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INTRODUCTION 
 
Attached is a copy of the minutes relating to this Design Excellence Advisory Panel meeting.  
 
The Panel’s comments are intended to assist Council in their design consideration of an 
application against the SEPP 65 or/and Design Excellence principles. The absence of a 
comment under a head of consideration does not imply that particular matter to be 
satisfactorily addressed, more likely the changes are suggested elsewhere to generate a 
desirable change. 
 
Note: 
The Design Excellence Advisory Panel is appointed by Randwick Council.  The Panel’s 
written and verbal comments are their professional opinions and constitute expert design 
quality advice to Randwick Council, the architect and the applicant.  
 
1. To address the Panel's comments, the applicant may need to submit amended plans.  

Prior to preparing any amended plans or attending additional Panel 
presentations, the applicant MUST discuss the Panel's comments and any other 
matter that may require amendment with Council’s assessing Planning Officer. 

 
2. When addressing the Panel's comments by way of amendments, if the applicant does 

not propose to address all or the bulk of the Panel's comments, and wishes to make 
minor amendments only, then it should be taken that the Panel considers the proposal 
does not meet the SEPP 65 requirements or Design Excellence Principles.  In these 
instances, it is unlikely the scheme will be referred back to the Panel for further review. 
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PANEL Comments 

[NB. The panel has previously reviewed this project and provided written comments.  
Administrative error on the proponent team resulted in the architects not receiving the 
written feedback; as a consequence, they did not directly respond to the most significant of 
the prior comments.  Most of the comments offered below restate those in the previous 
report.] 

The subject site is located on Anzac Parade, at the corner of Strachan Street, in the 
Kensington to Kingsford RDCP. The third street frontage is Houston Lane to the west.  The 
proposal is for an 18-storey tower integrated into a three-storey podium that incorporates a 
fragment of the original brick and tile façade of the existing buildings on the site.  A single 
basement level contains service spaces for retail and housing, and storage for the housing 
component.  Programmatically, the ground floor and part of the first floor are dedicated to 
retail or commercial space and servicing; the remainder of the building comprises student 
housing, with associated communal spaces and facilities. 

 

1. Context and Neighbourhood Character 

Active frontages are required to Anzac Parade, Strachan Street and preferred at Houston 
Lane. This has been achieved for the most part, but the treatment to Houston Lane and the 
corner of Houston and Strachan Street remains problematic. This street face is made up of 
plant room spaces, loading dock entry, fire stair, substation and a tiny planter area within a 
recess that is not a viable location for live planting. 

Given the prominence of this corner, and its relationship to the common spaces of the 
complex directly above, a visible connection from ground level to the public spaces of the 
student housing should be explored.  Any planting would be better incorporated into an 
open corner with visible circulation or program. 

 

2. Built Form and Scale 

The height and bulk of the built form are generally acceptable, as discussed above. 

 

3. Density 

The proposal results in an increase in residential density for this well-serviced area. 

 

4. Sustainability 

Given the total site coverage, all rainwater falling on the site should be harvested, stored, 
treated and actively re-used.  As per previous comments, and given the attention and detail 
dedicated to façade design and development by the design team, the main façade fronting 
the internal courtyard should be developed as a vertical rain collector, feeding water into 
the gardens and planting elements within the courtyard. 

 

5. Landscape 

The landscape plan attached to the proposal is not of the same quality as the architectural 
package presented – a much more developed design submission needs to accompany the 
proposal.   Beyond the documentation, a much more progressive approach to landscape 
should be adopted, which considers the artificiality of the level one space, and the 



Randwick Design Excellence Advisory Panel 

Endorsed Recommendations 

verticality possible in this building type and its designated envelope.  The publicly 
inaccessible rooftop areas on levels three and eighteen do not contribute to the 
environmental performance of the project nor do they add to the amenity or activation of 
what are expected to be highly-used common areas throughout the project.  They are 
simply included as “green” spaces on plan to achieve the semblance of compliance with 
landscape requirements – they will be neither viable landscapes nor contribute to the 
amenity of the building's spaces, private or public. 

Instead, the Panel feels that the required areas should be deployed productively, and 
creatively, to enhance the quality, atmosphere and interactivity of the common spaces in 
the building.  Consideration should be given to vertical planting, green screens and 
inhabitable productive gardens integrated into the architecture of the building and 
incorporated within its habitable spaces.  The scheme is resolutely one of built form, 
suggesting that the internal space is a courtyard garden denies the potential robust 
urbanity of what this central space could become. 

 

6. Amenity 

The principal opportunity for improvement in this design is on the ground floor [refer to 
Context and Neighbourhood Character above], and the under-performing roof-planes [refer 
to Landscape above]. 

With such a high population and density proposed, it is crucial that the communal areas, 
including the ground floor lobby, circulation areas and associated service spaces are 
spacious and inviting.  The rubbish room occupies valuable ground floor space directly 
adjacent to the entry foyer, while all bicycle parking is confined to the basement, requiring 
access to and from this area via the passenger lifts.  The bicycle parking should not be 
considered as inaccessible storage, but rather a dynamic and active part of the public 
spaces – part of this could take the place of the rubbish room, and be open directly to the 
lobby, making cycling movement as integral as pedestrian movement.  Though challenging 
when aiming for such intensive site coverage, some provision should be made for 
undercover visitor bike parking at street level. 

 

7. Safety 

No safety issues identified. 

 

8. Housing Diversity and Social Interaction 

The network of common spaces allows ample opportunity for activation and interaction.  
The operational connection between student housing and the space noted as a potential 
gym is not clear, though this may be a product of leasing uncertainties. 

 

9. Aesthetics Architectural Design, Materials and Detailing 

The scheme overall is skillfully managed and composed.  As much design attention needs 
to be paid to the internal facades of the upper-level courtyard, incorporating more viable 
landscapes beyond ground level planters. 
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

As discussed, the Panel feels that there is some opportunity to be had in de-emphasising 
ground floor servicing, and instead focusing on the transparency and activation of the 
building, including the ground floor, its connection to light and air and the central space, 
and this space’s extension and connection to the upper levels of the building. The upper-
level common spaces could be reinforced by innovative landscape and planting solutions - 
These changes would celebrate the dense vertical urbanity of this building type, and 
reinforce its density, verticality interactivity and potential urban dynamism. 
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TELEPHONE: 13 13 65  

EMAIL: development@ausgrid.com.au 
 
 
This letter is Ausgrid’s response under clause45(2) of the State 
Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007. 

Ausgrid does not object to the proposed development. 

The applicant/developer should note the following comments below regarding any 
proposal within the proximity of existing electrical network assets. 

Ausgrid Underground Cables are in the vicinity of the development  

Special care should be taken to ensure that driveways and any other construction 
activities do not interfere with existing underground cables located in the footpath or 
adjacent roadways.  

It is recommended that the developer locate and record the depth of all known 
underground services prior to any excavation in the area. Information regarding the 
position of cables along footpaths and roadways can be obtained by contacting Dial 
Before You Dig (DBYD). 

In addition to DBYD the proponent should refer to the following documents to support 
safety in design and construction: 

SafeWork Australia – Excavation Code of Practice. 

Ausgrid’s Network Standard NS156 which outlines the minimum requirements for 
working around Ausgrid’s underground cables. 

The following points should also be taken into consideration. 

Ausgrid cannot guarantee the depth of cables due to possible changes in ground levels 
from previous activities after the cables were installed. 

Should ground anchors be required in the vicinity of Ausgrid underground cables, the 
anchors must not be installed within 300mm of any cable, and the anchors must not 
pass over the top of any cable. 
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Ausgrid Overhead Powerlines are in the vicinity of the development 

The developer should refer to SafeWork NSW Document – Work Near Overhead 
Powerlines: Code of Practice. This document outlines the minimum separation 
requirements between electrical mains (overhead wires) and structures within the 
development site throughout the construction process. It is a statutory requirement 
that these distances be maintained throughout the construction phase.  

Consideration should be given to the positioning and operating of cranes, scaffolding, 
and sufficient clearances from all types of vehicles that are expected be entering and 
leaving the site. 

The “as constructed” minimum clearances to the mains must also be maintained. 
These distances are outlined in the Ausgrid Network Standard, NS220 Overhead Design 
Manual. This document can be sourced from Ausgrid’s website at 
www.ausgrid.com.au. 

It is the responsibility of the developer to verify and maintain minimum clearances 
onsite. In the event where minimum safe clearances are not able to be met due to the 
design of the development, the Ausgrid mains may need to be relocated in this 
instance. Any Ausgrid asset relocation works will be at the developer’s cost.  

Additional information can be found in the Ausgrid Quick Reference Guide for Safety 
Clearances “Working Near Ausgrid Assets - Clearances".  This document can be found 
by visiting the following Ausgrid website:  
www.ausgrid.com.au/Your-safety/Working-Safe/Clearance-enquiries 
 
Should you have any enquiries, please contact Ausgrid at 
development@ausgrid.com.au  
 
Regards, 
Ausgrid Development Team 
 

 


