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September 6, 2024 
 

2220324 
 
Venetin Aghostin 
Senior Development Planner 
Fairfield City Council  
86 Avoca Road 
Wakely, NSW 2176 

 

Dear Ms Aghostin, 

APPLICANT RESPONSE TO MATTERS RAISED IN COUNCIL LETTER DATED 4 JULY 2024 

We thank Fairfield City Council (Council) for their thorough assessment of Development Application (DA) 
260.1/2023. This letter has been prepared by Ethos Urban on behalf of TCON Constructions to provide a response 
to the issues raised by Council in their letter dated 26 August 2024. The DA proposes staged development of the 
site involving construction of: 

• multi dwelling housing (MDH) containing 53 dwellings and 1 storey basement; 
• a 6-storey residential flat building (RFB) containing 87 apartments at time of original lodgement, reduced to 

85 apartments to address matters raised in Council’s first RFI letter, with two storey basement; and 
• a private internal access road, earthworks, associated landscaping communal open space and tree removal. 

We note Council’s first letter dated 21 December 2023, which was formally responded to in letter dated March 29, 
2024, accompanied by amended drawings and reports to address the matters raised by Council. Following this, 
Council’s second letter identifying matters in response to the revised application (with exception to traffic 
matters) dated 5 July 2024 was responded to on 29 July 2024, with further revised architectural plans. This letter 
provides a response to the matters raised by Council’s Traffic and Transport section, following their review of the 
revised plans submitted 29 March 2024. 

We note that a briefing session has been arranged by Council with the Sydney Western City Planning Panel 
(Panel) for 9 September 2024. We look forward to discussing the below response, as well as our previous 
response to Council’s preliminary assessment, seeking to work with both Council and the Panel to achieve 
consent for a development that addresses Council and community concerns, delivering a substantial quantum 
of critical housing in Fairfield City, in a climate of increasing housing shortage. 

Should Council wish to further discuss the response outlined below, please contact the undersigned. 

Yours sincerely, 

  

 

Aaron Hogan 
Principal 
ahogan@ethosurban.com 

 

Jim Murray 
Associate Director 
jmurray@ethosurban.com 
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Supporting documentation 

This letter should be read in conjunction with the following revised documents prepared to accompany this 
letter: 

Appended traffic SIDRA intersection analysis. 

 

This letter should also be read in conjunction with the following documents provided to accompany the 29 July 
2024 RFI response: 

Architectural Drawings – Multi Dwelling Development prepared by Designiche (Attachment A); 

Architectural Drawings – Residential Flat Building prepared by Alexsander Projects (Attachment C);  

Architectural Statement - Residential Flat Building prepared by Alexsander Projects (Attachment D); 

ADG Verification Statement prepared by Alexsander Projects (Attachment E); 

ADG Apartment and storage schedule prepared by Alexsander Projects (Attachment F); 

 

This letter should also be read in conjunction with the following documents provided to accompany the 29 
March 2024 RFI response: 

Arboricultural Impact Assessment prepared by Urban Forestry (Attachment G); 

Acoustic Report prepared by Acoustic Noise and Vibration Solutions Pty Ltd (Attachment H); 

Revised CGIs – includes version with transparent trees for information (Attachment I); 

Ecological Issues and Assessment Report prepared by Gunninah (Attachment J); 

Landscape Drawings prepared by ATC (Attachment K); 

Civil Engineering Plans - Multi Housing Development prepared by Ana Civil Pty Ltd (Attachment L); 

Civil Engineering Plans – Residential Flat Building prepared by Ana Civil Pty Ltd (Attachment M); 

Landscape Statement prepared by ATC (Attachment N);  

Amended Waste Management Plan prepared by Dickens Solutions (Attachment O); 

Traffic Report prepared by Hemanote Consulting Pty Ltd (Attachment P); 

Loading Dock Management Plan by Hemanote Consulting Pty Ltd (Attachment Q); and 

Pedestrian and Mobility Plan by Hemanote Consulting Pty Ltd (Attachment R). 
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Table 1 Summary of applicant response to each matter raised in Council’s letter dated 5 July 2024 

Topic Council matter raised Compliant Y/N Applicant response 

Traffic & Transport 
Planning Section 

a) The applicant has provided updated (using revised traffic 
generation rates) pre and post development sidra modelling 
for base year 2024 and not future year 2032. 

Y • SIDRA intersections analysis and modelling has been undertaken for the 
future year 2034. Refer to analysis attached to this letter. The future analysis 
confirms that the proposed development does not directly contribute to 
deficiency in intersection performance. The general increase in traffic may 
require upgrade works, however the increase in traffic is found to occur 
regardless of the proposed development. 

b) The installation/alteration of regulatory signage and/or line 
marking on Links Avenue would require referral to Fairfield 
Traffic Committee for consideration. Any cost associated with 
the installation of signs and or line marking would be borne 
by the applicant at no cost to Council. It is worth noting that 
the extension of ‘No Stopping’ restrictions in Links Avenue 
would remove available on-street parking used by existing 
residents and or their visitors and justification on its merit 
should be made. 

Y • The proposed extension to the existing ‘No Stopping’ restrictions on both 
sides of Links Avenue, near its signalised intersection with Orange Grove 
Road, is required to reduce traffic congestion, queuing and improve both 
the current and future performance of the intersection. This addresses the 
findings of the SIDRA intersection analysis. 

• The length of the proposed ‘No Stopping’ restrictions on Links Avenue can 
be reduced, to minimise loss of on-street car parking. This is subject to 
further investigation during the detailed design phase of the upgrade 
works at the intersection (i.e. signage and lane line markings). 

• The proposed ‘No Stopping’ restrictions in Links Avenue could also be 
restricted to AM and PM peak traffic periods only, to further reduce loss of 
on-street parking to residents and visitors outside of the restricted hours. 

• The applicant accepts the cost of changes to line marking and signage. 

c) The applicant states ‘two-way internal road is to serve as a 
shared pedestrian and vehicle environment. Appropriate 
traffic calming mechanisms are to be detailed as part of the 
relevant development application’, the applicant has not 
stated why separation between vehicular and pedestrian 
access has not been considered and how confusion 
regarding priority between motorists and pedestrians may 
occur when there is a pedestrian crossing in the shared zone. 

Y • To improve pedestrian safety and access to the proposed development off 
Links Avenue, it is proposed to introduce a separate pedestrian gate and 
path alongside the driveway. This would require the removal of one on-site 
car parking space and minor adjustment to landscaping. 

• The proposed development has been designed to share the internal 
roadways between vehicles and pedestrians, as required by the SSDCP, 
through the introduction of a ‘Shared Zone’ (10km/h speed limit) with 
appropriate signage, line marking, lighting and traffic calming devices, as 
shown on the architectural plans.  

• The above is typical for multi-dwelling developments. Importantly, vehicular 
movement to and from the RFB is restricted to the eastern roadway, which 
provides driveway access to 7 townhouses only. 
 

http://www.ethosurban.com/


 4  

Topic Council matter raised Compliant Y/N Applicant response 

d) Consideration should be given to altering the ‘no parking’ 
restriction to ‘no stopping’ within the internal roadway to 
deter vehicles from illegally parking and obstructing two-way 
traffic flow. 

Y • The applicant accepts introducing ‘No Stopping’ restrictions rather than ‘No 
Parking’ within the internal roads. This can be addressed by way of a 
condition of consent. 

e) From the swept paths provided it does not appear that a 
service vehicle (waste collection vehicle) can pass another 
vehicle particularly on bends where sight distance is reduced, 
this presents a safety issue that needs to be addressed has 
not been adequately addressed. How will a service vehicle 
pass another vehicle at the driveway or at bends without 
causing one vehicle to reserve. 

Y • The internal roads have been designed to allow for two passenger vehicles 
to pass one another, while allowing vehicle passing and waiting 
opportunities to give way to larger service vehicles and waste collection 
trucks. This is anticipated in the SSDCP, which does not provide for 
additional width at corners for a waste collection vehicle and car to turn the 
corner together (townhouses would require to be removed at each corner 
to facilitate this). 

• A combination of traffic convex mirrors, signage and line markings will also 
be provided to improve sight lines, to allow for passenger vehicles and 
trucks to give way to each other around bends. 

• Movement of larger service vehicles and removalist trucks can be limited by 
way of a strata by-law, in coordination with a booking system to regulate, 
minimise and manage truck movements within the site. 

f) The PAMP does not note what pedestrian facilities are 
adequate now but may need upgrading in the future upon 
occupation, in any case the applicant is upgrade any 
pedestrian facility that would primarily benefit and mitigate 
the impact of the development on traffic congestion in the 
area. 

Y • The PAMP will be revised to identify all existing pedestrian facilities and 
identify those that require an upgrade. 

• The applicant accepts responsibility to carry out any necessary upgrade 
works for pedestrian facilities. 

g) The Loading Dock Management Plan does not state how a 
HRV such as Waste Collection vehicle will reverse safely into 
the loading dock, concerns regarding vehicle and pedestrian 
conflict have not been adequately addressed. A warning sign 
may be missed particularly by visitors. 

Y • The dedicated loading dock, and its access, is anticipated in the SSDCP. 

• The Loading Dock Management Plan will be updated to identify all 
proposed measures to ensure the efficient and safe use of the dedicated 
loading dock. Measures can include warning lighting indicators. 

h) Whilst parking rate has been met further consideration 
should be made regarding increasing resident and visitor 
parking spaces, there is very little on-street parking available 
surrounding the site which may encourage residents and or 
their visitors to parking illegally. 

Y • Additional visitor parking is provided (14 required and 30 spaces provided). 
The provision of any additional car parking spaces would result in loss to 
landscaped area, increased loss of existing trees. 

• All townhouses are provided with two parking spaces, in garages, basement 
and on grade. Where a resident does not have two cars, the remaining 
parking space serves as an additional visitor parking spot for any visitors to 
that townhouse. 

i) The splay triangle at the driveway is to be as per AS/NZS 
2890.1:2004 and shown on the plans, to ensure motorists and 
pedestrian have adequate sight distance at driveways and 
ramps to basement parking. 

Y • Sight line triangles/splays have been factored into the proposed design, and 
for absolute clarity can be noted on revised architectural plans, to ensure 
adequate sight lines in compliance with AS2890.1:2004. 
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Topic Council matter raised Compliant Y/N Applicant response 

j) Swept paths to vehicle parking spaces in basement parking 
spaces 121, 107,111, 114 should be shown. 

Y • Vehicular access to these spaces has been tested and has informed the 
proposed design. For absolute clarity, these additional swept path diagrams 
will be prepared alongside revised architectural plans. 



MOVEMENT SUMMARY – 7.45am – 8.45am – Future Year 2034 – Cumberland Highway / Cabramatta Road 

West / Orange Grove Road 

 

Pre-Development Post-Development 

 

 

 

 

 



MOVEMENT SUMMARY – 7.45am – 8.45am – Future Year 2034 – Orange Grove Road / Links Avenue / 

Golf Club Access 

 

Pre-Development Post-Development 

 

 

 

 



MOVEMENT SUMMARY – 7.45am – 8.45am – Future Year 2034 – Orange Grove Road / Viscount Place 

 

Pre-Development Post-Development 

 

 

 

 

  



MOVEMENT SUMMARY – 4.30pm – 5.30pm – Future Year 2034 – Cumberland Highway / Cabramatta 

Road West / Orange Grove Road 

 

Pre-Development Post-Development 

 

 

 

  



MOVEMENT SUMMARY – 4.30pm – 5.30pm – Future Year 2034 – Orange Grove Road / Links Avenue / 

Golf Club Access 

 

Pre-Development Post-Development 

 

 

 

 

 

 



MOVEMENT SUMMARY – 4.30pm – 5.30pm – Future Year 2034 – Orange Grove Road / Viscount Place 

 

Pre-Development Post-Development 
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