 and an
additional 30
apartments will
receive some solar

access on June 21.
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2. A maximum of 15% of apartments in a
building receive no direct sunlight between
9 am and 3 pm at mid-winter.

Based on the
additional hour, the
proposed

development will
achieve two hours
solar access for 70%
(231 of 330) of

apartments between
9.00 am and 4.00
pm on the winter
solstice.

There are 16% (54 of
330) of apartments
that will not receive

Natural ventilation

1. At least 60% of units are to be naturally
cross ventilated in the first 9 storeys of a
building. For buildings at 10 storeys or
greater, the building is only deemed to be
cross ventilated if the balconies cannot be
fully enclosed.

2. Overall depth of a cross-over or cross-
through apartment does not exceed 18m,
measured glass line to glass line.

any solar access
between 9.00 am
and 4.00 pm.

Yes.

A total of 60.9% of
units will meet the
Cross ventilation
requirements or can
be naturally
ventilated.

Yes

The maximum overall
depth is 18 metres
for a cross through
apartment.

Ceiling heights

For habitable rooms - 2.7m.

For non-habitable rooms - 2.4m.

For two storey apartments - 2.7m for the
main living floor and 2.4m for the second
floor, where it's area does not exceed 50%
of the apartment area.

For attic spaces - 1/8m at the edge of the
room with a 30° minimum ceiling slope.

Yes

Floor to ceiling height
approx. 2.7 metres
for all apartments.

If located in a mixed use areas - 3.3m for | NA

ground and first floor to promote future

flexible use.

Apartment size 1. Apartments are required to have the | Yes

following internal size:
1 bedroom - 59-

Studio - 35m? 77m?

1 bedroom - 50m? 2 bedroom - 79.5-

2 bedroom - 70m? 101m?

3 bedroom - 90m? 3 bedroom - 118-
128m?
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The minimum internal areas include only
one bathroom. Additional bathrooms
increase the minimum internal areas by
5m? each.

A fourth bedroom and further additional
bedrooms increase the minimum internal
area by 12m? each.

2. Every habitable room must have a
window in an external wall with a total
minimum glass area of not less than 10%
of the floor area of the room. Daylight and
air may not be borrowed from other
rooms.

Where additional
bathrooms are
proposed, an
additional 5m? has

been provided.

Yes - 184m?

All  habitable rooms
have windows
greater than 10% of
the floor area of the
dwelling.

Apartment layout

Habitable rooms are limited to a maximum
depth of 2.5 x the ceiling height.

In open plan layouts the maximum
habitable room depth is 8m from a
window.

The width of cross-over or cross-through
apartments are at least 4m internally to
avoid deep narrow layouts

Yes

All rooms comply.

Balcony area

The primary balcony is to be:

Studio - 4m? with no minimum depth

1 bedroom - 8m? with a minimum depth of
2m

2 bedroom - 10m? with a minimum depth
of 2m

3 bedroom - 12m? with a minimum depth
of 2.4m

For units at ground or podium levels, a
private open space area of 15m? with a
minimum depth of 3m is required.

Yes

All balcony sizes and
depths comply.

Common Circulation | The maximum number of apartments off a | Yes
and Spaces circulation core on a single level is eight
For buildings of 10 storeys and over, the | NA
maximum number of apartments sharing a
single lift is 40
Storage Storage is to be provided as follows: Yes
Studio - 4m®
1 bedroom - 6m? Each unit contains

2 bedroom - 8m?
3+ bedrooms - 10m?

At least 50% of the required storage is to

the minimum storage
area,
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be located within the apartment.
Apartment mix A variety of apartment types is to be | Yes
provided and is to include flexible
apartment configurations to support | The apartment mix is
diverse household types and stages of life. | satisfactory.

4, Compliance with The Hills Development Control Plan 2012

The proposal has been against the relevant provisions of The Hills Development Control
Plan 2012 noting that some standards such as density, number of storeys, unit typology
and parking are superseded by the site specific provisions in the LEP.

The proposed development achieves compliance with the relevant requirements of the
development controls with the exception of the following:

DEVELOPMENT THDCP PROPOSED COMPLIANCE
CONTROL REQUIREMENTS DEVELOPMENT

Part B Section 5 | Front Setback 10m Setback to Spurway | No
Residential Flat Drive 6m to facade

Buildings - Clause (5.3 metres to

3.3(2)(a) balcony levels 1 to 9)

a) Front Setback

The DCP requires a front setback for residential flat buildings of 10 metres. The subject
development is set back 6 metres to the building facade and a cantilevered balcony set
back 5.3 metres.

The relevant objectives of this clause of the DCP are:

(i) To provide setbacks that complement the setting and contributes to the streetscape and
character of the street while allowing flexibility in siting of buildings;

(ii) To ensure that the space in front of the building is sufficient to permit landscaping that
will complement the building form and enhance the landscape character of the street.

(iii) Side and rear setbacks are to be proportioned to the slope of the site having regard to
the height and relationship of the buildings on adjoining properties.

(iv) The setbacks of proposed buildings are to minimise any adverse impacts such as
overshadowing and privacy on adjacent and adjoining properties.

(v) To ensure placement of buildings takes into account the retention and protection of
existing trees.

The applicant has provided the following justification for the variation.

"In line with the DCP objectives, the proposed setbacks have been developed to:

O Complement the setting and contribute to the streetscape and character of the street by
providing for greater separation of the proposed building envelopes adjacent to existing
low rise development to the north and south;

O Allow flexibility in siting of buildings;

O Preserve the existing natural features of the site.
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The proposed variation to setbacks have been carefully considered.

The 20m setback to the north boundary allows for retention of an additional 93 existing
trees.

The wider road dedication (from 15.5m to 16.5m) provided for Spurway Drive remains
consistent with Council's strategy

The reduced street setback to Spurway Drive will still provide building separation
distances in excess of the required minimum from the boundaries.

The proposed setback of 6m to the Spurway Drive extension allows landscaping that will
complement the building form and enhance the character of the street through the
provision of a landscaped bio-retention zone that runs the length of the proposed road
extension,

The increased setback to the north (ém to 20m) will provide a new publicly accessible
linear park with a range of spaces to promote active and passive uses. It will also
provide greater separation from existing low rise residential to the north and retain
existing significant trees.

The reduced setback to Spurway Drive (from 10m to 6m) is reflective of a more urban
context within the close catchment of the new rail station and higher density area, and is
appropriate for the function of the street.

The adopted setback will have minimal impact to the solar access of adjacent existing
dwellings and higher density residential apartments, and retain a significant streetscape
character with suitable landscaping as proposed. It should also be noted that the effect
of the adopted setback is mitigated by the widening of the street as originally prescribed
in the DCP from 15.5m to 16.5m.

Under the adopted setbacks, building separation between the proposed Stage 2
development and the adjacent residential development to the north and south will meet
or exceed the minimum requirements of the DCP and ADG as the case may be.”

Comment:

The masterplan consent associated with this development application sought to establish
a 6m setback along Spurway Drive. This was not supported under the masterplan at that
time. The panel determined that all future built form applications east of Stranger’s
Creek shall address the Development Control Plan and justify any setback
encroachments. The development site is located on the future Spurway Drive extension.
The locality will comprise a number of residential flat buildings on both the northern and
southern sides of Spurway Drive.

There is a recently completed development that fronts Solent Circuit (No. 38 Solent
Circuit), and will adjoin the future Spurway Drive at the rear of this building. This
building has a northern setback of 6 metres to the podium which is up to 3 metres above
natural ground level and 8.5 metres to the building. Also under construction at No 40
Solent Circuit is a 12 storey residential flat building which has a 6 metre setback to the
future Spurway Drive. It is considered that sufficient space remains for adequate
landscaping and the reduced setback will not lead to any detrimental overshadowing or
privacy impacts.

The matters relating to overshadowing have been addressed in this report. In relation to
overshadowing, the solar access to north facing units of an approved development on
the adjacent site will be reduced. The Applicant has undertaken a solar analysis which
identified that 70% of the units on the northern facade of this building will continue to
achieve at least 2 hours of solar access.
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In this regard, it is considered that the site is appropriate in this instance and the
variation to the front setback control is supported.

5. Issues Raised in Submissions

The application was advertised and notified and submissions from 10 properties were
received. A petition was attached to one of the submissions. A summary of the

submissions is detailed below:

ISSUE/OBJECTION COMMENT OUTCOME
The extension of Spurway | Although the construction of | Issue addressed. Refer
Drive needs to be | Spurway Drive has commenced, | Condition No. 46.

undertaken first to allow all
trucks and trades person’s
vehicles to deliver their
goods and park on site and
not spill over into the
residential streets of Lucinda
and Horatio Avenue.

there is no requirement for
these works to be completed
prior to the construction of this
development commencing. A
condition was imposed on the
preceding stage 1 application
779/2017/JP (currently under
construction) that;

“No Occupation Certificate can
be issued until Spurway Drive
extending from Fairway Drive to

the eastern boundary  of
proposed development on |ot
two has been dedicated as
public road. Under no
circumstances will residential
access be permitted from

eastern end of Spurway Drive.”

The subject proposal is located
between the approved
development and the western
connection point of Spurway
Drive being Fairway Drive which
will ensure that Spurway Drive
connected to the development
will be completed prior to the
building being occupied.

Given the size of this proposal a
condition is recommended that
a detailed Construction
Management Plan is to be
submitted to and approved by
Council’s Manager Development
Assessment prior to the issue of
a Construction Certificate. The
plan is to detail that during all
stages of construction, on-site
parking is to be provided for
workers.

Sekisui House needs to
notify surrounding residents

It is recommended that
conditions be imposed requiring

Issue addressed. Refer
Condition Nos. 46 and
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ISSUE/OBJECTION

COMMENT

OUTCOME

and provide evidence of the
approved route taken by
trucks (utilising Spurway
Drive) and of the allocated
onsite parking for trades
persons plus an escalation
process if these practices are
not complied with to ensure
that all trucks and trades
persons vehicles are not
deviating from the approved
plan.

a Construction Management
Plan and Traffic Management
Plan be prepared and submitted
to and approved by Council’s
Manager Development
Assessment prior to the issue of
a Construction Certificate. As
indicated above there is no
requirement that Spurway drive
be completed and used for
construction access for this
development. Appropriate
access paths will be considered
prior to construction
commencing.

53

The solar studies undertaken
and provided in respect of
the shortest winter day, 21
June, show that no sunlight

will be accessible by my
property until 11.00 am.
This outcome is totally
unacceptable to me,
especially when I am not
being told how the
remainder of the

development to the west of
this Development Application
(heading towards Fairway
Drive) will impact my solar
access. Light is extremely
important to me and the
main reason I purchased the

house was due to the
wonderful light the house
gets all year round. This

winter I only had to turn my
heating on three times as
the house is warmed during
the day and retains the heat
extremely well into the
evening. This change will
have a huge impact on my
son and I and the absolute
enjoyment we get from the
house,

The impact of the development
on the townhouses to the south
west of the development site
was considered as part of the
masterplan application and has
been further modelled as part of
this application. Council’s DCP
Part B Section 5 Residential Flat
Building requires that buildings
must be designed to ensure that
adjoining residential buildings
and the major part of their
landscaped area receive at least
four hours of sunlight between
9am and 3pm on 21 June. The
Applicant has demonstrated in
the solar analysis all 14 units
receive 4 hours direct sunlight
between 9am and 3pm on 21
June.

The impact on the solar access
of the existing residential flat
building development at No. 38
Solent Circuit has been
addressed by the Applicant.
There are four apartments on
the four lower levels that
currently enjoy unimpeded solar
access throughout the day. The
subject proposal will impacts
these apartments in mid-winter
and they will not receive 2
hours solar access due to the
shadow impacts from this
development, and likely impacts
from the future stage 3
development. These apartments

Issue addressed.
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ISSUE/OBJECTION

COMMENT

OUTCOME

will still receive approximately 1
hour of solar access between
10.45am and 11.45am (mid-
winter). The applicant also
notes that these units are also
dual aspect, with the primary
orientation of these units being
west.

Although it is acknowledged in
both instances that these
dwellings currently enjoy
uninterrupted  solar  access
throughout the day it would be
unreasonable to expect that any
development on the subject
development site would not
diminish existing solar access
conditions. The impacts relating
to solar access are reasonable
and do not warrant any further
amendments.

The Council lifted the
allowable height from 16
metres (around 5 storeys) to
36 metres. This is a huge lift
in allowable height with
significant benefit to the
Applicant. I noticed that
they are actually seeking
approval for 43.2 metres,
which is an additional 7.2
metres. This is huge on top
of the already huge uplift
given. I would Ilike to
understand the impact on
my solar access if the height
is restricted to the 36
metres (in conjunction with

The variation to height
particularly in relation to
overshadowing is addressed in
Section 1 of this report. It is
acknowledged that the variation
has a greater impact on solar
access however the impacts in
associated with the built form

foreshadowed under the
masterplan result in an
acceptable outcome. This

includes 4 hours direct sunlight
between 9am and 3pm on 21
June to the townhouses to the
south west of this development,
and 2 hours solar access to
70% of units to the apartment

Issue addressed.

the impact on solar access | development directly to the

for what is being proposed | south of this proposal.

to the west of the site

towards Fairway Drive).

Since I have lived in my | Although not required, the |Issue addressed.
house I have  noticed | applicant undertook a wind

extremely strong winds that | assessment as part of the

come down from the | masterplan application. The

direction of Hillsong Church
and from the direction of the
Watermark and Haven
apartments / development. I
am unsure what

assessment concluded that the
environmental wind conditions
at ground level around the
proposed development are
expected to meet the relevant
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ISSUE/OBJECTION COMMENT OUTCOME
assessments have been | pedestrian standing, walking
made in respect of impact | comfort and distress criteria.
on wind and strength of | The irregular distribution

wind but I would like to
understand this to ensure
this has also been taken into
account.

pattern of the buildings as well
as the landscaping will assist in
reducing the impact of strong
winds on pedestrians at ground
level.

The Applicant notes that the
objectives of the height of
buildings development
standard are:

To ensure that the height of
buildings is compatible with
that of adjoining
developments and the
overall streetscape; and

To minimise the impact of
overshadowing, visual
impact, and loss of privacy
on adjoining properties and
open space areas.

If this was to be applied in
respect of the Applicant’s
Development Application,
the proposed height would
be no more than eight
stories, which is in line with
the Watermark apartments.
As you move east along the
site towards Windsor Road,
the height would increase
and as you move west
towards Fairway Drive the
height would reduce to four
stories.

The Applicant goes on in its
report to ask for flexibility,
without  considering the
amenity of its neighbours.
The height requested by the
Applicant in its Development
Application is totally out of
line with the adjoining
buildings, which is totally
unnecessary given the size
of the site as it continues
east towards Windsor Road.
This results in a huge impact
on overshadowing, visual
impact and loss of privacy.
Given this, the Development

The variation to height s
addressed in Section 1 of this
report. The planning proposal
for the site foreshadowed a
building 12 storeys in height
and the applicant has provided
an assessment based on a 12
storey development based floor
to ceiling heights prescribed by
the Apartment Design Guide.
The overshadowing impacts are
generally consistent (refer
Attachment 12). To assist in
meeting the relevant
overshadowing criteria, the
applicant has reduced the south
western corner of the
development to nine storeys.

Issue addressed.
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ISSUE/OBJECTION COMMENT OUTCOME

Application as submitted
does not meet the objectives
of the standard.

The Applicant goes on to
consider if the wvariations
requested are well founded
(refer section 4.6.7 of their
report). In their response to
this, they have only
considered their own
situation, at no time have
they considered the impact
that these variations will
have on my ability to enjoy
what I love most about my
home, my access to light.
The statements are
gratuitous in nature and
have been provided in
isolation of any community
engagement. They state the
“proposed variations do not
add significantly to the
overall impact to adjoining
land, uses, activities.”
Nowhere in their report
could I find a report that
shows solar access impact
that is in line with the
allowable  height versus
impact on height requested,
so I am not sure how this
statement could actually be
made.

Concern is raised that this | It is considered that the | Issue addressed.
application does not | Spurway Drive connection to
adequately address the | Fairway Drive associated with
growing traffic concerns on | this development will alleviate
Solent Circuit. Currently, | some of the traffic concerns on
Solent Circuit is one lane in | Solent Circuit. The Spurway
each direction. It is a very | Drive extension is a pre-planned
busy road with wvehicles | component of the overall
often speeding; it has | Balmoral Road Release Area
insufficient lighting and no | street network that was

crossings to allow | introduced into the DCP as a
pedestrians to cross from | direct consequence of the
one side to the other. planning proposal relating to

The owners corporation feels | this site.
that by approving such a
large development, in | The upgrading and eventual
addition to the ones already | dedication of Spurway Drive is a
approved for Fairway Drive, | critical piece of road
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ISSUE/OBJECTION COMMENT OUTCOME
Spurway Drive and Solent | infrastructure that is essential
Circuit, the current | to the precinct as a result of its

inadequacies with Solent | linking of Fairway Drive to
Circuit will only increase, | Windsor Road.

amounting to  increased
vehicular access, causing | The underlying planning
increased safety concerns | proposal was forwarded to the
and difficulties for owners to | Roads and Maritime Services
both enter and exit Solent | and Transport for NSW for
Circuit at any given point. comment. Both agencies
deemed that future
development on the site is
unlikely to have any
unacceptable traffic implications
in terms of road network
capacity.

The developer has submitted | The variation to the front | Issue addressed.
a request for a 6 metre | setback is addressed in detail in
setback, when the DCP calls | Section 4 of this report. It is
for 10 metres. Even if the | considered that sufficient space
building at zoned height of | remains for adequate
35 metres, this is a sudden | landscaping and the reduced
wall of windows and built | setback will not lead to any
environment. This needs to | detrimental overshadowing or
be set back to allow for | privacy impacts. The matters
maximum softening through | relating to overshadowing have
landscaping and linear. As a | been addressed in this report.
minimum, it should be the
10 metres as per Council
DCP.

We believe the car parking | The matters relating to parking | Issue addressed.
as proposed allows for an | have been addressed in Section
excessive number of | 1 of this report. Given the
carparks, and is totally | proximity to the future Norwest
inconsistent with the | station it is considered that the
Transport Orientated | parking provided is appropriate.
Development (TOD). To
allow this many car parks is
unconscionable in this age of
encouraging Public
Transport. It will only
increase and exacerbate the
many traffic issues into the
future.

Ratepayers in this area are | The traffic impacts for the | Issue addressed.
particularly concerned about | locality do not directly relate to
the traffic impact of this and | this application. They are a
the many other | matter for Council and the
developments proposed in | Roads and Maritime Service.

this area. We recently asked
for a traffic plan for the area
at your Council Office desk,
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ISSUE/OBJECTION

COMMENT

OUTCOME

only to be told that there
isnt one. The obvious
impact of increased traffic
from this Spurway Drive
development, the adjacent

proposed development
(282/2018/JP on Fairway
Drive) and others we

understand are proposed will
add considerable traffic to
already congested Fairway
Drive, Solent Circuit,
Northwest Boulevard and
the peak hour near
gridlocked Windsor Road.

As  Council is aware,
occupancy rates of the
Norwest Business Park
having <65% unutilised
office  space. Apparently
traffic congestion is the main
reason for new tenants not
wanting to take up lease
opportunities. Congestion
leading onto Old Windsor
Road could be alleviated by
using the T-Way at peak
periods if bus demand
reduces. This may reduce
the pressure caused by the
output from Lexington Drive
in particular at peak time.

As indicated above, the traffic
impacts for the locality do not
directly relate to this
application. They are a matter
for Council and the Roads and
Maritime Service.

Issue addressed.

We are concerned for
children using the local park
(corner of Laura Street and
Fairway Drive). There is no
provision for parking and we
know some traffic regularly
exceeds speed limits along
this stretch of Fairway.
Furthermore, we understand
the new school is planned to
have around 1,000 students
when completed. This will
add  considerably  more
traffic. At peak traffic, has
consideration been given to
emergency services' needs?
Can the roads cope with

ambulance, fire or police
emergencies in these
conditions? Have these

As indicated above, the traffic
impacts for the locality do not
directly relate to this
application. They are a matter
for Council and the Roads and
Maritime Service.

Issue addressed.
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ISSUE/OBJECTION COMMENT OUTCOME
been considered in any
deliberations  you  make
regarding the significant
population increase in our
area?
We are concerned and | Any consultation between the | Issue addressed.
bemused that the applicant | applicant and residents before
undertook a community | lodgement of the application is
consultation with us vyet | not relevant to the assessment

have not listened to a single
thing we have said as none
of our feedback and
suggestions have been
included in any of the DA’s
submitted to Council. We as
a community fully
participated in a consultation
process, not to oppose the
development but to seek
better outcomes for existing
residents.

process. This application has
been formally notified by
Council and the submissions

received have been considered
in this report.

We are further concerned
that this is another DA for

330 homes and still the
masterplan lodged on 9
November 2016 has not
been approved. The

outcome of this masterplan
is a significant issue for us
given the bulk, scale, height
and setback of the proposed
residential flat  buildings
directly behind our homes.

It is acknowledged that the
subject application was
submitted prior to the
masterplan application being
lodged. The masterplan
Development Application
736/2017/JP has since been
approved by the Sydney Central
Planning Panel on 11 April 2018,

Issue addressed.

Given the recent concerns
expressed by politicians at
local, state and federal level
regarding the extreme level
of development in the
Norwest, Bella Vista and
Kellyville area directly
related to the Norwest
Metro, and given the fact
that the masterplan for the
development in question has
not been determined, we
request a full review of the
development strategy for
this precinct including the
road alignment of Spurway
Drive.

As indicated above, the
masterplan Development
Application 736/2017/JP has

since been approved by the
Panel on 11 April 2018. The
subject proposal is consistent
with the approved masterplan.

Issue addressed.

We are sick of hearing from

The variations to the LEP are

Issue addressed.
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ISSUE/OBJECTION COMMENT OUTCOME
the applicant, their planner, | required to demonstrate a
their architect, their | better planning outcome. It is

consultants, Council and the | considered that the variations
JRPP that the decisions | proposed within this application
made ‘“provide a better | also provide a better planning
outcome”. We are sure they | outcome as detailed within this
provide a better outcome for | report.

the applicant but they
certainly do not provide a
better outcome for the
community. We would be
happy to hear from any local
community members who
believe that this ongoing
development will provide a
better outcome for the
community or in fact who
support the proposal at all.

6. A Metropolis of Three Cities — the Greater Sydney Region Plan
The Central City District Plan contains ‘Directions for Liveability’ which include:

Housing the City - Planning Priority C5 - Providing housing supply, choice and
affordability with access to jobs, services and public transport; and

A City of Great Places - Planning Priority C6 - Creating and renewing great places and
local centres, and respecting the District’s heritage.

The plan seeks to provide housing supply which is diverse and affordable and which
meets the needs of residents and which bring people together. The plan seeks to provide
housing in locations which are easily accessible by public transport to reduce commuting
time. Housing should be located in places which are liveable, walkable and cycle friendly.
Housing should also respond to the changing needs of residents and consider single
person and aging households. Great places are defined as areas which have a unique
combination of local people, built form and natural features which reflect shared
community values and which attract residents, workers and visitors. Local centres act as
a focal point for neighbourhoods and provide essential access to day to day goods and
services.

Implementation and monitoring of the Plan and the potential indicators are as follows:

Direction 4: Housing the City: Providing ongoing housing supply and a range of housing
types in the right locations will create more liveable neighbourhoods and support Greater
Sydney's growing population. Housing affordability is also a challenge that can affect job
and lifestyle choices.

Direction 5: A City of Great Places: The creation and renewal of great places for people,
together with better local accessibility through walking and cycling, will achieve local
liveability that attracts and retains residents and workers. Great places exhibit design
excellence and start with a focus on open spaces and a people-friendly realm.

The proposed development meets the intent of the Plan as follows:
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The proposal will provide a range of units types which will assist in meeting housing
demands;

The site is located in an area serviced by existing and future public transport and is in
close proximity to the Norwest station; and

The proposed will result in an appropriate built form outcome which responds to the
desired future modern character of the area;

The proposal is considered satisfactory in regard to the Central City District Plan.

DEPARTMENT OF PRIMARY INDUSTRIES - WATER

The proposal was lodged as Nominated Integrated Development under the provisions of
the Environmental Planning & Assessment Act, 1979 as approval is required from the
Department of Primary Industries - Water under the provisions of the Water
Management Act, 2000. The Department of Primary Industries - Water have provided
their General Terms of Approval (refer Attachment 17).

ROADS & MARITIME SERVICE COMMENTS

The State Environmental Planning Policy - Infrastructure 2009 requires development to
be referred to the NSW Roads and Maritime Service where the development results in
200 or move vehicles with access to any road.

The NSW Roads and Maritime Service identified that Council should undertake an
assessment on the traffic impacts on the locality given the creation of the link between
Windsor Road and Fairway Drive. It is noted that this link is a pre-planned link contained
within the Balmoral Road DCP. Although the densities have increased above what was
initially planned concerns were not raised by the RMS during the planning proposal
stage.

It is considered that this link will provide permeability through to Norwest Business Park
and the higher density residential areas on the edge of the business park. Additionally,
Council’s Principal Traffic & Transport Coordinator has reviewed the proposal and raised
no objection with respect to traffic generation.

NSW POLICE COMMENTS

The NSW Police have reviewed the Development Application and outlined a number of
Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) recommendations to ensure
that the site is appropriately protected (See Condition No. 3).

SUBDIVISION ENGINEERING COMMENTS
No objections are raised to the proposal subject to conditions.

TREE MANAGEMENT COMMENTS
No objection is raised to the proposal subject to conditions.

HEALTH & ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION COMMENTS
No objection is raised to the proposal subject to conditions.

WASTE MANAGEMENT COMMENTS
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No objection is raised to the proposal subject to conditions.

RESOURCE RECOVERY COMMENTS
No objection is raised to the proposal subject to conditions.

CONCLUSION

The proposal has been assessed having regard to the provisions of Section 4.15 of the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act, 1979, SEPP 65, SEPP 55, LEP 2012 and
The Hills Development Control Plan and is considered satisfactory.

The variations to the LEP Height control, FSR and unit size and parking are addressed in
the report and are considered satisfactory.

In relation to the Clause 4.6 Variation requests, it is considered that the Applicant’s
request is well founded, and the proposed variation results in a development that is
consistent with the relevant objectives, and compliance with the standard are
unnecessary in this instance, and the proposal results in a better planning outcome as
outlined in this report.

The issues raised in the submissions have been addressed in the report. Further
amendment or refusal of the application is not warranted.

Accordingly approval subject to conditions is recommended.

RECOMMENDATION
The Development Application be approved subject to the following conditions.

GENERAL MATTERS

1. Development in Accordance with Submitted Plans

The development being carried out in accordance with the following approved plans and
details, stamped and returned with this consent except where amended by other
conditions of consent.

REFERENCED PLANS AND DOCUMENTS

DRAWING NO. | DESCRIPTION REVISION | DATE

DA-100-002 SITE PLAN A 26/06/2017
DA-110-006 BASEMENT 04 PLAN C 30/05/2018
DA-110-007 BASEMENT 03 PLAN C 30/05/2018
DA-110-008 BASEMENT 02 PLAN C 30/05/2018
DA-110-009 BASEMENT 01 PLAN C 30/05/2018
DA-110-010 LEVEL 01 GROUND FLOOR PLAN E 25/06/2018
DA-110-020 LEVEL 02 PLAN E 25/06/2018
DA-110-030 LEVELS 03-09 PLAN E 25/06/2018
DA-110-100 LEVEL 10 PLAN D 30/05/2018
DA-110-110 LEVEL 11 PLAN D 30/05/2018
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DA-110-120 LEVEL 12 PLAN D 30/05/2018
DA-110-130 LEVEL 13 PLAN D 30/05/2018
DA-110-140 PLANT LEVEL PLAN C 30/05/2018
DA-110-150 ROOF LEVEL PLAN B 30/05/2018
DA-250-001 NORTH ELEVATION B 01/02/2018
DA-250-101 EAST ELEVATION B 01/02/2018
DA-250-201 SOUTH ELEVATION B 01/02/2018
DA-250-301 WEST ELEVATION B 01/02/2018
DA-250-401 COURTYARD EAST B 20/10/2017
DA-250-501 COURTYARD WEST B 20/10/2017
DA-350-001 SECTON AA B 01/02/2018
DA-350-100 RAMP 1 A 26/07/2017
DA-350-101 RAMP 2 A 26/07/2017
DA-350-102 RAMP 3 A 26/07/2017
DA-830-001 MATERIALS AND EXTERNAL FINISHES C 01/02/2018
DA-830-002 DETAIL VIEW A MATERIALS AND |C 01/02/2018
FINISHES
DA-830-003 DETAIL VIEW B MATERIALS AND |C 01/02/2018
FINISHES
DA-830-004 DETAIL VIEW C MATERIALS AND |C 01/02/2018
FINISHES
DA-830-005 DETAIL VIEW D MATERIALS AND |C 01/02/2018
FINISHES
DA-830-006 DETAIL VIEW E MATERIALS AND |C 01/02/2018
FINISHES
DA-840-001 ADAPTABLE AND LIVEBALE UNITS C 01/02/2018
DA-840-002 LIVEABLE APARTMENTS C 01/02/2018

No work (including excavation, land fill or earth reshaping) shall be undertaken prior to
the issue of the Construction Certificate, where a Construction Certificate is required.

2. Compliance with Department Primary Industries - Water Requirements
Compliance with the requirements of the Department of Primary Industries - Water
attached as Appendix (A) to this consent and dated 16 January 2018,

3. Compliance with NSW Police Force Requirements
Compliance with the requirements of NSW Police - Local Area Command as outlined in

their letter dated 9 August 2017:

Surveillance:

CCTV coverage is required to be installed to monitor all common areas and entry/exits
points. Use of height indicator stickers on entrance/exit doors is required on entry/exit
doors.

Paint the lift shaft points and perimeter walls in the basement white to reflect light.
Vegetation to be kept trimmed at all times.

Installation of a security intercom system is required to access the residential parts of
the basement car park and main lobbies. Each unit is to contain an intercom system to
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enable access for visitors to the basement car park and lobby. Security access is to be
utilised at the entrance of the basement.

Lighting:

Lighting is to meet minimum Australian Standards. Special attention is to be made to
lighting at entry/exit points from the building, the car park and driveways.
Environmental Maintenance:

Use of anti-graffiti building materials.

High fencing during construction is to be used.

Use of security sensor lights and a security company to monitor the site during
construction phase are required.

Access Control:

Ground level units are required to have upgraded security measures in place such as
doors/ windows being alarmed, thickened glass and sensor lights.

High quality letter boxes that meet AS ISO9001:2008 are required.

Lift from car park into the residential part of the building to be used with a fob or pin
code is required.

Entry into car park to be secured by a fob, remote/code access and camera are required.
Ensure improved strength to security roller shutters/garage doors is used.

Caged storage units are to be built up to the ceiling with a door with better quality
locking mechanism are to be used.

Fire doors are to be alarmed and a magnetic strip is required so that the door will shut
closed.

External doors that can be used to enter the car park or into the complex are required to
have a plate installed to the door.

Devices are to be fitted to enable windows to be locked at 12.5cm when the devices are
engaged

4. External Finishes
External finishes and colours shall be in accordance with the details submitted with the
development application and approved with this consent.

5. Tree Removal

Approval is granted for the removal of trees numbered 164-168, 185-195, 205-211,
213-218, and 225 as detailed in the Arboricultural Impact Assessment prepared by Tree
Wise Man dated September 2016 and additional trees detailed within Tree Risk
Assessment prepared by McArdle Aboricultural Consultancy dated 12 June 2018,

All other trees are to remain and are to be protected during all works. Suitable
replacement trees are to be planted upon completion of construction.

6. Planting Requirements
All trees planted as part of the approved landscape plan are to be minimum 75 litre pot

size. All shrubs planted as part of the approved landscape plan are to be minimum
200mm pot size. Groundcovers are to be planted at 5/m?.

For all planting on slab and planter boxes allow the following minimum soil depths:
1.2m for large trees or 800mm for small trees;

650mm for shrubs;

300-450mm for groundcover; and

200mm for turf.

Note: this is the soil depth alone and not the overall depth of the planter.

7. Property Numbering
The responsibility for property numbering is vested solely in Council.

Approved street numbering for this development is:-

3 Lucinda Avenue, 21, 23 & 25 Spurway Drive, Kellyville
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Approved Unit Numbering is as per plans submitted - Drawings DA-110-010, 020, 030,
100, 110, 120, 130 - Rev A with the exception unit numbers 107 and 108 which are to
be swapped):

3 Lucinda Ave 21 Spurway Dr 23 Spurway Dr 25 Spurway Dr

Units 101-105
Units 201-206
Units 301-307
Units 401-407
Units 501-507
Units 601-607
Units 701-707
Units 801-807
Units 901-907

Units 106-110
Units 207-214
Units 308-318
Units 408-418
Units 508-518
Units 608-618
Units 708-718
Units 808-818
Units 908-918

Units 111-115
Units 215-219
Units 319-323
Units 419-423
Units 519-523
Units 619-623
Units 719-723
Units 819-823
Units 919-923

Units 116-120
Units 220-226
Units 324-330
Units 424-430
Units 524-530
Units 624-630
Units 724-730
Units 824-830
Units 924-930

Units 1001-1007
Units 1101-1107
Units 1201-1205
Units 1301-1305

Units 1008-1014
Units 1108-1116
Units 1206-1212
Units 1306-1309

Units 1015-1021
Units 1117-1124
Units 1213-1220

Unit numbering cannot be repeated throughout the development.

These numbers, unless otherwise approved by Council in writing, are to be displayed
clearly on all door entrances.

Clear and accurate external directional signage is to be erected on site at driveway entry
points and on buildings. Unit numbering signage is also required on stairway access
doors and lift/lobby entry doors. It is essential that all numbering signage throughout
the complex is clear to assist emergency service providers locate a destination with ease
and speed.

8. Approved Subdivision Plan

The subdivision component of the development must be carried out in accordance with
the approved plan of subdivision prepared by LTS Lockley Drawing 41917-44554DP
Revision B dated 23/06/2017 except where amended by other conditions of consent.

9. Separate Application for Strata Subdivision
The strata title subdivision of the development is not included. A separate development
application or complying development certificate application is required.

10. Protection of Public Infrastructure

Adequate protection must be provided prior to work commencing and maintained during
building operations so that no damage is caused to public infrastructure as a result of
the works. Public infrastructure includes the road pavement, kerb and gutter, concrete
footpaths, drainage structures, utilities and landscaping fronting the site. The certifier is
responsible for inspecting the public infrastructure for compliance with this condition
before an Occupation Certificate is issued. Any damage must be made good in
accordance with the requirements of Council and to the satisfaction of Council.

11. Requirements for Council Drainage Easements
No works are permitted within existing or proposed public drainage easements unless

approved by Council. Where works are permitted, the following requirements must be
adhered to:

Provision for overland flow and access for earthmoving equipment must be maintained.

The existing ground levels must not be altered. No overland flow is to be diverted out of
the easement.
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No fill, stockpiles, building materials or sheds can be placed within the easement.

Open style fencing must be used. New or replacement fencing must be approved by
Council.

12, Vehicular Access and Parking
The formation, surfacing and drainage of all driveways, parking modules, circulation
roadways and ramps are required, with their design and construction complying with:

AS/ NZS 2890.1

AS/ NZS 2890.6

AS 2890.2

DCP Part C Section 1 - Parking

Council’s Driveway Specifications

Where conflict exists the Australian Standard must be used.
The following must be provided:

All driveways and car parking areas must be prominently and permanently line marked,
signposted and maintained to ensure entry and exit is in a forward direction at all times
and that parking and traffic circulation is appropriately controlled.

All driveways and car parking areas must be separated from landscaped areas by a low
level concrete kerb or wall.

All driveways and car parking areas must be concrete or bitumen. The design must
consider the largest design service vehicle expected to enter the site. In rural areas, all
driveways and car parking areas must provide for a formed all weather finish.

All driveways and car parking areas must be graded, collected and drained by pits and
pipes to a suitable point of legal discharge.

Provision of give way signage and lines to ensure that there is clear priority on the
ingress or egress at all ramps and tight corners/ locations.

13, Vehicular Crossing Request
Each driveway requires the lodgement of a separate vehicular crossing request
accompanied by the applicable fee as per Council's Schedule of Fees and Charges.

14. Excavation/ Anchoring Near Boundaries

Earthworks near the property boundary must be carried out in a way so as to not cause
an impact on adjoining public or private assets, Where anchoring is proposed to sustain
excavation near the property boundary, the following requirements apply:

Written owner’s consent for works on adjoining land must be obtained.

For works adjacent to a road, anchoring that extends into the footpath verge is not
permitted, except where expressly approved otherwise by Council, or the RMS in the
case of a classified road.

Where anchoring within public land is permitted, a bond must be submitted to ensure
their removal once works are complete. The value of this bond must relate to the cost of
their removal and must be confirmed by Council in writing before payment.

All anchors must be temporary. Once works are complete, all loads must be removed
from the anchors.

A plan must be prepared, along with all accompanying structural detail and certification,
identifying the location and number of anchors proposed.

The anchors must be located clear of existing and proposed services.
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Details demonstrating compliance with the above must be submitted to the Principal
Certifying Authority and included as part of any Construction Certificate or Occupation
Certificate issued.

15. Finished Floor Level - Flooding
The finished floor level of all habitable levels must reflect the approved plans and are to
be no lower than RL 69.91m AHD.

16. Approved Street Naming
Street naming must comply with Council’s approved map which can be found on
Council’s website,

17. Street Trees

Street trees must be provided for the section within or fronting the development site
spaced between 7m and 10m apart. The location of street trees must be considerate of
driveways, services, drainage pits and sight lines at intersections. The species and size
of street trees must comply with the requirements of Council. Details demonstrating
compliance with the above must be submitted for approval before any street trees are
planted.

Alternatively, street trees can be planted by Council subject to payment of the applicable
fee as per Council’s Schedule of Fees and Charges.

18. Recycled Water

The subject site must be connected to Sydney Water's Rouse Hill Recycled Water
Scheme, unless written evidence from Sydney Water is submitted advising that this
service is not available.

19. Road Opening Permit

Should the subdivision/ development necessitate the installation or upgrading of utility
services or any other works on Council land beyond the immediate road frontage of the
development site and these works are not covered by a Construction Certificate issued
by Council under this consent then a separate road opening permit must be applied for
and the works inspected by Council’s Maintenance Services team.

The contractor is responsible for instructing sub-contractors or service authority
providers of this requirement. Contact Council’s Construction Engineer if it is unclear
whether a separate road opening permit is required.

20. Construction Certificate

Prior to construction of the approved development, it is necessary to obtain a
Construction Certificate. A Construction Certificate may be issued by Council or an
Accredited Certifier. Plans submitted with the Construction Certificate are to be amended
to incorporate the conditions of the Development Consent.

21. Building Work to be in Accordance with BCA
All building work must be carried out in accordance with the provisions of the Building

Code of Australia.

22. Contamination Requirements
During demolition / excavation / construction the recommendations of the Detailed Site

Investigation for 47 Spurway Drive, Baulkham Hills prepared by EI Australia, referenced
as E23307 AA_RevO, dated 6 April 2017 and submitted as part of the Development
Application are to be complied with as part of this approval. Including but not limited to:

. A hazardous materials survey is to be completed prior to the demolition of any existing
structures; and

Waste classification of fill / soil is to be performed prior to any fill / soil removal on site
in accordance with the EPA 2014 Waste Classification Guidelines, including offsite
disposal to appropriately licenced waste management facilities.
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23. Retention of Trees

All trees not specifically identified on the approved plans for removal are to be retained
with protection measure and remedial work to be carried out in accordance with the
Arboricultural Impact Assessment prepared by Tree Wise Men dated September 2016.

24. Adherence to Operational Waste Management Plan

All requirements of the Operational Waste Management Plan submitted as part of the
Development Application must be implemented, except if contrary to other conditions of
consent or otherwise directed by Council.

25. Communal Composting Areas

An area shall be incorporated in the landscape design of the development for communal
composting. Whilst the operation of such a facility will depend upon the attitudes of
occupants and their Owners Corporation, the potential to compost should exist.

26. Management of Construction Waste
Waste materials must be appropriately stored and secured within a designated waste

area onsite at all times, prior to its reuse onsite or being sent offsite. This includes waste
materials such as paper and containers which must not litter the site or leave the site
onto neighbouring public or private property. A separate dedicated bin must be provided
onsite by the builder for the disposal of waste materials such as paper, containers and
food scraps generated by all workers. Building waste containers are not permitted to be
placed on public property at any time unless a separate application is approved by
Council to locate a building waste container in a public place.

Any material moved offsite is to be transported in accordance with the requirements of
the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 and only to a place that can
lawfully be used as a waste facility. The separation and recycling of the following waste
materials is required: metals, timber, masonry products and clean waste plasterboard.
This can be achieved by source separation onsite, that is, a bin for metal waste, a bin for
timber, a bin for bricks and so on. Alternatively, mixed waste may be stored in one or
more bins and sent to a waste contractor or transfer/sorting station that will sort the
waste on their premises for recycling. Receipts of all waste/recycling tipping must be
kept onsite at all times and produced in a legible form to any authorised officer of the
Council who asks to see them.

Transporters of asbestos waste (of any load over 100kg of asbestos waste or 10 square
metres or more of asbestos sheeting) must provide information to the NSW EPA
regarding the movement of waste using their WastelLocate online reporting tool
www.wastelocate.epa.nsw.gov.au.

27. Management of Construction and/or Demolition Waste

Waste materials must be appropriately stored and secured within a designated waste
area onsite at all times, prior to its reuse onsite or being sent offsite. This includes waste
materials such as paper and containers which must not litter the site or leave the site
onto neighbouring public or private property. A separate dedicated bin must be provided
onsite by the builder for the disposal of waste materials such as paper, containers and
food scraps generated by all workers. Building waste containers are not permitted to be
placed on public property at any time unless a separate application is approved by
Council to locate a building waste container in a public place.

Any material moved offsite is to be transported in accordance with the requirements of
the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 and only to a place that can
lawfully be used as a waste facility. The separation and recycling of the following waste
materials is required: metals, timber, masonry products and clean waste plasterboard.
This can be achieved by source separation onsite, that is, a bin for metal waste, a bin for
timber, a bin for bricks and so on. Alternatively, mixed waste may be stored in one or
more bins and sent to a waste contractor or transfer/sorting station that will sort the
waste on their premises for recycling. Receipts of all waste/recycling tipping must be
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kept onsite at all times and produced in a legible form to any authorised officer of the
Council who asks to see them.

Transporters of asbestos waste (of any load over 100kg of asbestos waste or 10 square
metres or more of asbestos sheeting) must provide information to the NSW EPA
regarding the movement of waste using their WastelLocate online reporting tool
www.wastelocate.epa.nsw.gov.au.

28. Disposal of Surplus Excavated Material
The disposal of surplus excavated material, other than to a licenced waste facility, is not

permitted without the previous written approval of Council prior to works commencing
on site. Any unauthorized disposal of waste, which includes excavated material, is a
breach of the Protection of the Environment Operations Act 1997 and subject to
substantial penalties. Receipts of all waste/ recycling tipping must be kept onsite at all
times and produced in a legible form to any authorised officer of the Council who asks to
see them.

29. Commencement of Domestic Waste Service

A domestic waste service must be commenced with Council. The service must be
arranged no earlier than one week prior to occupancy and no later than two days post
occupancy. All requirements of Council’s domestic waste collection service must be
complied with at all times. Contact Council’s Resource Recovery Team to commence the
applicable domestic waste service for the site.

30. Construction of Garbage Chute Rooms

All work involving construction of the four garbage chute rooms must comply with the
requirements below. Minimum combined storage facility must be provided for 60 x 660
litre garbage bins and 60 x 660 litre recycling bins. Additionally, each room must contain
a two-bin linear conveyor for garbage bins and recycling bins. The two-bin linear
conveyor for garbage hins must also contain a compactor.

The layout of the garbage chute rooms must ensure that each bin is easily accessible
and manoeuvrable in and out of the garbage chute rooms with minimal or no manual
handling of other bins.

The walls of the garbage chute rooms must be constructed of brickwork or concrete
blockwork.

The floor of the garbage chute rooms must be constructed of concrete with a smooth
non-slip finish, graded and drained to sewer.

The garbage chute rooms must have a waste servicing door, with a minimum clear floor
width of 1.5m. Acceptable waste servicing doors are single or double swinging doors and
roller doors.

All doors of the garbage chute rooms, when fully opened, must be flush with the outside
wall and must not block or obstruct car park aisles or footways. All doors must be able to
be fixed in position when fully opened.

The garbage chute rooms must be adequately ventilated (mechanically).

The garbage chute rooms must be provided with a hose tap (hot and cold mixer),
connected to a water supply, to facilitate bin washing. If the tap is located inside the
garbage chute rooms, it must not to conflict with the space designated for the placement
of bins.

The garbage chute rooms must be provided with an internal light (artificial) such as an
automatic sensor light.

The garbage chute rooms must have appropriate signage, provided by Council, mounted
in a visible location on an internal wall and is to be permanently maintained by the
Owners Corporation.
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10. Finishes and colours of the garbage chute rooms are to complement the design of the
development.

Bin Measurements (mm)
660L: 850 (d) 1370 (w) 1250 (h)

31. Construction of Garbage Holding Area

The garbage holding room must accommodate a minimum of 104 x 660 litre bulk bins, a
turntable suitable for an 8.8m long MRV (AS2890.2-2002) with a 15 tonne gross vehicle
mass, a garbage hoist suitable for 660 litre bulk bins, and a caged area for the interim
storage and management of unwanted bulky goods. No walkway ramps are to exceed a
gradient of 1:20.

32. Dual Waste Chute System
A dual chute for domestic garbage and recycling must be provided with openings on all

residential levels of each core. The chutes must discharge into 660 litre bins placed on
linear tracks within the garbage chute rooms. Garbage must be compacted at a ratio of
1.5:1 or 2:1. No compaction is permitted for recycling.

33. Access and Loading for Waste Collection
Minimum vehicle access and loading facilities must be provided and designed in

accordance with Australian standard 2890.2-2002 for the standard 8.8m long Medium
Rigid Vehicle, with the exception that the minimum clear vertical clearance is 3.5m. The
following additional requirements are applicable:

1. All manoeuvring and loading areas for waste collection vehicles must be prominently and
permanently line marked, signposted and maintained to ensure entry and exit to the site
is in a forward direction at all times and that loading and traffic circulation is
appropriately controlled.

2. The turntable must permanently maintained and in operation. The turntable must have
capacity for an 8.8m long MRV (AS2890.2-2002) with a 15 tonne gross vehicle mass.

3. The loading area must allow additional space for access and loading and have
appropriate signage such as no parking at any time.

4. The loading area must have a sufficient level of lighting, and allow additional space for
access and loading (e.g. wheeling a bulk bin to the back of the collection vehicle for rear
load collection).

5. Access to restricted loading areas (i.e. via roller shutter doors, boom gates or similar)
must be via scanning from the cab of medium and heavy vehicles, remote access or
other measure to ensure there is no requirement for collection contractors to exit the
cab. Copies of scan cards or remotes must be provided to Council upon the
commencement of waste services.

PRIOR TO THE ISSUE OF A CONSTRUCTION CERTIFICATE

34, Design Verification
Prior to the release of the Construction Certificate design verification is required from a

qualified designer to confirm the development is in accordance with the approved plans
and details and continues to satisfy the design quality principles in SEPP65.

35. Section 7.11 Contribution — Balmoral Road Release Area

The following monetary contributions must be paid to Council in accordance with Section
7.11 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act, 1979, to provide for the
increased demand for public amenities and services resulting from the development.
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Payments comprise of the following:-

Purpose: 1 | Purpose: 2 | Purpose: 3 | Purpose; 4 | Purpose: | No, of 1 Bedroom | No, of 2 Bedroom | Mo, of 3 Badroom | No. of 4 Bedroom | No, of Credits:
bedroom unit |bedroom unit |bedroom unit |bedroom unit | Credit units: 83 units: 24 units: 29 units: 4 1

Total S7.11

[0pen Space - Land § 10I7016 [§ 1780372 [ 2566188 [§ 2566188 [§ 2566188 $44,200.28 3,809,9%.08 | § 74419452

102,647.52 15,6615 | § 5,475,382.52

[0pen Space - Capital 1,841.08 4983.50 [§ 718309 [§ 718319 1183.19 23530764 1,066,481.64 20831251

18,73L76 7,183.19 | § 1,532,651.56

[Transpart Facilties - Capital 1,391.28 419%.22 [$ 604834 [§ 04834 6,048.34 198 374.4

1,821.92 45548

97,183.35

[Drainage Facilfies - Capital 24.06 4L73 (S BSLILYS  BSLIL BL1L [§ 2141838 96,600.22 [$ 1885019 160444 65111

138924.12

§ §
$ § §
$ § §
{Community Faciltes - Land [ JIB00 )8 4554808 45548 )8 45548 1498399 [§ 67,6240 13,208.92
$ § H
$ $ $

[Total 15,854.11 | § 27,751.23 [ § 40,000.00 | 5 40,000.00 ¢ 4000000 [§ 131589113 593876322 [s  1,160,000.00

§
§
897,99L.08 17540186 [ § 14,1933 6,48.34 | § 1,290,512.20
§
§
§

160,000.00 |5 40,000.00 | § 8,534,654.35

Prior to payment of the above contributions, the applicant is advised to contact Council’s
Development Contributions Officer on 9843 0268. Payment must be made by cheque or
credit/debit card. Cash payments will not be accepted.

This condition has been imposed in accordance with Contributions Plan No. 12.

Council’s Contributions Plans can be viewed at www.thehills.nsw.gov.au or a copy may
be inspected or purchased at Council’s Administration Centre.

36. Special Infrastructure Contribution - Growth Centres
A special infrastructure contribution is to be made in accordance with the Environmental

Planning and Assessment (Special Infrastructure Contribution - Western Sydney Growth
Areas) Determination 2011, as in force when this consent becomes operative.

Information about the special infrastructure contribution can be found on the
Department of Planning and Environment website:

http://www.planning.nsw.gov.au/

Please contact the Department of Planning and Environment regarding arrangements for
the making of a payment.

37. Stormwater Pump/ Basement Car Park Requirements

Should the detailed building design not prevent stormwater entering the basement car
park, a stormwater pump-out system will be required. The stormwater pump-out system
must be designed and constructed in accordance with AS/ NZS 3500.3:2015 - Plumbing
and Drainage - Stormwater drainage. The system must be connected to the internal
water sensitive urban design system before runoff is discharged to the street (or other
point of legal discharge) along with the remaining site runoff, under gravity. All plans,
calculations, hydraulic details and manufacturer specifications for the pump must be
submitted with certification from the designer confirming compliance with the above
requirements.

38. Security Bond — Road Pavement and Public Asset Protection
In accordance with Section 4.17(6) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act

1979, a security bond of $225,675.00 is required to be submitted to Council to
guarantee the protection of the road pavement and other public assets in the vicinity of
the site during construction works. The above amount is calculated at the rate of $85.00
per square metre based on the road frontage of the subject site plus an additional 50m
on either side (295m) multiplied by the average width of the road (9m).

The bond must be lodged with Council before a Construction Certificate is issued for the
building works.

The bond is refundable upon written application to Council and is subject to all work
being restored to Council’s satisfaction. Should the cost of restoring any damage exceed
the value of the bond, Council will undertake the works and issue an invoice for the
recovery of these costs.

39. Engineering Works and Design
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The design and construction of the engineering works listed below must be provided for
in accordance with Council’s Design Guidelines Subdivisions/ Developments and Works
Specifications Subdivisions/ Developments.

Engineering works can be classified as either “subdivision works” or “building works".
Works within an existing or proposed public road, or works within an existing or
proposed public reserve can only be approved, inspected and certified by Council in
accordance with the Roads Act 1993 and the Local Government Act 1993 respectively.

The following engineering works are required:
Driveway Requirements

The design, finish, gradient and location of all driveway crossings must comply with the
above documents and Council’'s Driveway Specifications.

The proposed driveways must be built to Council’s heavy duty standard.

The driveways must be a minimum of 6m wide for the first 6m into the site, measured
from the boundary.

A separate vehicular crossing request fee is payable as per Council’'s Schedule of Fees
and Charges.

Service Conduits

Service conduits to each of the proposed new lots, laid in strict accordance with the
relevant service authority’s requirements, are required. Services must be shown on the
engineering drawings.

Earthworks/ Site Regrading

Earthworks are limited to that shown on the approved plans. Where earthworks are not
shown on the approved plan the topsoil within lots must not be disturbed.

Retaining walls are limited to those locations and heights shown on the concept
engineering plans prepared by Northrop Sydney (Revision B).

Stormwater Drainage - Creek Outlets

Piped stormwater outlets/ connections to a natural watercourse must comply with the
requirements of Council, the Department of Primary Industries — Water (even where the
receiving waterbody is not a natural watercourse) as well as Sydney Water, in the case
of stormwater management land.

Inter-allotment Stormwater Drainage

Piped inter-allotment stormwater drainage catering for the entire area of each lot must
be provided. Each lot must be uniformly graded to its lowest point where a grated
surface inlet pit must be provided. All collected stormwater is to be piped to an approved
constructed public drainage system.

Where OSD is required, a minimum level difference of 800mm measured between the
surface level and the invert of the outlet pipe must be provided.

Water Sensitive Urban Design Elements

Water sensitive urban design elements, consisting of bioretention basins, are to be
located generally in accordance with the plans and information submitted with the
application.

Detailed plans for the water sensitive urban design elements must be submitted for
approval. The detailed plans must be suitable for construction, and include detailed and
representative longitudinal and cross sections of the proposed infrastructure. The design
must be accompanied, informed and supported by detailed water quality and quantity
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modelling. The modelling must demonstrate a reduction in annual average pollution
export loads from the development site in line with the following environmental targets:

90% reduction in the annual average load of gross pollutants

85% reduction in the annual average load of total suspended solids
65% reduction in the annual average load of total phosphorous
45% reduction in the annual average load of total nitrogen

All model parameters and data outputs are to be provided.

These elements must be designed and constructed in accordance with best practice
water sensitive urban design techniques and guidelines. Such guidelines include, but are
not limited to:

Water Sensitive Urban Design - Technical Guidelines for Western Sydney, 2004,
http://www.wsud.org/tools-resources/index.html

Australian Runoff Quality - A Guide to Water Sensitive Urban Design, 2005,
http://www.ncwe.org.au/arg/

40. Security Bond Requirements
A security bond may be submitted in lieu of a cash bond. The security bond must:

Be in favour of The Hills Shire Council;

Be issued by a financial institution or other accredited underwriter approved by, and in a
format acceptable to, Council (for example, a bank guarantee or unconditional insurance
undertaking);

Have no expiry date;

Reference the development application, condition and matter to which it relates;

Be equal to the amount required to be paid in accordance with the relevant condition;
Be itemised, if a single security bond is used for multiple items.

Should Council need to uplift the security bond, notice in writing will be forwarded to the
applicant 14 days prior.

41. Resubmit Landscape Plan
Amended Landscape Plans (to scale) for the landscaping of the site is to be prepared by

a suitably qualified landscape architect or horticulturalist and submitted to the
satisfaction of Council’'s Manager - Environment and Health.

The plans must address the following landscaping detail in addition to the previous
supplied landscape plans prepared by Mcregor Coxall Pty Ltd

provide detailed Planting Plans, including total quantities of plants and location of
individual species. CPW revegetation and WSUD areas can remain as mass planting
areas (with plants per metre square) with the addition of the percentage mix of each
species plus totals.

Planting to street frontages and communal open space are to be detailed in a planting
plan indicating what species is planted where and total numbers. Shrub and groundcover
species to be reviewed to provide more variety and species suitable to microclimates

The planting to the bio retention swales is to enhance the streetscape and provide trees
where possible.

42. Acoustic - Protection of Internal Noise Levels
An acoustic statement is required to be submitted to Council’'s Manager - Environment
and Health prior to the issue of a Construction Certificate certifying that the design of the
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development on the construction plans does ensure the following noise levels will be
achieved:

35 dB (A) in any bedroom between 10pm and 7am.

40dB (A) anywhere else (other than garage, kitchen, bathroom and hallway) at any
time.

In particular the acoustic statement shall detail that all recommendations contained
within the 47 Spurway Drive, Baulkham Hills Stage 2 (Phase 2 and 3) DA Acoustic
Assessment prepared by Acoustic Logic, project number 20160992.6 and dated 29 June
2017 has been reviewed by Environmental Health, have been included in the
construction plans of the development.

43. Erosion & Sediment Control Plan
Submission of an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan to the Principal Certifying Authority,
including details of:

a) Allotment boundaries
b) Location of the adjoining roads
c) Contours

d) Existing vegetation

e) Existing site drainage

f) Critical natural areas

g) Location of stockpiles

h) Erosion control practices

i) Sediment control practices

1) Qutline of a maintenance program for the erosion and sediment controls

(NOTE: For guidance on the preparation of the Plan refer to ‘Managing Urban
Stormwater Soils & Construction’ produced by the NSW Department of Housing).

44. Internal Pavement Structural Design Certification

Prior to a Construction Certificate being issued, a Certified Practicing Engineer (CPEng)
must submit a letter to Council confirming the structural adequacy of the internal
pavement design. The pavement design must be adequate to withstand the loads
imposed by a loaded medium rigid waste collection vehicle (i.e. 15 tonne gross vehicle
mass) from the boundary to the waste collection point including any manoeuvring areas.

45. Notice of Requirements
The submission of documentary evidence to the Certifying Authority, including a Notice

of Requirements, from Sydney Water Corporation confirming that satisfactory
arrangements have been made for the provision of water and sewerage facilities.

Following an application a “Notice of Requirements” will advise of water and sewer
infrastructure to be built and charges to be paid. Please make early contact with the Co-
ordinator, since building of water / sewer extensions can be time consuming and may
impact on other services and building, driveway and landscape design.

46. Construction Management Plan (Staged Applications)

A construction management plan must be submitted demonstrating how the potential for
conflict between resident and construction traffic is to be minimised and managed
throughout all stages of the development. The construction management plan must be
submitted before a Construction Certificate is issued and complied with for the duration
of works.

47. Acoustic - Construction Noise Management Plan
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Prior to the issue of any Construction Certificate for stage 2, phase 2 & 3 a Construction
Noise Management Plan (CNMP) is to be prepared by a suitably qualified acoustic
consultant and submitted to Council’'s Manager - Environment and Health for review, and
if satisfactory, written approval. The CNMP is to demonstrate how compliance with the
Interim Construction Noise Guideline published by the Development of Environment and
Climate Change, 2009 can be achieved.

48. Acoustic — Mechanical Ventilation

Prior to any Construction Certificate being issued an additional noise assessment is to be
undertaken for all mechanical plant proposed in stage 2, phase 2 & 3 including, but not
limited to basement ventilation / extraction, garbage exhaust fans and apartment
condenser units. The noise assessment is provide recommendations for any noise
attenuation measures and is to clearly demonstrate that the project specific criteria can
be achieved.

The final noise assessment is to be submitted to Council’s Manager - Envircnment and
Health for review and if satisfactory written acceptance will be provided in support of a
Construction Certificate being issued.

PRIOR TO WORK COMMENCING ON THE SITE

49, Protection of Existing Trees
The trees that are to be retained are to be protected during all works strictly in

accordance with the Arboricultural Impact Assessment prepared by Tree Wise Men
(dated September 2016) and AS4970- 2009 Protection of Trees on Development Sites.

At a minimum a 1.8m high chain-wire fence is to be erected at least three (3) metres
from the base of each tree and is to be in place prior to works commencing to restrict
the following occurring:

Stockpiling of materials within the root protection zone,
Placement of fill within the root protection zone,
Parking of vehicles within the root protection zone,
Compaction of soil within the root protection zone.

All areas within the root protection zone are to be mulched with composted leaf mulch to
a depth of not less than 100mm.

A sign is to be erected indicating the trees are protected.

The installation of services within the root protection zone is not to be undertaken
without prior consent from Council.

50. Sydney Water Building Plan Approval
A building plan approval must be obtained from Sydney Water Tap in™ to ensure that

the approved development will not impact Sydney Water infrastructure.

A copy of the building plan approval and receipt from Sydney Water Tap in™ (if not
already provided) must be submitted to the Principal Certifying Authority upon request
prior to works commencing.

Please refer to the website http://www.sydneywater.com.au/tapin/index.htm, Sydney
Water Tap in™, or telephone 13 20 92.

51. Trenching within Tree Protection Zone

Any trenching for installation of drainage, sewerage, irrigation or any other services shall
not occur within the Tree Protection Zone of trees identified for retention without prior
notification to Council (72 hours notice) or under supervision of a project arborist.
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If supervision by a project arborist is selected, certification of supervision must be
provided to the Certifying Authority within 14 days of completion of trenching works.

52. Public Infrastructure Inventory Report

A public infrastructure inventory report must be prepared and submitted to Council
recording the condition of all public assets in the direct vicinity of the development site.
This includes, but is not limited to, the road fronting the site along with any access route
used by heavy vehicles. If uncertainty exists with respect to the necessary scope of this
report, it must be clarified with Council before works commence. The report must
include:

Planned construction access and delivery routes; and
Dated photographic evidence of the condition of all public assets.

53. Traffic Control Plan

A Traffic Control Plan is required to be prepared and approved. The person preparing and
approving the plan must have the relevant accreditation to do so. A copy of the
approved plan must be submitted to Council before being implemented. Where
amendments to the plan are made, they must be submitted to Council before being
implemented.

A plan that includes full (detour) or partial (temporary traffic signals) width road closure
requires separate specific approval from Council. Sufficient time should be allowed for
this to occur.

54, Erection of Signage - Supervision of Work
In accordance with Clause 98A(2) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment

Regulations 2000, a sign is to be erected in a prominent position displaying the following
information:

The name, address and telephone number of the Principal Certifying Authority;

The name and telephone number (including after hours) of the person responsible for
carrying out the works;

That unauthorised entry to the work site is prohibited.

This signage must be maintained while the subdivision work is being carried out and
must be removed upon completion.

55. Contractors Details

The contractor carrying out the subdivision works must have a current public liability
insurance policy with an indemnity limit of not less than $10,000,000.00. The policy
must indemnify Council from all claims arising from the execution of the works. A copy of
this insurance must be submitted to Council prior to works commencing.

56. Service Authority Consultation — Subdivision Works
Before subdivision works commence documentary evidence must be submitted
confirming that satisfactory arrangements have been made for:

The provision of electrical services for the non-residue lots created by the subdivision.
This includes the undergrounding of existing overhead services, except where a specific
written exemption has been granted by Council.

The provision of water and sewerage facilities.

The provision of telecommunication services for the non-residue lots created by the
subdivision, typically requiring the installation of pits and pipes complying with the
standard specifications of NBN Co current at the time of installation. This includes the
undergrounding of existing overhead services, except where a specific written exemption
has been granted by Council. The Telecommunications Act 1978 (Cth) specifies where
the deployment of optical fibre and the installation of fibre-ready facilities is required.
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57. Management of Building Sites — Builder’'s Details

The erection of suitable fencing or other measures to restrict public access to the site
and building works, materials or equipment when the building work is not in progress or
the site is otherwise unoccupied.

The erection of a sign, in a prominent position, stating that unauthorised entry to the
site is not permitted and giving an after hours contact name and telephone number. In
the case of a privately certified development, the name and contact number of the
Principal Certifying Authority.

58. Consultation with Service Authorities
Applicants are advised to consult with Telstra, NBN Co and Australia Post regarding the
installation of telephone conduits, broadband connections and letterboxes as required.

Unimpeded access must be available to the electricity supply authority, during and after
building, to the electricity meters and metering equipment.

59. Principal Certifying Authority
A sign is to be erected in accordance with Clause 98 A (2) of the Environmental Planning
and Assessment Regulations 2000.

60. Approved Temporary Closet

An approved temporary closet connected to the sewers of Sydney Water, or alternatively
an approved chemical closet is to be provided on the land, prior to building operations
being commenced.

61. Erosion and Sedimentation Controls

Erosion and sedimentation controls shall be in place prior to the commencement of site
works; and maintained throughout construction activities until the site is landscaped
and/or suitably revegetated. The controls shall be in accordance with the details
approved by Council and/or as directed by Council Officers. These requirements shall be
in accordance with Managing Urban Stormwater - Soils and Construction produced by
the NSW Department of Housing (Blue Book).

62. Stabilised Access Point

A stabilised all weather access point is to be provided prior to commencement of site
works, and maintained throughout construction activities until the site is stabilised. The
controls shall be in accordance with the requirements with the details approved by
Council and/or as directed by Council Officers. These requirements shall be in
accordance with Managing Urban Stormwater - Soils and Construction produced by the
NSW Department of Housing (Blue Book).

63. Builder and PCA Details Required
Notification in writing of the builder's name, address, telephone and fax numbers to be

submitted to the Principal Certifying Authority prior to work commencing.

Two days before work commences, Council shall be notified of the Principal Certifying
Authority in accordance with the Regulations.

64. Notification of Asbestos Removal

Prior to commencement of any demolition works involving ashestos containing materials,
all adjoining neighbours and Council must be given a minimum five days written
notification of the works.

65. Engagement of a Project Arborist

Prior to works commencing, a Project Arborist (minimum AQF Level 5) is to be appointed
and the following details provided to The Hills Shire Council’'s Manager - Environment &
Health:

a) Name:
b) Qualification/s:
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Telephone number/s:
Email:

If the Project Arborist is replaced, Council is to be notified in writing of the reason for the
change and the details of the new Project Arborist provided within 7 days.

66. Erosion and Sedimentation Controls

Erosion and sedimentation controls shall be in place prior to the commencement of site
works and maintained throughout construction activities, until the site is landscaped
and/or suitably revegetated. These requirements shall be in accordance with Managing
Urban Stormwater - Soils and Construction (Blue Book) produced by the NSW
Department of Housing.

This will include, but not be limited to a stabilised access point and appropriately locating
stockpiles of topsoil, sand, aggregate or other material capable of being moved by water
being stored clear of any drainage line, easement, natural watercourse, footpath, kerb or
roadside.

67. Site Water Management Plan
A Site Water Management Plan is to be prepared. The plan shall be in accordance with

"Managing Urban Stormwater - Soils and Construction” (Blue Book) produced by the
NSW Department of Housing. The plan is to be kept on site at all times and made
available upon request.

68. Erosion & Sediment Control Plan Kept on Site
A copy of the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan must be kept on site at all times during

construction and available to Council on request.

69. Construction Waste Management Plan Required

Prior to the commencement of works, a Waste Management Plan for the construction
phase of the development must be submitted to and approved by the Principal Certifying
Authority. The plan should be prepared in accordance with The Hills Development Control
Plan 2012 Appendix A. The plan must comply with the waste minimisation requirements
in the relevant Development Control Plan. All requirements of the approved plan must be
implemented during the construction phase of the development.

DURING CONSTRUCTION

70. Standard of Works

All work must be carried out in accordance with Council’'s Works Specification
Subdivisions/ Developments and must include any necessary works required to make the
construction effective. All works, including public utility relocation, must incur no cost to
Council.

71. Hours of Work
Work on the project to be limited to the following hours: -

Monday to Saturday - 7.00am to 5.00pm;
No work to be carried out on Sunday or Public Holidays.

The builder/contractor shall be responsible to instruct and control sub-contractors
regarding the hours of work.

72. Roof Water Drainage
Gutter and downpipes to be provided and connected to an approved drainage system

upon installation of the roof covering.

73. Survey Certificate
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A survey certificate signed and dated (including contact details) from a registered land
surveyor may be requested by the Principal Certifying Authority at footings and/or
formwork stage. The certificate shall indicate the location of the building/structure in
relation to all boundaries, and shall confirm the floor/coping level prior to any work
proceeding on the building/structure.

Z4. Compliance with BASIX Certificate

Under clause 97A of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000, it is a
condition of this Development Consent that all commitments listed in BASIX Certificate
No. 832731M is to be complied with. Any subsequent version of this BASIX Certificate
will supersede all previous versions of the certificate. A Section 4.55 Application may be
required should the subsequent version of this BASIX Certificate necessitate design
changes to the development. However, a Section 4.55 Application will be required for a
BASIX Certificate with a new number.

75. Compliance with Critical Stage Inspections and Inspections Nominated by
the PCA

Section 6.5 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 requires critical
stage inspections to be carried out for building work as prescribed by Clause 162A of the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000. Prior to allowing building
works to commence the PCA must give notice of these inspections pursuant to Clause
103A of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000.

An Occupation Certificate cannot be issued and the building may not be able to be used
or occupied where any mandatory critical stage inspection or other inspection required
by the PCA is not carried out. Inspections can only be carried out by the PCA unless
agreed to by the PCA beforehand and subject to that person being an accredited
certifier.

76. Landscaping Works
Landscaping works, associated plantings and the construction of any retaining walls are
to be undertaken generally in accordance with the approved plans.

77. Stockpiles
Stockpiles of topsoil, sand, aggregate or other material capable of being moved by water

shall be stored clear of any drainage line, easement, natural watercourse, footpath, kerb
or roadside.

78. Dust Control

The emission of dust must be controlled to minimise nuisance to the occupants of the
surrounding premises. In the absence of any alternative measures, the following
measures must be taken to control the emission of dust:

Dust screens must be erected around the perimeter of the site and be kept in good
repair for the duration of the construction work;

All dusty surfaces must be wet down and suppressed by means of a fine water spray.
Water used for dust suppression must not cause water pollution; and

All stockpiles of materials that are likely to generate dust must be kept damp or covered.

79. Project Arborist

The Project Arborist must be on site to supervise any works in the vicinity of or within
the Tree Protection Zone (TPZ) of any trees required to be retained on the site or any
adjacent sites.

Supervision of the works shall be certified by the Project Arborist and a copy of such
certification shall be submitted to the Private Certifying Authority within 14 days of
completion of the works.

80. Rock Breaking Noise
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Upon receipt of a justified complaint in relation to noise pollution emanating from rock
breaking as part of the excavation and construction processes, rock breaking will be
restricted to between the hours of 9am to 3pm, Monday to Friday.

Details of noise mitigation measures and likely duration of the activity will also be
required to be submitted to Council’s Manager — Environment and Health within seven
(7) days of receiving notice from Council.

81. Construction Noise

The emission of noise from the construction of the development shall comply with the
Interim Construction Noise Guideline published by the Department of Environment and
Climate Change (July 2009).

82. Removal of Septic Tank and Effluent Disposal Area
The existing subsurface effluent disposal area and any associated wastewater
infrastructure is to be removed and back filled with Excavated Natural Material (ENM).

Any redundant septic tank, collection well or aerated wastewater treatment system is to
be removed or reused in accordance with NSW Health “Advisory Note 3- Revised January
2017 - Destruction, Removal or Reuse of Septic Tanks, Collection Wells and Aerated
Wastewater Treatment Systems (AWTS) and other Sewage Management Facilities
(SMF)” available from the NSW Health website (http://www.health.nsw.gov.au/).

Note: Methods 1.1 & 2.1 (Demolition) are not permissible.

83, Contamination

Ground conditions are to be monitored and should evidence such as, but not limited to,
imported fill and/or inappropriate waste disposal indicate the likely presence of
contamination on site, works are to cease, Council’'s Manager- Environment and Health is
to be notified and a site contamination investigation is to be carried out in accordance
with State Environmental Planning Policy 55 — Remediation of Land.

The report is to be submitted to Council’'s Manager — Environment and Health for review
prior to works recommencing on site.

PRIOR TO ISSUE OF AN OCCUPATION AND/OR SUBDIVISION CERTIFICATE

84. Compliance with Department Primary Industries - Water Requirements

The submission of documentary evidence from the Department of Primary Industries -
Water that all requirements have been satisfied, prior to the issue of the Occupation
Certificate or Subdivision Certificate.

85. Design Verification Certificate

Prior to the release of the Occupation Certificate design verification is required from a
qualified designer to confirm that the development has been constructed in accordance
with approved plans and details and has satisfied the design quality principles consistent
with that approval.

86. Landscaping Prior to Issue of any Occupation Certificate

Landscaping of the site shall be carried out prior to issue of any Occupation Certificate
(within each stage if applicable). The Landscaping shall be either certified to be in
accordance with the approved plan by an Accredited Landscape Architect or be to the
satisfaction of Council’s Manager Environment and Health. All landscaping is to be
maintained at all times in accordance with THDCP Part C, Section 3 - Landscaping and
the approved landscape plan.

87. Completion of Engineering Works
An Occupation Certificate must not be issued prior to the completion of all engineering
works covered by this consent, in accordance with this consent.

88. Public Infrastructure Inventory Report - Post Construction
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Before an Occupation Certificate is issued, an updated public infrastructure inventory
report must be prepared and submitted to Council. The updated report must identify any
damage to public assets and the means of rectification for the approval of Council.

89. Pump System Certification

Certification that the stormwater pump system has been constructed in accordance with
the approved design and the conditions of this approval must be provided by a suitably
qualified hydraulic engineer.

90. Water Sensitive Urban Design Certification

An Occupation Certificate must not be issued prior to the completion of the WSUD
elements conditioned earlier in this consent. The following documentation must be
submitted in order to obtain an Occupation Certificate:

WAE drawings and any required engineering certifications;
Records of inspections;
An approved operations and maintenance plan; and

A certificate of structural adequacy from a suitably qualified structural engineer verifying
that any structural element of the WSUD system are structurally adequate and capable
of withstanding all loads likely to be imposed on them during their lifetime.

Where Council is not the PCA a copy of the above documentation must be submitted to
Council.

91. Registration of Subdivision
The registration of the preceding subdivision Development Consent DA 634/2017/ZB by

the applicant must occur, prior to an Occupation Certificate being issued.

92. Completion of Subdivision Works/ Satisfactory Final Inspection

A Subdivision Certificate cannot be issued prior to the completion of all subdivision works
covered by this consent. A satisfactory final inspection by Council’s Construction
Engineer is required.

93. Confirmation of Pipe Locations
A letter from a registered surveyor must be provided with the works as executed plans

certifying that all pipes and drainage structures are located within the proposed drainage
easements,

94. Section 73 Compliance Certificate

A Section 73 Compliance Certificate issued under the Sydney Water Act 1994 must be
obtained from Sydney Water confirming satisfactory arrangements have been made for
the provision of water and sewer services. Application must be made through an
authorised Water Servicing Coordinator. The certificate must refer to this development
consent and all of the lots created.

95. Provision of Electrical Services

Submission of a notification of arrangement certificate confirming satisfactory
arrangements have been made for the provision of electrical services. This must include
the under-grounding of the existing electrical services fronting the site and removal of all
redundant poles and cables, unless otherwise approved by Council in writing. The
certificate must refer to this development consent and all of the lots created.

96. Provision of Telecommunication Services

Prior to the issue of a Subdivision Certificate the developer (whether or not a
constitutional corporation) is to provide evidence satisfactory to the Certifying Authority
that arrangements have been made for:

The installation of fibre-ready facilities to all individual lots and/ or premises in a real
estate development project so as to enable fibre to be readily connected to any premises
that is being or may be constructed on those lots. Demonstrate that the carrier has
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confirmed in writing that they are satisfied that the fibre ready facilities are fit for
purpose; and

The provision of fixed-line telecommunications infrastructure in the fibre-ready facilities
to all individual lots and/ or premises in a real estate development project demonstrated
through an agreement with a carrier.

Real estate development project has the meanings given in Section 372Q of the
Telecommunications Act 1978 (Cth).

For small developments, NBN Co will issue a Provisioning of Telecommunications
Services - Confirmation of Final Payment. For medium and large developments, NBN Co
will issue a Certificate of Practical Completion of Developers Activities.

For non-fibre ready facilities, either an agreement advice or network infrastructure letter
must be issued by Telstra confirming satisfactory arrangements have been made for the
provision of telecommunication services. This includes the undergrounding of existing
overhead services, except where a specific written exemption has been granted by
Council.

A copy of the works as executed (WAE) plans for the telecommunications infrastructure
must also be submitted.

97. Final Plan and Section 88B Instrument
The final plan and Section 88B Instrument must provide for the following. Council’s
standard recitals must be used.

Dedication - New Road

The dedication of the proposed public roads must be included on the final plan in
accordance with the undertaking submitted relating to dedication.

Easement - Public Stormwater Drainage

Drainage easements must be created over all stormwater drainage pipelines and
structures which convey public stormwater runoff, in accordance with the requirements
of Council. Easement widths must comply with Council’s Design Guidelines Subdivisions/
Developments.

Easement - Overhanging/ Encroaching Structure

Where an encroaching or overhanging structure has been approved across a proposed
boundary, an easement must be created over the affected part of the burdened lot.

Restriction - Residue Lots

Lots 7 and 8 must be burdened with a restriction using the “residue lots” terms included
in the standard recitals.

Covenant — Onsite Waste Collection

Lot 5 must be burdened with a positive covenant relating to onsite waste collection using
the "onsite waste collection” terms included in the standard recitals.

Restriction/ Covenant — Water Sensitive Urban Design

Lots 5 and 6 must be burdened with a restriction and a positive covenant that refers to
the WSUD elements referred to earlier in this consent using the “water sensitive urban
design elements” terms included in the standard recitals.

Positive Covenant - Stormwater Pump

Should a basement stormwater pump be required, Lot 5 must be burdened with a
restriction and a positive using the “basement stormwater pump system” terms included
in the standard recitals.
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98. Subdivision Certificate Application
When submitted, the Subdivision Certificate application must include:

One copy of the final plan.

The original administration sheet and Section 88B instrument.

All certificates and supplementary information required by this consent.
An AutoCAD copy of final plan (GDA 1994 MGA94 Zone56).

99. Site/ Lot Classification Report

A site/ lot classification report prepared by a suitably qualified geotechnical engineer
must be prepared and submitted following the completion of all subdivision works
confirming that all residential lots are compliant with AS 2870 and are suitable for
development. The report must be accompanied by a table which summarises the
classification of all lots created as part of the subdivision.

100. Stormwater CCTV Recording

All piped stormwater drainage systems and ancillary structures which will become public
assets must be inspected by CCTV. A copy of the actual recording must be submitted
electronically for checking.

101. Public Asset Creation Summary
A public asset creation summary must be submitted with the WAE plans. A template is
available on Council’s website.

102. Internal Pavement Construction

Prior to an Occupation Certificate being issued, a Certified Practicing Engineer (CPEng)
must submit a letter to Council confirming that the internal pavement has been
constructed in accordance to the approved plans, and is suitable for use by a loaded
medium rigid waste collection vehicle.

103. Final Inspection of Garbage Areas

Prior to an Occupation Certificate being issued, a final inspection of the garbage areas
and related management facilities must be undertaken by Council. This is to ensure
compliance with Council’s design specifications as per other conditions of this consent
and that necessary arrangements are in place for domestic waste collection by Council.
The time for the inspection should be arranged with Council at least 48 hours prior to the
suggested appointment time.

104. Acoustic - Compliance Report

The acoustic consultant shall ensure that the correct installation of all noise suppressant
components recommended in the following report and any acoustic report approved by
Council’s Manager - Environment and Health:

47 Spurway Drive, Baulkham Hills Stage 2 (Phase 2 and 3) DA Acoustic Assessment
prepared by Acoustic Logic, project number 20160992.6 and dated 29 June 2017 has
been reviewed by Environmental Health.

Prior to any Occupation Certificate being issued certification from a qualified acoustic
consultant is to be provided to Council’s Manager — Environment and Health.

105. Procurement of Mechanical Bin Mover

Prior to an Occupation Certificate being issued, a mechanical bin mover, suitable for 660
litre bins must be purchased and delivered to the site. The equipment procured must
have capacity to move full bins over all ramps and slopes between the garbage chute
rooms and the garbage holding area via the garbage hoist. All waste moving equipment
must be lawfully handed into the ownership of the Owners Corporation.
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106. Section 7.11 Contribution — Balmoral Road Release Area

The following monetary contributions must be paid to Council in accordance with Section
7.11 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act, 1979, to provide for the
increased demand for public amenities and services resulting from the development.

Payments comprise of the following:-

Purpose:
Subdivision Purpose: Credit| No. of Lots:3 No. of Credits: 1 Total S7.11
Open Space - Land 25,661.88 25,661.88 | § 76,985.64 25,661.88 51,323.76
Open Space - Capital 7,183.19 7,183.19 | $ 21,549.57 7,183.19 14,366.38
TLLF—F-%_—Mansport acilities - Capital £,048.37 E,048.37 |5 18,1502 6.098.34 12,096.68 |
Community Facilities - Land 455.48 455.48 1,366.44 455.48 910.96
Drainage Facilities - Capital 651.11 651.11 1,953.33 651.11 1,302.22
Total 40,000.00 40,000.00 120,000.00 40,000.00 80,000.00

Prior to payment of the above contributions, the applicant is advised to contact Council’s
Development Contributions Officer on 9843 0268. Payment must be made by cheque or
credit/debit card. Cash payments will not be accepted.

This condition has been imposed in accordance with Contributions Plan No. 12.

Council’s Contributions Plans can be viewed at www.thehills.nsw.gov.au or a copy may
be inspected or purchased at Council’'s Administration Centre.

THE USE OF THE SITE

107. Maintenance of Landscaping Works
The landscaping works, associated plantings and construction of retaining walls are to be
effectively maintained at all times and throughout the life of the development.

108. Lighting
Any lighting on the site shall be designed so as not to cause a nuisance to other

residences in the area or to motorists on nearby roads and to ensure no adverse impact
on the amenity of the surrounding area by light overspill. All lighting shall comply with
the Australian Standard AS 4282:1997 Control of Obtrusive Effects of Outdoor Lighting.

109. Offensive Noise - Acoustic Report
The use of the premises and/or machinery equipment installed must not create offensive

noise so as to interfere with the amenity of the neighbouring properties.

Should an offensive noise complaint be received and verified by Council staff, an acoustic
assessment is to be undertaken (by an appropriately qualified consultant) and an
acoustic report is to be submitted to Council’s Manager - Environment and Health for
review. Any noise attenuation measures directed by Council’'s Manager - Environment
and Health must be implemented.

110. Acoustic — Project Specific

The recommendations of the Masterplan DA Acoustic Assessment for 47 Spurway Drive,
Baulkham Hills, prepared by Acoustic Logic, project number 20160992.1, dated
22/02/2017 and submitted as part of the concept masterplan are to be complied with.
The following overall project specific criterion is to be achieved at every stage of the
development to prevent background creep.

Day o700-1800: 50dB(A)ieq15min
Evening 1s00-2200: 45dB(A)ieqismin
Night 2200-0700: 40dB(A)jeq15min

111. Waste and Recycling Management
A caretaker must be appointed by the Owners Corporation to undertake all instructions
issued by Council to enable domestic waste collection. Requirements are outlined in the
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Operational Waste Management Plan submitted as part of the Development Application.
Additionally, responsibilities for cleaning garbage rooms and bins on a regular basis must

be established.
ATTACHMENTS

Locality Plan

Aerial Photograph

LEP Zoning Map and DCP Road Layout
LEP Floor Space Ratio Map

LEP Height Map

Approved Masterplan

Site Plan

Floor Plans

Elevations and Sections

Landscape Plans

Plan of Proposed Subdivision
Overshadowing Diagrams

Extract of Solar Access Report
Photomontages

Design Excellence Panel Minutes
Applicant’s Clause 4.6 Variation Request
Department of Primary Industries — Water - General Terms of Approval
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ATTACHMENT 1 - LOCALITY PLAN

SUBMISSION RECEIVED

O susscrsme NOTE: HILLS DISTRICT HISTORICAL
SOCIETY ALSONOTIFIED
v PROPERTIES NOTIFIED

@  SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED

THE HILLS SHIRE COUNCIL

w

I THE HLLS SHAE COUNCL DOES NOT GIVE ANY GUARANTEES CONCERNING THE ACCURACY  COMPLETENES'S OR CURRENCY OF THE

- TEXTUAL INFORMATION HELD N OR GENERATED FROM TS DATABASE

Sydney's Garden Shiré  sase CACASTRE COPYRGHT LAND & PROPERTY INFORVATION NSW (LP/). CADAS TRE UPDATE INCLUDING COUNCE GENERATED DATA 1§ SUBJECT
TO THSC COPYRGHT
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D SUBJECT SITE NOTE: HILLS DISTRICT HISTORICAL

SOCIETY ALSO NOTIFIED

PROPERTIES NOTIFIED

N

@  SUBMISSIONS RECEIVED

THE HILLS SHIRE COUNCIL

w
I THE HILLS SHRE COUNCL DOES NOT GIVE ANY GUAFANTEES CONCERNING THE ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS OR CURFENCY OF THE
- TEXTUAL INFORMATION HELD I OR GENERATED FROM ITS DATASASE

Sydney’s Garden Shire  sase CASASTRE COPYR GHT LAND & PROPERTY INFORMATION NS (L) CADASTRE UPDATE INCLLONG COUNCE GENERATED DATA 1§ SUBECT

TO THSC COPYRIGHT.
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ATTACHMENT 2 - AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH

cadastre copyright remains the property of Land and Property
Management Authority NSW (LPMA). Year 2008 contour copyright
remairs the property of of Environment and Cimate
Change (DECC). 2011 Asrial
Including Councl data s subject & THSC copyright.
Copyright of 2012 Aerlal Imagery s with Vekta Ry Ltd (Vekta). Sincisic
Knight Merz suppller of 2014 Aerial and Near Infrared Imagery.
Copyright of 2016 & 2018 Aerisl Imagery is with Jacobs Group
Goscala)

Scale (A4): 1:4000
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ATTACHMENT 3 - ZONING MAP AND DCP ROAD LAYOUT

SP2
DRAINAGE

B7

L
concaming the accuracy, completeness or currency of 1S spatisl and
textusl information held in or genersted from its database. THSC
therefore takes no . N
on Information found or provided.
Base cadastre copyright remairs the property of Land and Property o\,
Wumvdm (LPMA). ::-' 2008 contour copyright / \
remains
1| scale (A4): 1:4000

Change (DECC). 2011 Aerial Photography and Cadastre |\

Including Councl
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ATTACHMENT 4 - FLOOR SPACE RATIO MAP

T 1S ShITe COUNCE (TNSC) G0BS POt GIve SNy uarantes
Firmion bl 1 o osrarsad Kot Guatuse THIC Floor Space Ratio Map
s o OIS of BRIoUACNS N S$1-1.5:1, U1-2.6:1, V2-3.2:1,

Base cadastre Copyright remains the property of Land and Property / 2%
T Depaimart of Emararesert snd s { 3

Change (DECC). 2011 Aerial Photography and Cadastre modifications f ) Scale (A4): 1:4000
data /

including Councll 8 subject to THSC copyright.
Copyright of 2012 Aerial Imagery i with Vekta Ry Ltd (Veita). Sinclalr
Knight Merz suppiler of 2014 Aerisl snd Near Irfrared Lmagery.
Copyright of 2016 & 2018 Aerial Imagery s with Jacobs Group
priiie )
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ATTACHMENT 5 - HEIGHT OF BUILDINGS MAP

\12-14.

"The Hills Shire COURCH (THSC) G03 NOt give BNy,

HEIGHT OF BUILDINGS MAP
N P2-18M, R1-21M, T2-27M, V1-36M

@ Scale (A4): 1:4000

Knight Merz

suppiler 3
Copyright of 2016 8 2018 Aerial Imagery i5 with Jacobs Greup.
prossn vy
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ATTACHMENT 6 — APPROVED MASTERPLAN
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ATTACHMENT 7 - SITE PLAN
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ATTACHMENT 8 - FLOOR PLANS
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ATTACHMENT 9 - ELEVATIONS AND SECTIONS

SYDNEY CENTRAL CITY PLANNING PANEL
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ATTACHMENT 10 - LANDSCAPE PLANS
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ATTACHMENT 11 - PLAN OF PROPOSED SUBDIVISION
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ATTACHEMENT 12 - OVERSHADOWING DIAGRAMS
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ATTACHMENT 13 - EXTRACT SOLAR ACCESS TO NEIGHBOURING DWELLINGS

Tumer Architects Report Number 610.17188-R01
47 Spurway Drive & 30 Fairway Drive 05 April 2017
Baulkham Hills, NSW 2153 Version v1.1
Solar Access Peer Review Page 10

3 SOLAR ACCESS TO NEIGHBOURING BUILDINGS
31 Daylighting Considerations

The State Environmental Planning Policy (SEPP) 65 supported by the Apartment Design Guide - Part
04 is relevant to the assessment of the daylight access into residential component of the proposed
development in question. The above regulation states that:

« Living rooms and private open spaces of at least 70% of apartments in a building receive a
minimum of 2 hours direct sunlight between 9 am and 3 pm at mid-winter in the Sydney
Metropolitan Area and in the Newcastle and Wollongong local government areas.

« In all other areas, living rooms and private open spaces of at least 70% of the apartments in a
building receive a minimum of 3 hours direct sunlight between 9 am and 3 pm at mid-winter.

* A maximum of 15% of apartments in a building receive no direct sunlight between 9 am and 3
pm at mid-winter.

SLR has been instructed to assess against the ADG requirement requirements. Specific interest
therefore lies in the solar access through the living areas windows and balconies of residential
apartments during the winter solstice, June 21 between the hours of 9.00 am and 3.00 pm.

These same considerations will be accounted for in the assessment of the neighbouring constructions
and planned works, impacted by the proposed development.

3.2 Overshadin? from Proposed Development - 9.00 am — 3.00 pm on the Winter
Solstice 21*' June

SLR imported the SketchUp 3D model into ECOTECT and prepared a detailed 3D model for solar
access assessment including site topography and immediate surrounding buildings (Refer Figure 5).

Shadow diagrams were generated for each 30 minute interval between 9.00 am and 3.00 pm on the
Winter Solstice (21% June). These can be seen in Appendix A.

Initial assessment of the model yielded the following comments based off outlined buildings in
Figure 5 below:

+ Solar access of neighbouring townhouses, both existing and proposed, will experience
insignificant impact from the proposed development.

+ Solar access of buildings PD2 and ED2 may be impacted adversely with respect to
regulations due to their proximity to the proposed development.

SLR Consulting Australia Pty Ltd
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Tumer Architects Report Number 610.17188-R01
47 Spurway Drive & 30 Fairway Drive 05 April 2017
Baulkham Hills, NSW 2153 Versionv1.1
Solar Access Peer Review Page 11
Figure 5  Annotated Site and Surrounds

Development |
T

33 Proposed Assessment

Assessment of the outlined buildings was carried out through the methods below:

+ Buildings PD1 was assessed by calculating the unshaded area of the facades across the
optimal two or three hour window and can be considered conservative.

» No architectural drawings are available for Building PD2 at this stage. Building PD2 was
therefore assessed based off an assumed solar access to individual apartments, with an
average apartment size of 75 m’. Apartments were aligned across the fagade in
accordance with this.

+ Building ED2 was d by luating the ilable plans and determining which
apartments the proposed development would potentially impact.

34 Impact on Neighbouring Solar Access Results

Table 1 Solar Access to Surrounds

Building Percentage of Facades that meet the requirement Total
North East West

PD1 100% 100% 0% 85.71%

PD2 61.19% 98.36% 0% 72.14%

Based off the outlined results in Table 1 SLR is of the opinion that 2 hrs of solar access will reach
buildings PD1 and PD2.

Based off the developed solar model and elevations provided for building ED2, SLR has made the
following assessments with relation to the proposed developments impact:

+ The proposed development will have minimal impact upon the eastern facade of building
ED2.

SLR Consulting Australia Pty Ltd
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Tumer Architects Report Number 610.17188-R01
47 Spurway Drive & 30 Fairway Drive 05 April 2017
Baulkham Hills, NSW 2153 Version v1.1
Solar Access Peer Review Page 12

+ The proposed development will impact solar access to the northemn facade, with the
bottom four levels unable to achieve 2 hrs solar access between 9 am and 3 pm.

* The proposed develop will have minimal impact upon the western facades solar
access.
Based off the above and the elevation depicted in Figure 6, SLR is of the opinion that

the proposed development will have an impact on the solar access of 4 apartments within building
ED2

Figure 6  Northern Elevation for Building ED2

{1250

E B

Impacted apartments E m

The impact on ED2 is considered to be minimal as:
* The four affected its have dual ori ions to the north and the west and will

receive some direct solar access, despite not achieving the 2 hr solar access criterion
during mid-winter.

* The overshadowing is consistent with the height approvals in the planning proposal and
the shad cast by buildi { within the height control.

SLR Consulting Australia Pty Ltd
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ATTACHMENT 15 - DESIGN EXCELLENCE PANEL

MINUTES

tHILLS

Sydney's Garden Shire

MEETING MINUTES

DESIGN EXCELLENCE PANEL

Date:

Location of
Meeting:

Panel
Members:

Councillors:

Council
Staff:

Guests:

| 22/01/18 | Time: iiam - 5pm l

‘ Community Rooms 1+2

Chairperson - Stewart Seale, Manager Forward Planning, THSC
Panel Member - Tony Caro, Independent Design Expert
Panel Member — Mark Colburt, Group Manager THSC

None in attendance

Paul Osborne, Robert Buckham, Marika Hahn, Ashley Cook, Nicholas
Carlton, Megan Munari, Rebecca Templeman,

Dan Szwaj - Turner Studio (architect)

Greg Dowling - Dowling Urban (town planner)

Matt Ritson - McGregor Coxall (Landscape Architect)
George Gesouras — Sekisui House (Developer)
Daniel Rainone - Sekisui House (Developer)

Edward Natour - Sekisui House (Developer)

Peter Valleau - Sekisui House (Developer)

BUSINESS ITEM AND MEETING MINUTES
1. Welcome and Opening

The Hills Shire Council is committed to achieving design excellence in the built form
environment and ensuring new high density buildings are of a high quality design.

The Hills Shire Design Excellence Panel (The Panel), is an advisory panel which provides
an opportunity for applicants to receive expert design feedback on their developments
and to provide comments to assist The Hills Shire Council in it's consideration for
development application.

The Panel provides recommendations on the following:
« any development which contains a building with a height of 25 metres or
more; or
* Any strategic planning matters for which design excellence is relevant.

Design Excellence Panel Meeting Minutes Agenda Item 4.2

Date 22/02/18 Page 1
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The role of the Panel is to is to evaluate and critique design aspects of proposed
development and provide recommendations on whether development exhibits "Design
Excellence”.

The Design Excellence Panel is an Independent Panel, not a SEPP 65 Panel and the

absence of comment with reference to matters pertaining to SEPP 65 does not mean that
matters assessed under SEPP 65 have been satisfactorily addressed.

2. Declaration of interest

"Nil”

3. Confirmation of previous minutes
NA

4 Presentations

Ttem 4.2 1.30pm-3.0pm
DA Number DA 46/2018/1P - 47, DA 736/2017/1P

Property Address | 47 Spurway Drive Baulkham Hills

Proposal DA 46/2018/1P - 47 Spurway Drive Baulkham Hills A 12-13
Storey Residential Flat Building Development (Stages 2 and 3)
comprising three hundred and thirty units (330) with basement parking
for 539 vehicles and associated Community Title Subdivision.

DA 736/2017 /1P — 47 Spurway Drive Baulkham Hills. Concept
Masterplan encompassing 10 residential flat buildings ranging between
4-12 storeys in height with a total of 1,300 dwellings, associated car
parking, neighbourhood shops, fitness centre building, civil works,
internal roads and landscaping over 5 stages.

Applicant Dan Szwaj - Turner Studio (architect)

representative
address to the
design review

panel
Background The site was inspected by the panel: 9.55am - 10.20am
February 22/02/18
Key Issues DA 736/2017 /3P - 47 Spurway Drive Baulkham Hills.
« Departure from approved planning proposal masterplan
« Street setbacks of 6m in lieu of 10m compromises solar
amenity of existing built residential flat buildings to the
south of the development.
« Presentation not reflective of application sought
DA 46/2018/1P - 47 Spurway Drive Baulkham Hills
« Overshadowing of proposed development to south and
nearby existing residential flat buildings.
+ Some ADG non-compliances
Design Excellence Panel Meeting Minute Agenda Item 4.2 ge 2
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PANEL COMMENT

DA 736/2017/3P - 47 Spurway Drive Baulkham Hills.

The overall urban design approach in relation to variety of height, communal open
space, site permeability and intent to have different development parcels designed
by different groups of architects has been well considered, and is generally
supported by the panel.

Treatment of the riparian corridor was respectful of context and natural systems.
The 10m setback is supported in principle.

The Panel is concerned however that solar access to north facing units of an
approved development on the adjacent site will be reduced as a result of non-
compliant street setback and recommend that the applicant review how this can be
addressed.

The Panel made a general comment in relation to the nexus between height and
density. Residential FSRs of 2.5:1 and higher are generally best resolved with more
flexibility in relation to height, particularly if the overall urban design vision is for
buildings set within a generous landscape setting. The current height controls mean
that built form will inevitably be compacted to achieve the target density, with
central courtyards surrounded by dense, unbroken built form. The environmental
amenity of these spaces is questionable in terms of privacy, and access to natural
light and ventilation in the context of global warming.

This proposal is reflective of this, however it was noted by the panel that the

architects have provided a well-resolved and highly competent scheme that complies
with the controls.

DA 46/2018/1P - 47 Spurway Drive Baulkham Hills
1.
2.

The panel raised concerns about the development overshadowing itself.

The break- down of built form massing through architectural articulation was
commended.

The panel queried a number of ADG compliance issues however the applicant was of
the view they all required controls have been addressed.

Some concerns were:
« Equity of access to the communal open space on the rooftop.

+ Some corridors in south eastern portion of development are excessive in length
and do not meet the design guidelines 4F in the ADG.

e  Visual privacy between apartments within the development at internal courtyard
corners

« Overshadowing of the ground level communal open space and facilities by the
north east development block.

e Solar access compliance was not clearly demonstrated for this development.

The development has increased the setback to the north and decreased the street
frontage setback to the street. This inevitably increases overshadowing of Spurway
Drive and the residential flat development to the immediate south of the proposal.

Design Excellence Panel Meeting Minutes Agenda Item 4.2 Date 22

Page 3
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RECOMMENDATION
DA 736/2017 /1P — 47 Spurway Drive Baulkham Hills

That the panel recommendations be considered and the masterplan variation does not
need to return to the panel.

DA 46/2018/JP - 47 Spurway Drive Baulkham Hills

If the DA officer is satisfied that the applicant has addressed the concerns of the panel,
the project need not return to the panel for further consideration.

5. Next Design Excellence Panel meeting to be held on March 29th 9am -3pm

6. Close

Design Excellence Panel Meeting Minutes Agenda Item 4.2 Date 22/
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ATTACHMENT 16 - APPLICANT’S CLAUSE 4.6 VARIATION REQUEST

Stage 2 The Orchards - Residential
47 Spurway Drive, Baulkham Hills
Clause 4.6 Request

Prepared on behalf of Sekisui House
May 2018

dowling urban

Sute 302 4-14 Buckingham Street Sumry Hills NGW 2010
1:02 19516 4377 | m: 0407 404 898 | greg@dowiingurban.com.au
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Table Of Contents

1 INTRODUCTION

11 Case law

1.2 Development overview 2
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2.1 Masterplan 4
22 Stage 2 massing and configuration

3 PROPOSED VARIATIONS 8
31 Masterplan 8
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4 CLAUSE 4.6 ASSESSMENT 14
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APPENDIX 1 EXTRACT OF MASTERPLAN DESIGN STRATEGIES

APPENDIX 2 SHADOW ANALYSIS FOR CENTRAL PARK AVENUE DWELLINGS

COVER

Proposed Stage 2 development when viewed looking east on new Spurway Drive

extension

This Clause 4.6 Request and Assessment has been prepared by:
Greg Dowling, BAS (Env Pl) M Urb Des (Syd) MPIA,

Dowling Urban Pty Ltd, Suite 302 4-14 Buckingham Street, Surry Hills NSW 2010.
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1 Introduction

This report has been prepared to supplement the Statement of Environmental Effects
(SEE) for the proposed residential development in Stage 2 of The Orchards at 47
Spurway Drive, Baulkham Hills to specifically request variations to development
standards under Clause 4.6 of The Hills Local Environmental Plan 2012 (THLEP 2012).

In particular, this report assesses the cumulative potential impacts from all relevant
stages of development that may arise from the proposed variations in this application
and the overall masterplan. It also makes references to recent guidance from Land and
Environment Court cases.

Referenced attachments to this report is a Cumulative SW Spurway Solar Access
Analysis (Turner) as well as the Architectural Statement for the Masterplan (Turner),
Masterplan Review of Solar Access Impacts (SLR Consulting) and Clause 4.6 Request To
Vary Development Standards Masterplan DA - 47 Spurway Drive, Baulkham Hills (Urbis)
which were lodged separately to this application.

For completeness, this assessment includes consideration of the proposed departure to
the building setback to Spurway Drive, within Section 3.3, Part C Section 7 — Residential
Flat Building of The Hills DCP 2012 as it relates to the effects of building heights on
neighbouring properties.

Details of the development proposal are contained within the SEE. The SEE’s discussion
of the variations to development standards within THLEP 2012 as well as the setback
provision within The Hills DCP is superseded by this report.

1.1 CASE LAW

This request has been prepared under Clause 4.6 of THLEP 2016 to justify the
departures from development standards for height of building and floor space ratio
within clauses 4.3 and 4.4 respectively as well as the apariment size and parking
development standards within clause 7.11.

The request meets the objectives of clause 4.6(1),
(a) to provide an appropriate degree of flexibility in applying certain development
standards to particular development,
(b) to achieve better outcomes for and from development by allowing flexibility in
particular circumstances,
and demonstrates for the purpose of clause 4.6(3):
(a) that compliance with the development standards is unreasonable or unnecessary

in the circumstances of the case, and

(b) that there are sufficient environmental planning grounds to justify contravening
the development standards.

Case law (Winten V North Sydney Council, Wehbe V Pittwater, Four2five V Ashfield
Council ) provides guidance when considering an exception to development standards
as follows:

ulkham Hills dowiing urban page 1
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Is the planning control in question a development standard?
What is the underlying object or purpose of the standard?

- Would the proposal, despite numerical non-compliance be consistent with
the relevant environmental or planning objectives.

— Is the underlying objective or purpose of the standard not relevant to the
development thereby making compliance with any such development
standard unnecessary;

- Would the underlying objective or purpose be defeated or thwarted were
compliance required, making compliance with any such development
standard unreasonable;

— Has Council by its own actions, abandoned or destroyed the development
standard.

Is compliance with the development standard consistent with the aims of Clause

4.6?

Is compliance with the development standard unreasonable or unnecessary in
the circumstances of the case?

Are there sufficient environmental planning grounds (specific to the site and
particular to the circumstances of the proposed development) to justify
contravening the development standard and therefore is the objection well
founded?

Recent case law (Micaul Holdings v Randwick City Council, Moskovich v Waverley
Council) has also established that:

12

the written request has to adequately address everything necessary in clause
4.6(3), rather than the consent authority being “satisfied directly”;

the consent authority must be personally satisfied that development will be
“consistent with” the objectives of the zone and the development standard;
being “consistent with” these objectives is not a requirement to “achieve” them
but that development be “compatible” with them or “capable of existing
together in harmony™;

establishing that “compliance with the standard is unreasonable or
unnecessary” does not always require that the objectives of the standard are
achieved but also that it may not be achieved or would be thwarted by a
complying development;

when a clause 4.6 variation request is being pursued, it is best to demonstrate
how the proposal achieves a better outcome than a complying scheme.

DEVELOPMENT OVERVIEW

The application represents the second stage of the masterplanned development known
as The Orchards which is the subject of a staged development application for 1,300
dwellings, with a mix of 1, 2, 3 and 4 bedroom apartments across 10 buildings with
associated car parking, roads, a neighbourhood shop, community amenities, publicly
accessible parks and landscaping.

7 Spurway Drive Baulkham Hills dowiing urban page 2
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The proposed Stage 2 development comprises 9 to 12/13 storey buildings “B1” and
“B2” to be constructed in two stages, with 32,869 m2 of gross floor area utilised for 330
apartments ina mix of 1, 2, 3and 4 It b car parking spaces
for 539 vehicles accessed from Spurway Drive and on-site loading and waste facilities
loading from Lucinda Avenue, as well as landscaped private and communal open
spaces, a publicly accessible new linear park with a pec ian/ cycle cor

The staged development consent for the masterplan (736/2017/JP) provides the

f rk for the coordit d approvals and construction of subsequent phases of

d P with staged applicati Stage 1 of the masterplan was previously
granted development consent for two seven-storey residential flat buildings containing
121 residential apartments.

Extract of Site Analysis Plan (and photo I section 2.5. (Source Turner)

Clause 4.6 Request
Stage 2 The Orchards 47 Spurway Drive Baulkham Hillis dowiing urban page 3
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2 Design Approach

In order to properly describe and assess the proposed exceptions to development
standards, it is necessary to explain the design strategies which informed the
masterplan in order to achieve:

+ The best planning from the d having regard to the attributes
of the site, the circumstances of development and the various planning and
design objectives applying to the site; and

» A proper reflection of the intent of the concept which informed the adopted
Planning Proposal and amendment to the THLEP 2012 that facilitates the
redevelopment of the site in accordance with regional planning strategies.

An appropriate massing is considered a key issue to achieve the best planning outcome
for the site which relies on the building heights as well as footprints and locations with
special regard to setbacks that form the adopted building envelopes.

2.1 MASTERPLAN
211 Masterplan Design Strategies

A masterplan prepared for the site was arrived at after addressing matters raised in pre
DA consultations. The extracts at Appendix 1 from the Turner design statement for the
pl ise the design gies for the site, streets, setbacks, building
envelopes, heights and amenity. These were adopted to optimise a better planning and
design outcome for the site and form the basis of this clause 4.6 variation request.

&

X / d
Stespad buildng fomm provoes vansiven in
scale and enswre 4 hours soldr acoess 1o al
e fonnnouse, consistent i e DCP B3
Rqursmen{E0%).

Park towrhiouses mainiain 4 houss |

d lan building envelope. (Turner)
During the 1t of the staged application for the Masterplan,
additional responses to the issues raised by Central Park Avenue residents resulted in
building A2 being from the plan to the west of the site and GFA
Clause 4.6 Request
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transferred to adjoining buildings (A1 and A3) with upper level setbacks to maximise
solar access. The South West comer of Building B1 was also stepped (ranging in height
from 9 — 12/13 storeys) to ensure 4 hours of sunlight was available to the dwellings in the
Central Park Avenue development The proposed setbacks were carefully considered to
provide for enhanced amenity across the precinct.

2.1.2 Masterplan Staged Development Consent

Staged development consent was granted to the modified Masterplan on 11 April 2018
(736/2017/JP) which included the variations sought within this clause 4.6 request. The
consent authority, The Sydney Central City Plannig Panel concluded as follows.

The Panel has considered the applicant's request to vary the development
standards contained in The Hills Local Environment Plan 2012 Clause 4.3 relating to
height of buildings, Clause 4.4 Floor Space Ratio and Clause 7.11 Residential
Development Yield on Certain Land. The Panel considers compliance with the
standards would be ur ble and y in the circumstances of this
case as the variations provide a better design outcome through provision of
additional and improved open space, greater retention of significant trees and
provides better building relationships to adjoining properties, and will not result in
development inconsistent with this locality. The development as designed remains
consistent with the underlying intent of the standard and the objectives of the zone.

The Panel is therefore satisfied that the Applicant’s clause 4.6 variation requests
have adequately addressed the matters required to be demonstrated in clause 4.6
of the The Hills LEP 2012 and that the proposed development will be in the public
interest because it is consistent with the objectives of the relevant controls and the
objectives for development within the R4 zone in which the development is
proposed to be carried out.

For the above reasons, the Panel is satisfied that the variations from the LEP
development standards are in the public interest.

2.2 STAGE 2 MASSING AND CONFIGURATION

The proposed development for Stage 2 that is the subject of this application is
configured to address the site’s southern and eastern street frontages as well as the
creek corridor frontage to the west. The upper level massing is modified to lessen overall
bulk and while the building is setback to maximize tree retention to its rear.

The buildings will have a 6 m setback to Spurway Drive and Lucinda Avenue extensions
and rear setback of 20 m or greater to the northern and western boundaries to facilitate
the linear park and Stranger Creek corridor with publicly accessible connections
proposed under the master plan. The buildings have been orientated to retain the
significant trees adjacent to the north and west.

sway Drive Baulkham Hills dowiing urban page 5
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Bull pnd mans is mnimized e s of & facade languages Ribbor: element captures IMpONAnt wstas and grovde varety of form
Extract of SEPP 65 Design Report

Areas for communal recreation with deep soil are provided to the rear of the building at
ground level as part of a linear park pathway as well as in the creek corridor. Other
communal recreational opportunities are provided within landscaped yard and roof

top terrace. All areas enjoy good winter solar access and will feature mature tree
plantings.

The buildings are arranged around four separate lift cores to provide optimum internal
circulation and apartment amenity with entrances from three lobbies direct from Lucinda
Avenue and Spurway Drive and a fourth from the Strangers Creek corridor.

The building is served by a multi-level basement containing car parking, general storage,
separate waste facilities for pants and building services with the main

entrance from Spurway Drive. A separate garbage holding and loading area at ground

level is accessed from Lucinda Avenue where a turntable is used to allow trucks to enter
and leaving the site in a forward direction and lessen impact on the Avenue.

2.21 FSRand Building Height

The height of the proposed building varies from 9 to 12/13 storeys and responds to the
slope of the land, which has a 6m difference from its eastern to westem boundaries. The
height of the buildings tend to ge at RL40.2 established in the lan with
extrusions for roof plant, lift overruns and shelters for the roof top communal area.

Clause 4.6 Request
Stage 2 The Orchards 47 Spurway Drive Baulkham Hills dowling urban page 6
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o

Example extract of elevations showing height relationships.
The proposed gross floor area is 32,869 m2 which results in a FSR 3.3:1 when including

the Strangers Creek corridor area (10,029 m2 site area) or 3.9:1 for the DA area alone
(8,442 m2).

However, it should be noted that these are net FSRs and when the masterplan areas are
applied (12,829 m2 as shown on the FSR analysis sheet DA-860-101) the gross staged
FSR is 2.6:1 as anticipated in the averaging of accumulated FSRs within the masterplan.

While the height and FSR variations accord with the masterplan, the formal justification
for the exceptions 1o LEP standards under clause 4.6 of THLEP 2012 is provided in this
report.

Clauss 4.6 Request
Stage 2 The Orchards 47 Spurway Drive Baulikham Hilis dowling urban page 7
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3 Proposed Variations
The Masterplan and proposed Stage 2 development seeks to vary the prescribed
development standards within THLEP 2012 relating to:

e Clause 4.3 - Height of buildings

« Clause 4.4 - Floor space ratio; and

¢ Clause 7.11 - Residential development yield on certain land.

Since the effect of the variation to building height is related to the building setback to
Spurway Drive, this report also addresses this development control within Section 3.3,
Part C Section 7 — Residential Flat Building of The Hills DCP 2012.

3.1 MASTERPLAN

3.1.1 Clause 4.6

The variations to standards sought for the Stage 2 development conforms with the non-
compliances granted for staged development consent of the site masterplan.

3.1.2 Spurway Drive Setback

The setbacks adopted for the Stage 2 development is in accordance with the
masterplan proposal but setbacks to Spurway Dive is subject to assessment for each
stage of development. The masterplan proposed a 6m setback to Spurway Drive, in liue
of the 10m DCP standard, in the context of the setback strategy set out in page 21 of
the Design Statement (attached) whereby it states.

In line with the DCP objectives, the proposed setbacks have been developed to:

« Complement the setting and contribute to the streetscape and character of the
street by providing for greater separation of the proposed building envelopes
adjacent to existing low rise development to the north and south;

* Allow flexibility in siting of buildings;

* Preserve the existing natural features of the site.

The proposed variation to setbacks have been carefully considered.

o The 20m setback to the north boundary allows for retention of an additional 93
existing trees.

« The wider road dedication (from 15.5m to 16.5m) provided for Spurway Drive
remains consistent with Council's strategy

* The reduced street setback to Spurway Drive will still provide building
separation distances in excess of the required minimum from the boundaries.

* The proposed setback of 6m tothe Spurway Drive extension allows landscaping
that will complement the building form and enhance the character of the street
through the provision of a landscaped bio-retention zone that runs the length
ofthe proposed road extension.

quest
rchards 47 Spurway Drive Baulkham Hills dowding urban page 8

PAGE 104



SYDNEY CENTRAL CITY PLANNING PANEL 19 JULY 2018

In particular, the increased setback to the north (6m to 20m) will provide a new publicly
accessible linear park with a range of spaces to promoie active and passive uses. It will
also provide greater separation from existing low rise residential to the north and retain
existing significant trees.

The reduced setback to Spurway Drive (from 10m to 6m) is reflective of a more urban
context within the close catchment of the new rail station and higher density area, and is
appropriate for the function of the street.

The adopted setback will have minimal impact to the solar access of adjacent existing
dwellings and higher density residential apartments, and retain a significant streetscape
character with suitable landscaping as proposed. It should also be noted that the effect
of the adopted setback is mitigated by the widening of the street as originally prescribed
in the DCP from 15.5m to 16.5m .

Under the adopted setbacks, building separation between the proposed Stage 2
development and the adjacent residential development to the north and south will meet
or exceed the minimum requirements of the DCP and ADG as the case may be.

It is therefore considered that the setback to Spurway Drive will meet the DCP’'s
objectives of the under 3.3. Setbacks:

(i) To provide an open streetscape with substantial areas for landscaping and
screen planting.

(i) To minimise overshadowing of adjoining properties.

(i) To protect privacy and amenity of any adjoining land uses in accordance with
Council's ESD objective 7.

(iv) To ensure developments are compatible with the character of surrounding
housing areas in respect of the quantity and quality of open space.

The approach to setbacks is also consistent with the Baulkham Hills Multi-Unit Housing
— Urban Design Guidelines, which in regard to setbacks states, “Some variety in certain
areas and situations enriches the streetscape and assists in creating open spaces that
can be utilised for public purposes and accommodate various activities.”

3.2 STAGE 2

The following is the descriptions of the specific development standards that are
contravened by the development proposal.

3.2.1  Part 4 Principal development standards

The site is subject to height of buildings development standards of 18 and 36 metres.
The proposed buildings will have maximum heights of generally 40.2 metres excluding
the plant room, rooftop garden shelter and some lift overruns in accordance with the
masterplan.

ards 47 Spurway O
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Maximum Building Height (m)

[k] 100 [EE@ 210
: 16.0 27.0
] 180 AN 360

Plan showing spot heights of building and LEP height limits (Source Turner

The proposed heights generally exceed the 36m height limit by 1.95 to 2.85m as a result
of ADG adjustments and generally 20m above the 18m height standard as a result of re-
massing under the maslterplan design strategies.

Clause 4.8 Request
Stage 2 The Orchards 47 Spuway Drive Baukham Hils dowing uban page 10
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The site is subject to floor space ratio (FSR) development standards of 1.5:1 and 3.2:1 in
separate categories applying to the land.

Maximum Floor Space Ratio (n:1) 2

2
Y 3

Extract from Floor Space Ratio Map Source: THLEP 2012

As shown on the architectural plan DA 860-101 (extract below), based on the areas of
the site inclusive of the street and creek corridor lands within each of the two FSR
categories, the permissible gross floor area (GFA) across the gross site is 32,536 m2.
The proposal has a GFA of 32,869 m2. This is marginally above the GFA of 32,672 m2
anticipated by the masterplan but which may be taken into account in subsequent
stages.

The conversion of the gross FSR to the net FSR when streets and the Stranger Creek
corridor is excluded results in an elevated FSR of 3.9:1 (combined category areas) when
applied to the smaller development application area.

Extract from FSR Analysis Plan

Clause 4.6 Request
Stage 2 The Orchards 47 Spurway Drive Baulkham Hilis dowling urban page 11
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3.2.2 Residential development yield on certain land (Clause 7.11)
Clause 7.11 of the THLEP 2012 includes requirements specific to the subject site.

The clause enables the consent authority to grant consent to the erection of residential
flat buildings with a maximum of 1,300 dwellings across the site. However, if
development will result in more than 600 dwellings, the development must provide a
prescribed mix of apartment typologies as follows.

Table summarising clause 7.11 LEP apartment size provisions

Apartment Size Mix Type 1 Type 2 Type3
Range =<30% =<30%

Studio or 1 bedroom =<25% 50-65m> 65-75m* >76m?
2 bedroom 70-90m?* 90-110m? >110m?
3+ bedroom =>10% 96-120m? 120-136m? >136m?

As described in Section 3, the apartment mix complies with this provision as Studio and
1 bedroom apartments are less than 30% and 10% of apartments have 3 or 4
bedrooms.

However, as anticipated in the masterplan, there is variation to apartment size ranges in
in that Type 2 2-bedroom have an area of 88 m2 which is only 2 m2 less than the range
specified for this category but which is satisfactory in terms of utility and amenity.

Therefore, Type 1 2-bedroom apartments technically comprise 57% but which reduces
to 30% when the 2 bedroom apartments of 88 m2 are considered as Type 2.

The table below highlights minor variances to the Type 3 apartments with the 2-
bedroom at 102 m2 rather than 110 m2 min and some 3-bedrooms are at 130 which is
less than the minimum of 135m2.

Table comparing LEP and masterplan apartment sizes

Apartment Size LEPm2  MPm2 Apatments  Totals %
Type 11 Bed wes 6 ’
Type1-2Bed 70-00 79 80
Type 1 -3+ Bed 95-120 110 3
Sub Total % 30%
Type2—1Bed 6575 65 7
Type 22 Bed 00-110 88 80
Type 2 -3+ Bed 120-135 120 3
Sub Total % 30%
Type3-1Bed T5m2+ 76 60
Type 32 Bed 110m2 + 102 36
Type 33+ Bed 13m2+  130-185 23
Sub Total 132 40%
Total 330 100%

urway Drive Baulkham Hills dowding urban page 12
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Under this clause the development must also provide a prescribed range of car parking
as follows.
* foreach 1 bedroom dwelling— 1 car parking space, and
« for each 2 or more bedroom dwelling—2 car parking spaces, and
* for every 5 dwellings—2 car parking spaces, in addition to the car parking spaces
required for the individual dwelling.

The car parking details are set out in Section 3 and the Traffic report and, as anticipated
in the masterplan, there s a variation to the LEP parking requirements to reflect the
site’s access to future high levels of transport choice and mass transit services whereby
the following rates have been adopted in consultation with Council.

« for each 1 bedroom dwelling—1 car parking space, and

« for each 2 bedroom dwelling— 1.5 car parking space, and

« for each 3 or more bedroom dwelling—2 car parking space, and

« for every 5 dwellings—1 car parking spaces, in addition to the car parking

spaces required for the individual dwelling.

The explanation and justification for the adoption of the above parking rates is provided
in Section 4 of the Transport Impact A ent. The nent notes that the
parking requirements under the LEP provisions (reflecting the THDCP) would result in a
total of 709 car parking spaces and that the SEPP65 requirement to use the RMS guide
would result in a total of 356 spaces. The agreed rate adopted for the masterplan
reflected in this application resuits in a total of 536 spaces.

The request for an exception to the development standards with Clause 7.11 is provided
in Section 4.6.
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4 Clause 4.6 Assessment

4.1 ARE THE PLANNING CONTROLS A DEVELOPMENT STANDARD?

The planning controls in Clauses 4.3, 4.4 and 7.11 relating to maximum building height
and floor space ratio, and minimum apartments sizes and parking are development
standards under the definition within the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act
1979 that defines development standards specifically as including height, as follows
(EP&A Act, Part 1 Section 4. Definitions)

development standards means provisions of an environmental planning instrument
or the regulations in relation to the carrying out of development, being provisions by
or under which requirements are specified or standards are fixed in respect of any
aspect of that development, including, ....

(a) the area, shape or frontage of any land, the dimensions of any land, buildings or
works, or the distance of any land, building or work from any specified point ...

(c) the character, location, siting, bulk, scale, shape, size, height, density, design or
external appearance of a building or work,

(d) the cubic content or floor space of a building,
(e) the intensity or density of the use of any land, building or work, ....

(g) the provision of facilities for the standing, movement, parking, servicing,
manoceuvring, leading or unloading of vehicles,.....

4.2 THE NATURE OF THE CONTRAVENTION OF THE STANDARDS

The site is subject to height of buildings development standards of 18 and 36 metres
under clause 4.3 (categories P2 and V1 on the LEP HOB Map). The proposed buildings
will have maximum heights of generally 40.2 metres but excluding the plant room,
rooftop garden shelter and some lift overruns in accordance with the masterplan.

As set out in the masterplan design strategy, the modification to building heights across
the whole site result from allowances for changes in topography, lift overruns and the
floor-to-ceiling heights required under the ADG as well as responding to site conditions
including for the retention of vegetation and the creation of public access ways and a
linear park through re-massing the permitted floor area.

The site is also subject to floor space ratio (FSR) development standards of 1.5:1 and
3.2:1 in separate categories applying to the land (Categories S1 and V2 on the LEP FSR
Map).

As shown on the architectural plan DA 860-101, based on the areas of the site inclusive
of the street and creek corridor lands within each of the two FSR categories, the
permissible gross floor area (GFA) across the gross site is 32,536 m2. The proposal has
a GFA of 32,869 m2 which is marginally above the GFA of 32,672 m2 anticipated by the
masterplan but which may be taken into account in subsequent stages.

Spurway Drive Baulkham Hills dowiing urban page 14
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The conversion of the gross FSR to the net FSR when streets and the Stranger Creek
corridor is excluded results in an elevated FSR of 3.9:1 (combined category areas) when
applied to the smaller development application area.

The standards contravened under clause 7.11 consist of the range of apartment sizes
under 5(c) and the rate of car parking provision under 5(d) of the clause.

As anticipated in the masterplan, there is variation to apartment size ranges in that in
that Type 2 2-badroom have an area of 88 m2 which is only 2 m2 less than the range
specified for this category but which is satisfactory in terms of utility and amenity.

Therefore, Type 1 2-bedroom apartments technically comprise 57% but which reduces
to 30% when the 2 bedroom apartments of 88 m2 are considered as Type 2.

The table above highlights minor variances to the Type 3 apartments with the 2-
bedroom at 102 m2 rather than 110 m2 min and some Type 3 apartments 3-bedrooms
are at 130 which is less than the minimum.

In the case of the parking rates, the proposed provision varies the standard by adopting
1.5 car space instead of 2 for 2 bedroom apartments and 1 visitor parking space for
each 5 apartments instead of 2 visitor spaces.

4.3  ASSESSMENT AGAINST THE PURPOSE/OBJECT OF THE STANDARD
4.3.1 Height of Building

The obijectives of the height of building development standard under clause 4.3 are:
{a) to ensure the height of buildings is compatible with that of adjoining
development and the overall streetscape,
(b) to minimise the impact of overshadowing, visuai impact, and loss of privacy on
adjoining properties and open space areas.

The objectives of the height of building controls will be satisfied by implementing the
original concept which informed the Planning Proposal and subsequent masterplan. This
provided for 6 and 12 storey buildings which has been retained in most circumstances
including a small occurrence of 13 storeys to Spurway Drive in Stage 2 resulting from
partially overlapping floors on the sloping site.

The design strategies within the masterplan architectural statement also set out the
reasoning for further variations to the height standard in the distribution, site coverage
and massing of floor area in order to achieve improved planning and design outcomes
from the redevelopment as described.

The height and envelope strategies for the masterplan took into consideration the
compatibility of heights with adjoining development and overall streetscapes as well as
shadowing, visual, and privacy impacts on adjoining properties and open space areas.

In particular, underlying the height variation is the need to accommodate floor 1o ceiling
height to achieve ADG requirements while also allowing for adjustments resulting from
the slope of the land and necessary earth works altering the existing ground levels as
ghown in the following extract from the design statement.

2 The Orchards 47 Spurway Drive Baulkham Hills dowling urban page 15
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LEP & ADG Comparison of Building Height & Storeys

LEP HEIGHT CONTROL HEIGHT REGUIRED TO ACHIEVE ADG OBJECTIVES
. 3mficortofioor + 32m fioor tofloor to achieve 27m ceiling height (ADG 4G}
Flat site assumed with no allowance for topography + 2m sliowance for topographical changes
No aliowsnce for roof top plant,roof - im sliowance for rocf arsculstion
Sficadofin of W8 cuaiin No aliowance for roof top piant or iRt overruns
& storeys = 18m

6 storeys = 216m

Extract from Masterplan Design Statement explaining need to adjust building height (Source:
Turner)

Detailed discussion on the effect of building height on shadowing is provided at section
4.6.

4.3.2 Floor Space Ratio

The objectives of the floor space ratio development standard under clause 4.4 are:
(c) to establish a maximum floor space ratio to enable appropriate development
density to be achieved, and
(d) to ensure that development intensity reflects its locality.

The objectives of the floor space ratio controls are clearly met by the proposed
development as it implements the masterplan which complies in total with the THLEP
2012 FSR standard which provides for 1300 dwellings as anticipated in the THLEP 2012.

The exception to the FSR standard for Stage 2 simply represents an altered distribution
of floor space across the site in accordance with the masterplan design strategies in
order to achieve improved planning and design outcomes.

Therefore, the development proposal will not lead to the contravention of the
development density anticipated by the THLEP 2012 which in turn, refiects the locality’s
proximity to a wide range of jobs, services, recreational and mass transport
opportunities.

Clause 4.6 Request
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4.3.3 Residential development yield

The objectives of the residential devek 1t yield development standards under clause
7.11 are:

(e) to ensure the provision of a mix of dwelling types in residential flat buildings,
providing housing choice for different demographics, living needs and
household budgets,

(f) to ensure that development for residential flat buildings does not place an
unreasonable burden on the provision of services, facilities and infrastructure in
the area to which this clause applies,

(g) to provide opportunities for suitable housing density that is compatible with
existing development and the future character of the surrounding area,

(h) to promote development that accommodates the needs of larger households,
being a likely future residential use.

Objectives (b) and (c) of these provisions are satisfied in that the 1300 dwellings
maximum is not being breached, thereby ensuring that the density remains compatible
with existing development and future character of the surrounding area as well as
available services, facilities and infrastructure.

The mix of dwelling sizes remains substantially as prescribed with only minor variance to
some apartment sizes thereby ensuring housing choice for different demographics, living
needs and household budgets as well as for larger households as set out in objectives
(a) and (d).

The minor variance to parking standards are also compatible with the objectives in
general in that they still provide adequate support for the variety of housing choices
while appropriately responding to the area’s improved public transport infrastructure by
limiting car ownership and visitation in an area of future high public transport
accessibility as set out in the Transport Impact Assessment.

4.4 1S COMPLIANCE CONSISTENT WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF CL 4.6?
The aims of Clause 4.6 are:
(i) to provide an appropriate degree of flexibility in applying certain development
standards to particular development,
() to achieve better outcomes for and from development by allowing fiexibility in
particular circumstances.

When the development is tested against the underlying objectives of the standard,
compliance would not be inconsistent with the aims of the clause because the proposed
FSR and height is a reflection of a considered masterplan design strategy for the entire
development parcel that in turn is a response to the characteristics of the site and its
context.

Otherwise, the variances to the residential development yield provisions are minor in
nature and still implement the nature and purpose of the provisions. The proposed
development is therefore a case where flexibility in the application of the d pment
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standards is justified in order to implement the objectives and intent of THLEP 2012 and
remain consistent with the masterplan adopted for the larger development parcel.

4.5 1S COMPLIANCE UNREASONABLE OR UNNECESSARY IN THE
CIRCUMSTANCES?

Strict compliance with the relevant provisions of THLEP 2012 is considered
unreasonable and unnecessary in the circumstances of the case as it would impede the
considered implementation of the LEP Amendment that facilitated an accepted design
concept and the masterplan staged development consent in which the subject land is
included. Compliance would also impede the achieving of a better planning and design
outcome for the site as represented by the adopted design strategy under the
masterplan.

4.6 ARE THERE SUFFICIENT GROUNDS TO JUSTIFY CONTRAVENTION?

4.6.1 FSR and Development Yield

The contravention of the FSR standard as applied to the Stage 2 site is a result of the
better distribution of building mass under the approved masterplan to achieve a better
planning and design outcome for the entire parcel as demonstrated in the design
strategies.

Since the overall gross floor area of the masterplan will not be breached, and
accordingly, no more development or anticipated adverse impacts will occur than
anticipated by THLEP2012, there is clearly sufficient grounds to justify the localised
contravention of the FSR standard.

Similarly, the contravention of the residential yield standards is minor in nature and
reflect the result of well-considered planning and design processes as well as the
implementation of emerging travel demand management approaches to parking
provision. Importantly, since no more development or anticipated adverse impacts will
occur than anticipated by THLEP2012 there is clearly sufficient grounds to justify the
contravention of the development yield standards for parking and apartment sizes.

462 Building Height

As discussed above, the contravention of the building height standard results from two
separate requirements.

The first requirement is the need to adjust building heights to achieve ADG floor to floor
height requirements and the practical consequences of a sloping site and alteration to
existing ground levels. This contravention occurs in implementing the number of storeys
and massing adopted for the concept which informed the Planning Proposal and
subsequent drafting of the amendment to THLEP 2012,

Accordingly, the prescribed height of building standards did not adequately allow for
these practical and foreseeable consequences for development, and accordingly
sufficient grounds exist to the contravention this height standard on this basis.

S 47 Spurway Drive Baulkham Hills dowling urban page 18
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The second requirement derives from applying well- d design gies for
massing, as set out on the Design Statement to the masterplan. This has been
undertaken in order to achieve better planning and design outcomes for the site as
described, and includes better building relationships between adjoining sites, the greater

retention of significant trees and the provision of a publically accessible linear park.

The more significant breaches occur to the north of the site under the 18m height limit
with limited effect on the adjoining 4/5 storey apartment building and elevated dwellings
especially because of the wider building separation proposed. Increases in scale closer
to the rail station is also anticipated in the Norwest Strategy. Accordingly, sufficient
grounds exist to contravene the height standard in this circumstance.

It is acknowledged that the variation in building heights within the masterplan and for
Stage 2 specifically, has an indirect potential effect on the solar access from
overshadowing to dwellings to the south-west of the site and an apartment building
more directly to its south.

The design strategies incorporate mitigation by way of building setback to upper storeys
to minimse the shadowing impacts. The degree of effect and justification is considered
below in the context of cumulative shadowing that would occur for the implementation
the masterplan as currently approved.

In regard to the dwellings to the south-west, the direct effect on shadowing from Stage 2
is shown on the submitted Shadow Diagrams DA-710-001 (extract below).

B 8

™ PP — e -

Extract of Stage 2 Shadow Diagram (Source Tume)

The cumulative effect of shadowing dwellings to the south-west from the masterplan,
i.e., when buildings B1 and B2 from Stage 2 are combined with buildings A1 and A3, is
shown on the Shadow Diagrams MP-710-001 and MP-710-002 based on the approved
masterplan staged development consent (extracts below).
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‘SOLAR ACCESS AT 1200 PM

2

(T /

| e}

SOLAR ACCESS AT 300 PM
Shadow Diagrams MP-710-001 and MP-710-002 showing shadow edge from LEP envelope,
(green) and ADG adjusted height at 10m setbacks (orange) and proposed development (blue)
(Source: Tumer)

The masterplan responded to shadowing and outlook concems of the adjoining
residents, by removing the middle building A2, re-massing buildings A1 and A3 and
setting back the upper levels of the buildings, and a portion of the twelfth storey of the
Phase 2/3 development, which in effect ‘lowers’ the buildings in terms of mid-winter
shadowing potential.

An analysis undertaken by Turner (attached in Appendix 2 and extract below) compared
the shadowing that would occur to the townhouses under the THLEP 2012 height of
building controls and with the proposed variations to demonstrate that this substantially
mitigates potential shadowing impacts.

Clauss 4.6 Request
Stage 2 The Orchards 47 Spurway Drive Baulkham Hills dowiing urban page 20
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Townhouse solar access analysis based on complying building envelope. (Turner)

The solar access analysis based on complying building envelope (above) shows that the
14 townhouses would receive between 2.5 to 3.5 hours of mid-winter solar access but
none would receive the minimum 4 hour mid-winter solar access as per the THDCP B5
requirement.

The solar access analysis based on the amended masterplan building envelopes (extract
below) as described demonstrate that townhouses will receive at least 4 hour mid-
winter solar access as per the DCP B5 requirement. The complete analysis is attached
to this Report.

e
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// /’
‘Steppes tuiding fom provides Fanyion
SC0I2 370 5ure 4 HOUTS S0 access 10 8l
the loanhouse, consistent with the DCP 8§
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Townhouse solar access analysis based on building lope with height ion and
setback. (Turner)
Clause 4.6 Request
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Analysis by SLR submitted to Council confirms that “100% (14 of 14) of neighbouring
townhouses (dwellings) had received 4hrs solar access on June 21, as per the Baulkham
Hills DCP”. (Extract of submitted analysis below)

Sun eye view at 11:00 am 21 June showing effect of stepping back Stage 2 ,massing to
provided improved solar access to adjoining dwellings (SLR

In regard to the apartment building directly to the south of Stage 2, a Peer Review of
Solar Impacts prepared by SLR (attached) examined the cumulative effect on building
ED2 in the following diagram which will be subject to some winter shadowing from the
Stage 2 development.

Existing Neighbouring
Development

Planned Developments
yet to be completed

Extracts from Solar Access Peer Review showir lationship of lan to

wmesouﬂmfﬂ:esite(above)mdﬂenﬁﬂoaﬁoneffectadapwunmts(brelow)

Clause 4.6 Request
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The SLR peer review concluded that the impact on the four apartments as shown above
is considered to be minimal as:

o The four affected apartments have dual orientations to the north and the west
and will receive some direct solar access, despite not achieving the 2 hr solar
access criterion during mid-winter.

» The overshadowing is consistent with the height approvals in the planning
proposal and the shadows cast by building envelopes within the height control.

Accordingly, given the minimal shadowing effect on adjoining townhouses and
reasonable additional shadowing effect on adjoining apartment buildings when taking
into account the cumulative effect from the approved masterplan, it is considered that
shadowing impacts do not undermine the sufficient grounds which exist to contravene
the height standard in this circumstance.

4.7 IS THE REQUEST WELL FOUNDED?

This request under clause 4.6 of THLEP 2012 is considered to be well founded for the
following reasons.

« The proposed development remains consistent with the objectives, nature and
intent of THLEP 2012 and the masterplan staged development consent in which
the subject land is included.

« The development as proposed is based on a well-reasoned masterplan design
strategy to achieve better planning and design outcomes appropriate in this
location and provides for an appropriate response to the site and its context.

« Strict compliance with the height of building, floor space area, apartment size and
parking controls in the circumstance would result in unnecessary design
limitations and a consequent diminished urban outcome.

7 Spurway Drive Baulkham Hills dowiing urban page 23
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« The variation to floor space ratio is a result of the net effect of the DA boundary
and does not alter the compliance of the overall masterplan to the accumulated
FSR as well as the cap on dwellings within THLEP.

« The variation to height of buildings is consistent with the masterplan which
allowed for ADG requirements while mitigating shadowing impacts as well as
responding to site conditions including for the retention of vegetation and the
creation of public access ways and a linear park.

« The variation to apartment sizes comprises only minor changes while all
apartments remain well above the ADG minimums to respond to local needs
reflected in the LEP provisions, and

« The variation to parking provisions is also minor in nature and better reflects
metropolitan planning policy for accessibility to mass public transport and remains
well above the ADG minimums while still responding to local conditions.

« The proposed development is wholly consistent with the underlying objectives of
the development standards.

« The proposed variations do not add significantly to the overall impact to adjoining
land uses and activities.

« Consequently, the non-compliances do not result in any additional adverse
environmental impacts on the amenity of the surrounding area in general.

m Hills dowling urban page 24
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5 Conclusion

51 SUMMARY OF BETTER PLANNING OUTCOMES

The proposed exceptions to the development standards contained in The Hills Local
Environment Plan 2012 Clause 4.3 Height of Buildings, Clause 4.4 Floor Space Ratio
and Clause 7.11 Residential Development Yield on Certain Land will result in a better
planning and design outcome as follows.

« The provision of additional and improved open space available to the public,
greater retention of significant trees, improved shadowing impacts and better
building relationships to adjoining properties and the context in general, resulting
from well-reasoned massing and design strategies.

« The refinement of the prescribed apartment typologies to better meet
demographic dwelling demand;

* Improved travel demand management through reduced parking provision to
encourage less car use and better utilisation of the metro rail but which still meets
the needs of residents and visitors.

« The ability to properly implement the intent of the site-specific local environmental
planning provisions as well as the staged development consent.

The exceptions will not result in development inconsistent with the locality. The
development as designed remains consistent with the underlying intent of the standard
and the objectives of the respective zone.

5.2 CONCLUSION

It is concluded from the strategies and assessments within and referenced in this report,
that the proposed contraventions to the development standards as described, do not
undermine or frustrate the underlying objectives to those standards.

The non-compliances do not give rise to any significant additional adverse
environmental impacts but provides for a better urban planning and design outcome as
demonstrated by a well-reasoned masterplan design strategy. Compliance with the
standards would likely resuit in a diminished planning and design outcome.

It is therefore considered that strict compliance with the height of building, floor space
and residential development yield development standards is unreasonable and
unnecessary in the circumstances and that that there are sufficient environmental
planning grounds to justify contravening the development standards as proposed.

Further, this written request has adequately addressed the matters required to be
demonstrated in establishing the above and that the proposed development will be in
the public interest because it is consistent the objectives of the standards and the
objectives for development within the respective zone.
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It is also considered appropriate to provide the required flexibility in applying the
development standards to achieve better outcomes for and from development as
proposed for The Orchards site by allowing this flexibility in this particular circumstance.

Accordingly, the consent authority should find that it is able to support the requested
exception to development standards under clause 4.6 of The Hills LEP 2012.

For the purpose of the delegated concurrence of the Secretary General, it is not
considered that contravention of the development standard raises any matter of
significance for State or regional environmental planning. Further, there are public
benefits of not maintaining the development standard in this circumstance in order to
better implement the urban renewal strategies adopted in response to the major
community investment in mass transit at Norwest, to development of the site.

am Hills
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ATTACHMENT 17 - GENERAL TERMS OF APPROVAL DPI WATER

A

o Egpartmlerét otf_
NTST rimary Industries
NSW Water
General Terms of Approval

for
under 589,90 or 91 of the Water Managemem Act 2000

Reference Number: |DAS1100485
Issue date of GTA: 16 January 2018
Type of Approval: Controlied Activity

Description:  Stages 2 and 3 of a concept masterplan tpo construct a Residential Flat Building
development comprising three hundred and thirty units (330) with basement
parking for 539 vehicles.

Location of work/activity: 47 Spurway Drive Baulkham Hills NSW 2153
DA Number: 46/2018/JP
LGA: The Hills Shire Council
Water Sharing Plan Area: Greater Metropolitan Region Unregulated River Water Sources

The GTA issued by DPI Water do not constitute an approval under the Water Management Act 2000. The
development consent holder must apply to DPI Water for the relevant app after P has
been issued by Council and before the commencement of any work or activity.

Condition Number Details

Design of works and structures

GT0009-00004 Before commencing any proposed controlied activity on waterfront land, an
ication must be submitted to Crown Lands and Water Division, and obtained,
for a controlled aclivity approval under the Water Management Act 2000.

(GT0013-00001 A. Any proposed controlled activity carried out under a controlled activity approval
musl be directly supervised by a suitably qualified person. B. A copy of this
approval must be: i kept at the site where the controlled activity is taking place,
and ii. provided to all personnel working on the controlied activity

GT0019-00002 Any proposed excavation on waterfront land must be undertaken in accordance
with a plan submitted as part of a controlled activity approval, to be approved by
Crown Lands and Water Division.

Erosion and sediment controls

GT0006-00003 The following plan(s). - Erosion and Sediment Control Plan; Storm Water
Management Plan must be: A. prepared in accordance with Managing Urban
Stormwater: Soils and Construction, Volume 1 (Landcom, 2004), as amended or
replaced from time to time, and B. i with an ication for a
activity approval

GT0014-00003 A The consent holder must ensure that any proposed materials or cleared
vegetation, which may: . obstruct water flow, or il wash into the water body,
or il cause damage to river banks, are not stored on waterfront land, unless in
accordance with a plan held by Crown Lands and Water Division as part of a
controlled activity approval. B. When the carrying out of the controlled activity has
been completed, surplus materials must be removed from waterfront land

GT0021-00001 The proposed erosion and sediment control works must be inspected and
maintained throughout the carried out; construction or operation period of the
controlled activity and must not be removed until the site is fully stabilised.

GT0022-00003 During the time the proposed controlled activity is taking place or being
constructed, restrictions must be imposed by Crown Lands and Water Division,
suchas: A machinery must not enter the water course at anytime, B. there must
be a minimum flow in the water course.

Plans, standards and guidelines

Level 11, 10 Valentine Avenue, Paramatta, NSW 2124 | LOCKED BAG 5123, Parramatta, NSW 2124
waler.enquiries@api.nsw.gov.au | www.waternsw.gov.au
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i¥%1. | Department of
;l!.;“!”’ Primary Industries
covemvenr | Water

General Terms of Approval

under 389 90 or 91 of the Water Mlnlgment Ac1 2000

Reference Number:
Issue date of GTA:
Type of Approval:

Description:

Location of work/activity:
DA Number:

LGA:

Water Sharing Plan Area:

IDAS1100485
16 January 2018
Controlled Activity

Stages 2 and 3 of a concept masterplan tpo construct a Residential Flat Building
development comprising three hundred and thirty units (330) with basement
parking for 539 vehicles.

47 Spurway Drive Baulkham Hills NSW 2153

46/2018/JP

The Hills Shire Council

Greater M politan Region Unreg River Water Sources

GT0001-00001

GT0002-00103

(GT0004-00002

GT0005-00033

(GT0008-00005

GT0010-00003

GT0030-00001

A._The application for a controlled activity approval must include the document(s)
listed in Schedule 1. B. The document(s) must be prepared by a suitably qualified
person.

A_This General Terms of Approval (GTA) only applies to the proposed activities
described in the plans and associated documents found in Schedule 1, relating to
Development Application IDAS1100485 provided by Council to Crown Lands and
Water Division. B. Any amendments or modifications to the proposed activities
may render the GTA invalid. If the proposed controlied activity is amended or
modified, Crown Lands and Water Division, Parramatta Office, must be notified in
writing to determine if any variations to the GTA will be required.

A. A security deposit must be provided, if required by Crown Lands and Water
Division. B. The deposit must be: i. a bank guarantee, cash deposit or
equivalent, and ii. equal to the amount required by Crown Lands and Water
Division for that controlled activity approval.

A_The application for a activities approval must include the lolsowlng plan(s): -
site plan, map and/or surveys, Works Schedule; structural design and

specifications; outlet structures; laying pipes and cables in watercourses on
waterfront; Erosion and Sediment Control Plan; Soil and Water Management Plan;
Urban Stormwater: Soils and Construction; Vegetation Management Plan;
Riparian Comidors; hydraulic modelling report; in-stream works; detailed structural
drawings; monitoring plan; Storm Water Management Plan; final costings.. B. The
plan(s) must be prepared in accordance with Crown Lands and Water Division's
guidelines located on the website http://www.water.nsw.gov.au/water-
licensing/approvals/controlled-activity...

A_Before the proposed activity can commence, a riparian corridor must be clearly
marked, protected and maintained in accordance with a plan submitted as part of
the controlled activity approval, and approved by Crown Lands and Water
Division. B. The corridor must extend for: i a width of 20 m, measured
horizontally landward from the highest bank of the river, and  ii. the length of the
site directly affected by the activity.

All documents submitted to Crown Lands and Water Division as part of an
application for a controlled activity approval must be prepared by a suitably
qualified person.

The application for a controlled activity approval must include plans prepared in
accordance with Crown Lands and Water Division's guidelines located on the
website as follows: http://www.water.nsw.gov.auwater-
licensing/approvals/controlled-activity.

GT0007-00003

Rehabilitation and maintenance

When the proposed controlled activity is completed, and the rehabilitation plan has
been implemented, maintenance of the site must be carried out for a period of 2

Level 11, 10 Valentine Avenue, Paramatta, NSW 2124 | LOCKED BAG 5123, Paramatia, NSW 2124
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Wik

ﬁmm Water

Department of
Primary Industries

General Terms of Approval
for proposed development requiring approval

under $89. 90 or 91 of the Water Management Act 2000

Reference Number:
Issue date of GTA:
Type of Approval:
Description:

Location of work/activity:
DA Number:

LGA:

Water Sharing Plan Area:

IDAS 1100485
16 January 2018
Controlled Activity

Stages 2 and 3 of a concept masterplan tpo construct a Residential Flat Building
development comprising three hundred and thirty units (330) with basement
parking for 539 vehicles.

47 Spurway Drive Baulkham Hills NSW 2153
46/2018/0P

The Hills Shire Council

Greater Metropolitan Region Unregulated River Water Sources

GT0011-00001

GT0023-00001

years in with that ilitation plan as part of the controlied
activity approval, and approved by Crown Lands and Water Division.

A rehabilitation plan for the waterfront land must be provided as part of a
activity app on.

Vegetation clearance associated with the proposed controlled activity must be
limited to where the controlled activity is to be carried oul, as shown on the

approved plan(s).

(GT0016-00002

GT0017-00003

Reporting requirements

The consent holder must inform Crown Lands and Water Division in writing when
any proposed controlled activity carried out under a controlled activity approval
has been completed.

When required: A a suitably qualified person must provide a certfficate of
completion for any controlled activity carried out under a controlied activity
approval, and B. the certificate must be sent to Crown Lands and Water Division.

Level 11, 10 Valentine Avenue, Paramatta, NSW 2124 | LOCKED BAG 5123, Paramatta, NSW 2124
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SCHEDULE 1

The plans and associated documentation listed in this schedule are referred to in general terms of approval (GTA)
issued by DPI Water for integrated development associated with 46/2018/JP as provided by Council:

. 1) Council referral letter

+  2)Flora & fauna Assessment_10/16_Ref/A16122F Travers bushfire & ecology

«  3)Spurway Drive Water Sensitive Urban Design (WSUD) Strategy_05/09/16_Alluvium
«  4)Survey Plan_24/09/15_Lockley: 42451DT

+ 5) Subdivion Plan_23/06/17_Lockley: 41917 - 44554DP
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