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Summary

Council has received a draft Planning Proposal in relation to land at 187 Slade Road, Bexley
North — the site of the Bexley North Hotel (the subject site). The draft Planning Proposal
seeks to amend the Bayside Local Environmental Plan 2021 (BLEP 2021) by:

¢ Amending the height of buildings (HOB) map from 16m (plus 6m height incentive for lots
of minimum 1200sgm) to introduce maximum HOB standards of 20m and 35m;

¢ Amending the floor space ratio (FSR) map from 2:1 (plus 0.5:1 FSR incentive for lots of
minimum 1200sgm) to introduce maximum FSR standards of 3.2:1 and 3.6:1; and

¢ Amending both the HOB and FSR maps to omit the land from ‘Area 3’ and ‘Area 7’
respectfully, thereby preventing the land from benefitting from any further exceedance of
the resulting HOB and FSR standards which would otherwise have been permitted by
current clauses 4.3 and 4.4 of the BLEP 2021.

The existing zoning under the Bayside Local Environmental Plan 2021 is B4 Mixed Use. No
change to the zone is proposed.

Regional and district planning policies acknowledge that the growth and expansion of
existing local centres is necessary to support the growth of Sydney’s population and provide
local jobs and services in accessible locations.

However, these policies also direct that new developments must display good design
principles, respect local character and improve amenity. To properly assess the urban design
issues associated with the proposed changes to the LEP, Council has engaged the services
of an external urban design consultant. The urban design consultant raised a number of
concerns that the proposed HOB and FSR may not be achievable on the site and could
result in a development which does not reflect the design principles displayed in the
indicative scheme submitted by the proponent.

In summary, whilst the principle of higher density development in this location is acceptable,
in the absence of a masterplan for the Bexley North centre, additional werk is required to
demonstrate that the proposed changes to development standards can be accommodated
on the site without harm to the character or amenity in the immediate locality or prejudicing
any future master-planning of the Bexley North local centre.

The proponent has provided a significant amount of information and is not willing to address
the urban design issues raised without some general assurance that the proposal could be

supported as it stands or with some refinement. The matter is being reported to the Panel to
seek the Panel's advice to assist the proponent in determining how to proceed.
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Officer Recommendation

1 That the Bayside Local Planning Panel consider the draft Planning Proposal for 187
Slade Road, Bexley North and provide feedback to the proponent as follows:

a. While the timing of the draft Planning Proposal is premature when considered
against the timeframes for investigation into the Bexley North area (6-10 years) in
both the Bayside Local Strategic Planning Statement and Bayside Local Housing
Strategy, the site is within an existing Local Centre identified in the Eastern City
District Plan, and therefore there is merit in supporting an increase in
development potential;

b.  the draft Planning Proposal has strategic merit due to its close proximity to mass
transit, and its ability to contribute to the growth and expansion of an existing
Local Centre, which are planning outcomes sought under Planning Priorities E10
and E11 of the Eastern City District Plan (ECDP).

c. The draft Planning Proposal is consistent with Objectives 10, 14 and 22 of the
Greater Sydney Region Plan, and Planning Priorities E5, E6, E10 and E11 in the
ECDP, as the proposal would facilitate higher density development in a Local
Centre that is close to frequent public transport, potentially providing additional
jobs and housing supply in this accessible location.

d. The draft Planning Proposal is consistent with Planning Priorities 5,6,12 and 15 of
the Bayside LSPS, as the proposal would concentrate high density urban
growth/expansion within a Local Centre adjacent to public transport corridors,
promote integrated land use, and enable potential investment and business
opportunities in a centre within the Bayside Local Government Area.

2 That the Bayside Local Planning Panel recommend that the proponent provide
additional information to demonstrate that the building envelopes resulting from the
Floor Space Ratio and Height of Buildings requested are achievable on the site without
being detrimental to local character, residential amenity, and the potential future uses
of Council's adjoining car park.

3 That the final version of the Planning Proposal be reported back to the Bayside Local
Planning Panel for advice prior to being reported to Council for a Gateway decision.

Background

Applicant:

Tunborn Pty Ltd assisted by Planning Ingenuity Pty Ltd

Owner

Tunborn Pty Ltd
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Site Description:

The subject site is located at 187 Slade Road, Bexley North, legally described as Lots 30 DP
1222252 (the site). The site is irregular in shape and has a north-western boundary along
Slade Road of approximately 75m, an eastern boundary along Sarsfield Circuit of
approximately 87m, a southern boundary against 22-40 Sarsfield Circuit of approximately
46m and a south-western boundary along the public car park of approximately 55m. The site
has an area of approximately 4,270sqm, and is the site of the Bexley North Hotel, a single-
storey building providing pub, bottle-shop and hotel accommodation uses. The site is located
along the south-eastern boundary of Slade Road, approximately 54m from the intersection
with Bexley Road (shown in Map 1 below). Existing development on and adjoining the site is
shown in Photographs 1-4, below:
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Map 1: Site location outlined in red (Source: Bayside Council)
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Photograph 2: View of subject site and car park looking north from commercial properties on Sarsfield Circuit
(Source: Bayside Council)
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Photograph 3: View of Bexley North Hotel looking east from Bexley Road (Source: Bayside Council)

Photograph 4: View of bottle shop and hotel looking south from Slade Road (Source: Bayside Council)

Site Context:

The immediate locality is characterised by various residential and commercial/retail uses,
with residential flat buildings and shop-top housing to the north, low-density residential
properties to the east, shop-top housing and commercial/retail properties to the south and a
public car park to the west. The immediate site context is described in Photographs 5-14
below:

hotograph 5: View looking east from public car ark f sh-tbp ﬁduging located irectly
south of subject site (Source: Bayside Council)
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Photograph 6: View looking north-west along site boundary towards shop-top housing
on opposite side of Slade Road (Source: Bayside Council)

Photograph 7: View looking south-east towards shop-top housin and commrci perti
on Sarsfield Circuit (Source: Bayside Council)

Photograph 8: View looking south-west from subject site to shop-top housing on Sarsfield Circuit and
commercial properties on Bexley Road (Source: Bayside Council)
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Photograph 9: View fro north-west boudary of subject site looking north-east along Slade Road
(Source: Bayside Council)
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Photograph 10: View from north-west boundary of subject site looking south-west along Slade Road towards
intersection with Bexley Road (Source: Bayside Council)

Photogrph 11: View looking south towards subject site and surrounding land from opposite side
of Slade Road (Source: Bayside Council)
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Photogr: subject site and western

aph 12: View looking north on Sarsfield Circuit along eastern boundary o
boundary of residential properties (Source: Bayside Council)

otogrp ‘i 3: View looking east along Sarsfield Circuit from intersection with Bexley Road
(Source: Bayside Council)

Photograph 14: View looking north along Bexley Road at intersection with Sarsfield Circuit
(Source: Bayside Council)

Iltem 5.1 9

Item CPE22.009 — Attachment 3 185



City Planning & Environment Committee 13/04/2022

Bayside Local Planning Panel - Other Applications 16/12/2021

In context with the wider locality, the site is approximately a 150m walk from Bexley North
train station. Access to the M5 is also a short drive north of the site, with the boundary of the
Canterbury Bankstown LGA a short distance further north. Most of the wider area beyond the
Bexley North centre is characterised by large areas of low-density residential properties
interspersed with pockets of public recreation land. Map 2 below shows the site in context
with the wider area:

Bexley North
Primary School

Strategic —
Bexley Town Centre is identified as a ‘Local Centre’ in the Eastern City District Plan:

e O Sty

Map 3: Structure Plan for the Eastern City District (Source: Eastern City District Plan)
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Map 4: Eastern City District — Centres (Source: Eastern City District Plan)

The Eastern City District Plan does not provide any specific commentary about Bexley North
local centre, but provides the following general commentary about Local Centres:

Improving Access to Local Jobs and Services -

The District's strategic and local centres provide a range of local jobs and services that
support the growing population. Encouraging the growth of strategic and local centres will
reduce the need for people to travel long distances to access jobs and local services;

Principles for Greater Sydney’s Centres —

As Greater Sydney'’s population grows over the next 20 years, there will be a need to grow
existing centres, particularly strategic centres and supermarket-based local centres...
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Existing centres: Expansion options will need to consider building heights and outward
growth;

Productivity: A Well-Connected City —

A Metropolis of Three Cities requires a well-connected Greater Sydney with new jobs, shops
and services in well-located centres with efficient transport connections and safe and
convenient walking and cycling routes. This creates a 30-minute city. A well-connected city
will be measured against the outcomes achieved by improved access to metropolitan,
strategic and local centres.

Potential indicators: Percentage of dwellings located within 30 minutes by public transport of
a metropolitan centre/cluster; Percentage of dwellings located within 30 minutes by public
transport of a strategic centre.

Planning Controls

Bayside LEP 2011

At the time of the of the original submission of the draft Planning Proposal, the Rockdale LEP
2011 applied to the land. Since then, the Bayside LEP has been notified and now applies to
the land. A summary of any changes to the standards made through the gazettal of Bayside
LEP 2021 is included in Table 1 below (NB. Table 1 does not include the amendments
proposed by the draft Planning Proposal for the subject site:

Table 1: Summary of any relevant changes to development standards between Rockdale LEP 2011 and
Bayside LEP 2021

Rockdale LEP 2011 Current Bayside LEP 2021
Zoned B4 Mixed Use No change to zoning

FSR of 2:1 plus 0.5:1 No change to the FSR standards;
incentive

Incentive Area C is now notated as Area 7

Height of 16m plus 6m No change to the HOB standards;

incentive
Incentive Area C is now notated as Area 3
LRA - Local Road No change to the LRA for a Local Road;
The same portion of the land is still reserved for a local road
Acid Sulphate Soils No change to classification
Class 5

Flood Planning Areas No Flood Planning Maps have been included in the BLEP
2021;

Council’s flood information shows that the land is affected by
both the 1% Annual Exceedance Probability and the Probable
Maximum Flood;
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Rockdale LEP 2011 Current Bayside LEP 2021

draft Planning Proposal

The proponent has provided a Flood Risk Study to support the

Active Street Frontages No changes to designation

The map extracts for the site and surrounding land from the Bayside LEP 2021 are provided
below (Maps 5-10). These describe the planning controls for the subject site and the locality:

Land Zoning -

Bayside Local
Environmental
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Map 5 - Bayside LEP 2021 Land Zoning Map (Source: www legislation.nsw.gov.au)

The subject site is zoned B4 Mixed Use. The land immediately to the north, west and south is

also zoned B4. Land to the east is zoned R2 Low Density Residential.

Floor Space Ratio —

Bayside Local
Environmental

ide
Sang; Pran 2021

Floor Space Ratio Map
- Sheet FSR_001

Maximum Fioor Space Ratio (n:1)
0l o N

Map 6 — Bayside LEP 2021 Floor Space Ratio Map (Source: www legislation.nsw.gov.au)
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The subject site has a maximum FSR of 2:1 and is included in the FSR incentive Area 7,
which allows for consideration of an additional FSR of 0.5:1 on an allotment of at least
1,200sgm. The immediate surrounding B4 zoned land is affected by the same FSR
standards, except for the B4 zoned land immediately to the north, beyond Slade Road,
which does not benefit from the FSR incentive. The broader locality has a maximum FSR of

0.5:1.

Height of Buildings
Bayside Local
Environmental

Zaveide  plan 2021

Height of Buildings Map
- Sheet HOB_001

Maximum Bullding Height (m)

NUR
Map 7 - Bayside LEP 2021 Height of Buildings Map (Source: www leqislation nsw gov au)

The subject site has a maximum HOB of 16m and is included in the HOB incentive Area 3,
which allows for consideration of an additional 6m height on an allotment of at least
1,200sqm. The immediate surrounding B4 zoned land is affected by the same HOB
standards, except for the B4 zoned land immediately to the north, beyond Slade Road, which
does not benefit from the HOB incentive. The broader locality has a maximum HOB of 8.5m.
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Land Reservation Acquisition —

Bayside Local
e Environmental
ayside
Council Plan 2021

Land Reservation Acquisition Map
- §heet LRA_001

The southern part of the subject site is affected by a LRA for a Local Road. No other LRAs
exist in the immediate locality.

Acid Sulphate Soils -

Bayside Local
ek Environmental
ide
Co’fncﬂ Plan 2021
Acid Sulfate Soils Map
- Sheet ASS_001

The subject site and the wider area are affected by Class 5 Acid Sulphate Soils.
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Active Street Frontages

Bayside Local
Environmental

Bayside
Cotne; Plan 2021

Active Street Frontages Map
- Sheet ASF_001
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Map 10 - Bayside LEP 2021 Active Street Fron

The north-west and south-west boundaries of the site are identified as Active Street
Frontages, as are most other frontages in the Bexley North local centre.

Proposed Changes to the Bayside LEP 2021

The draft Planning Proposal (Attachment 1) proposes the following changes to the BLEP
2021:

* Amending the relevant height of buildings (HOB) map from 16m (plus 8m height incentive
for lots of minimum 1200sgm) to introduce maximum HOB standards of 20m and 35m;

¢ Amending the relevant floor space ratio (FSR) map from 2:1 (plus 0.5:1 FSR incentive for
lots of minimum 1200sgm) to introduce maximum FSR standards of 3.2:1 and 3.6:1; and

¢ Amending both the HOB and FSR maps to omit the land from ‘Area 3’ and ‘Area 7’
respectfully, thereby preventing the land from benefitting from any further exceedance of
the resulting HOB and FSR standards which would otherwise have been permitted by
current clauses 4.3 and 4.4 of the BLEP 2021.

Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (the Act)

The NSW Department of Planning and Environment's publication 'A Guide to Preparing
Planning Proposals’ (December 2018) (the Guide), issued under section 3.33(3) of the Act,
provides guidance and information on the process for preparing Planning Proposals. It can
be found at Attachment 2.

The Guide states the following, which has relevance to the assessment of the draft Planning
Proposal for the subject site:
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Section 1.3, Page 5 —

+ A planning proposal must demonstrate the strategic merit of the proposed LEP
amendment;

¢ A planning proposal relates only to a LEP amendment. It is not a development application,
nor does it consider specific detailed matters that should form part of a development
application;

Section 2.3, Pages 9 and 10 -

s The overarching principles that guide the preparation of planning proposals are:

- The level of justification should be proportionate to the impact the planning proposal
will have;

- The level of justification should be sufficient to allow a Gateway determination to be
made with the confidence that the LEP can be finalised within the timeframe proposed.

* |tis not expected that a council or proponent will provide comprehensive information to
support a request for Gateway determination. As a minimum, a planning proposal before a
Gateway determination has been issued must identify relevant environmental, social,
economic and other site-specific considerations. The planning proposal document may
identify the need for investigations and an approach for addressing the issues;

e [t must also demonstrate how the proposed instrument will give effect to the local strategic
planning statement of the Council of the area.

Section 2.3.1, Pages 12 and 13:

Assessment Criteria

a) Does the proposal have strategic merit? Will it:

* Give effect to the... relevant district plan within the Greater Sydney Region...; or

+ Give effect to a relevant local strategic planning statement or strategy that has been
endorsed by the Department or required as part of a regional or district plan or local
strategic planning statement;

b)  Does the proposal have site-specific merit, having regard to the following?

¢ The natural environment (including known significant environmental values,
resources or hazards); and

o The existing uses, approved uses, and likely future uses of land in the vicinity of the
proposal; and

s The services and infrastructure that are or will be available to meet the demands
arising from the proposal and any proposed financial arrangements for infrastructure
provision.
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Section 2.3.1, Page 13;

When preparing a planning proposal, the proposal is required to demonstrate how it will give
effect to an endorsed local strategic planning statement. Relevant matters must be identified
and the relationship of the planning proposal to those matters should be discussed.

The assessment of the submitted draft Planning Proposal by Council staff has been
undertaken in accordance with the latest version of this Guide (dated December 2018).

Strategic Planning Framework — State

Section 9.1 Directions by the Minister

Section 9.1 Directions by the Minister (s9.1 directions) set out what a Relevant Planning
Authority (RPA) must do if a s9.1 direction applies to a draft Planning Propoesal, and provides
details on how inconsistencies with the terms of a direction may be justified. An assessment
of the draft Planning Proposal against the current 9.1 directions (issued 5 August 2021 by
DPIE) is provided in Table 2 below:

Table 2: Draft Planning Proposal consistency with applicable s9.1 directions —

Ministerial Draft Planning Proposal consistency with terms | Consistent: Yes/

Direction of direction No
(If No, is the
inconsistency
adequately
justified?)

1.1 Business What a Relevant Planning Authority must do: YES

and Industrial

Zones A draft Planning Proposal must:

(a) give effect to the objectives of this direction
(i.e., encourage employment growth in suitable
locations; protect employment land in business
and industrial zones; and support the viability of
identified centres);

(b) retain the areas and locations of existing
business and industrial zones;

(c) not reduce the total potential floor space area
for employment uses and related public
services in business zones;

(d) not reduce the total potential floor space area
for industrial uses in industrial zones.

Comment:
The draft Planning Proposal is considered to be

consistent with the terms of the direction. It
proposes to create a more efficient use of B4 Mixed

ltem 5.1 18

Item CPE22.009 — Attachment 3 194



City Planning & Environment Committee

13/04/2022

Bayside Local Planning Panel - Other Applications

16/12/2021

Use land, which will allow the retention and
enhancement of the functions currently provided by
the existing Bexley North Hotel. It is intended that
the LEP amendment will facilitate a future
redevelopment of the land which will contribute
towards the economic vitality of the Bexley North
local centre.

Consistency:

No inconsistencies with the terms of the direction
were identified.

3.4 Integrating
Land Use and
Transport

What a RPA must do:

A draft Planning Proposal must locate zones for
urban purposes and include provisions that give
effect to, and are consistent with, the aims,
objectives and principles of Improving Transport
Choice — Guidelines for planning and development
(DUAFP 2001).

Comment:

The draft Planning Proposal is considered
consistent with the guidelines, as the draft Planning
Proposal encourages business development in an
existing town centre location within a short walking
distance of public transport (Bexley North railway
station).

Consistency:

No inconsistencies with the terms of the direction
were identified.

YES

4.1 Acid
Sulfate Soils

What a RPA must do:

This Direction requires that a RPA must consider
an acid sulfate soils study assessing the
appropriateness of the intensification of land use,
given the presence of acid sulfate soils.

Comment:

The Bayside LEP 2021 Acid Sulfate Soils Map
identifies the subject site as containing Class 5 acid

YES
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Direction of direction

Ministerial Draft Planning Proposal consistency with terms

Consistent: Yes/
No

(If No, is the
inconsistency
adequately
justified?)

sulfate soils. Clause 6.1 of the LEP seeks to ensure
that development does not disturb, expose or drain
acid sulphate soils and cause environmental
damage.

The Planning Proposal report states that the
subject site is not affected by acid sulphate soils or
salinity. The proponent has not submitted an acid
sulphate soils study to support the Planning
Proposal, however, the proponent has submitted a
Stage 2 Environmental Site Assessment (see
Attachment 3) which states that the site is not
located in an acid sulphate soil risk area according
to the risk maps prepared by the Department of
Land and Water Conservation.

Consistency

Although an acid sulphate soils report has not been
submitted in support of the draft Planning Proposal,
this would appear to be unnecessary given the
likelihood that acid sulphate soils are not present
on the site as shown on the State Government’'s
acid sulphate soils database.

In any case, Clause 6.1 of the Bayside LEP 2021
requires this matter to be addressed before
development consent can be granted to
development identified on the Acid Sulfate Soils
Map.

4.3 Flood What an RPA must do: YES
Prone Land
A RPA must ensure that a Planning Proposal must
not contain provisions that apply to the flood
planning area which:

- permit development in floodway areas,

- permit development that will result in significant
flood impacts to other properties,

- permit a significant increase in the development
and/or dwelling density of that land.

Comment:

The draft Planning Proposal seeks provisions that
will permit a significant increase in potential density
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of development of the land which is located within a
flood planning area.

Consistency:

A Planning Proposal may be inconsistent with the
direction if the RPA can satisfy the Director-
General that:

- the planning proposal is supported by a flood
and risk impact assessment accepted by the
relevant planning authority, and is prepared in
accordance with the principles of the Floodplain
Development Manual 2005 and consistent with
the relevant planning authorities’ requirements,
or

- the provisions of the planning proposal that are
inconsistent are of minor significance, as
determined by the relevant planning authority.

Comment:

The proponent has submitted a Flood Investigation
Report (Attachment 4) prepared in accordance
with the principles and guidelines of the Flood Plain
Development Manual 2005 to support the Planning
Proposal. Table 7 of the report illustrates how the
Planning Proposal and Flood Investigation Report
comply with the requirements of Ministerial
Direction 4.3. The Flood Investigation Report has
also been reviewed internally by Council's technical
staff and, following some amendments and
inclusion of additional information, is now
considered satisfactory to address this Direction.
Accordingly, the inconsistency with the terms of the
direction is considered to have been adequately
justified.
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An assessment of the draft Planning Proposal against the relevant SEPPs is provided in

Table 3, below:

Table 3: Relevant State Environmental Planning Policies

Name of SEPP

Compliance of Draft Planning Proposal with SEPP

Complies Y/ N

SEPP 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 aspect of the
environment—

(a) by specifying when consent is required, and
when it is not required, for a remediation work,
and

(b) by specifying certain considerations that are
relevant in rezoning land and in determining
development applications in general and
development applications for consent to carry
out a remediation work in particular, and

(c) by requiring that a remediation work meet
certain standards and notification requirements.

The proponent has provided a Stage 2 Environmental
Site Assessment (Attachment 3) to support the draft
Planning Proposal. Based on the scope of work
undertaken for this assessment, the following potential
contamination sources were identified:

¢ Fill material;

+ Historical agricultural use (poultry farm);

¢ Use of pesticides;

¢ Hazardous Building Material;

¢ Two service stations were located approximately
75m and 150m up-gradient (south-west) of the site;

and

e A former dry cleaners was located less than 50m to
the south of the site.

The assessment has made the following
recommendations:

¢ A Remedial Action Plan (RAP) should be prepared
outlining procedures to be undertaken during each
stage of development/excavation, with respect to
the asbestos contamination;

YES
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Name of SEPP

Compliance of Draft Planning Proposal with SEPP

Complies Y/ N

» A validation assessment should be undertaken on
completion of remediation at each development
stage; and

¢ An unexpected finds protocol should be
implemented during excavation works at the site.

The findings of the Environmental Site Assessment
are principally concerns for a future development
application (DA) to consider. The land is already
zoned B4 Mixed Use, and has development standards
permitting the future development of the land for a
range of uses, subject to development consent. The
draft Planning Proposal for development standards
allowing higher density development will not obstruct
the aims of the SEPP to remediate land as part of the
future redevelopment of the site.

SEPP 65 -
Design Quality of
Residential
Apartment
Development

The key objectives of the SEPP are to improve the
design quality of residential apartment development
aims—

(a) to ensure that it contributes to the sustainable
development of New South Wales—

(i) by providing sustainable housing in social
and environmental terms, and

(i) by being a long-term asset to its
neighbourhood, and

(i) by achieving the urban planning policies
for its regional and local contexts, and

(b) to achieve better built form and aesthetics of
buildings and of the streetscapes and the public
spaces they define, and

(c) to better satisfy the increasing demand, the
changing social and demographic profile of the
community, and the needs of the widest range
of people from childhood to old age, including
those with disabilities, and

(d) to maximise amenity, safety and security for the
benefit of its occupants and the wider
community, and

(e) to minimise the consumption of energy from
non-renewable resources, to conserve the
environment and to reduce greenhouse gas
emissions, and

NO
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Name of SEPP

Compliance of Draft Planning Proposal with SEPP

Complies Y/ N

(fy  to contribute to the provision of a variety of
dwelling types to meet population growth, and

(g) to support housing affordability, and

(h) to facilitate the timely and efficient assessment
of applications for development to which this
Policy applies.

It is acknowledged that the development shown in the
Urban Design Report is an indicative scheme at this
stage. It is also recognised that most of the objectives
of the SEPP will be realised through a detailed design
assessed by a DA at the appropriate time.

However, Council's urban design consultant has
raised concerns that the potential height and bulk
associated with the proposed changes to the LEP
development standards on the land could encourage
development proposals that are unable to meet the
requirements of SEPP 65 and the ADG, and which
may well have a detrimental impact on the amenity of
neighbouring residential properties. This is discussed
in more detail later in this report.

There are no other SEPPs applicable to the draft Planning Proposal.

Strategic Planning Framework — Regional

Sydney Regional Environmental Plans (SREPs)

There are no SREPs applicable to the draft Planning Proposal.

Strategic Planning Framework — Regional and District

Regional, sub-regional and district plans and strategies include outcomes and specific
actions for a range of different matters including housing and employment targets, and
identify regionally important natural resources, transport networks and social infrastructure.
An assessment of the draft Planning Proposal’'s consistency with the strategic planning
framework is provided in Table 4, which follows:
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Table 4: Strategic Planning Framework

Regional Plans — A Metropolis of Three Cities: The Greater Sydney Region Plan

Directions, priorities,
objectives and actions

Consistency with the plan

Consistency
YN

Great places that bring
people together

collaborative approach to deliver great places by:

s prioritising a people-friendly public realm and
open spaces as a central organising design
principle;

¢ providing fine grain urban form, diverse land use
mix, high amenity and walkability in and within a
10-minute walk of centres; and

e recognising and celebrating the character of a
place and its people.

A peer review of the proponent’'s Urban Design
report, and the indicative scheme employed to
support the proposed higher density development
standards, has raised the following ongeing
concerns:

+ Qver-reliance on there being no future
development of the public car park, which in turn
relies on reductions in DCP setbacks to achieve
the FSR standards;

» The use of deep foolprints with long unbroken
frontages to achieve similar densities at much
lower building heights is a poor urban outcome.
This indicates that the proposed FSR is
mismatched to the proposed HOB control;

« The length of building and its footprint is out of
character with the adjacent residential
properties. It is recommended that the indicative
design be broken into two sections to help offset
the extensive length of blank street frontage;

s A Planning Proposal should not rely on
architectural treatments to ameliorate conditions
created by an envelope; the envelope itself

Objective 10 — The draft Planning Proposal will facilitate a higher Yes
density, mixed use development, including greater
Greater housing supply housing supply, in a local centre, in close proximity
to local amenities and public transport
infrastructure/frequent public transport services.
Objective 12: Strategy 12.1 promotes using a place-based and No
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Regional Plans — A Metropolis of Three Cities: The Greater Sydney Region Plan

Directions, priorities,
objectives and actions

Consistency with the plan

Consistency
Y/N

should be reduced to avoid the problem. This
does not prevent a future architectural scheme
from pursuing a street wall scheme, but it
provides the flexibility for it to be a design choice
rather than a necessity to achieve the site’s
proposed FSR;

* The height is potentially supportable, but the
massing is out of scale with its surroundings,
primarily due to its oversized floor plates;

s There is a concern with the flexibility of the
proposed height map is related to larger
concerns about the viability and appropriateness
of the proposed building envelopes. We believe
a likely outcome is ‘infilling’ the entire height
envelope to make up for FSR allowance
assumed but not achievable elsewhere on site.
Our preference is that the FSR be significantly
reduced;

s Alternatively, or as well as, other controls such
as the height map should be significantly
tightened to avoid unexpected outcomes.

These comments are not exhaustive and form part
of lengthy negotiations between council’s external
consultant (AJ&C who conducted the peer review)
and the proponent (Attachment 5). This matter is
dealt with in more detail later in the report.

However, for the reasons listed above, the draft
Planning Proposal is considered to be inconsistent
with this particular objective of the Greater Sydney
Region Plan.

Objective 14

A Metropolis of Three
Cities — integrated land
use and transport
creates walkable and 30-

The draft Planning Proposal embraces the principle
of higher density development in areas with good
public transport accessibility. The subject site is a
very short walk to Bexley North train station, which
enjoys links to the CBD in 20-30 minutes, and
there are also several bus routes in the local area.

Yes

minute cities The local road network provides easy links to
adjacent suburbs, and the M5 can be accessed a
short distance from the subject site, again
providing links to the CBD or to other parts of
Greater Sydney.
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Regional Plans — A Metropolis of Three Cities: The Greater Sydney Region Plan

Directions, priorities,
objectives and actions

Consistency with the plan

Consistency
Y/N

Objective 22

Investment and business
activity in centres

The proponent has stated that the draft Planning
Proposal will assist in achieving the following
outcomes:

* Contribute towards the revitalisation of the town
centre by establishing uses and activation at the
heart of the Bexley North Town Centre;

¢ Retain the existing Bexley North Hotel with
additional restaurants/cafes

s Assist with meeting strategic development
outcomes for high quality mixed use
development within an underdeveloped town
centre.

Whilst the exact business uses secured on the site
would only be determined via future DA
assessment/approval, the draft Planning Proposal
would likely make the site more attractive for
investment in any of the range of uses allowable
under the B4 Mixed Use zone.

Yes

District Plans — Eastern City District Plan

Directions, priorities,
objectives and actions

Consistency with the plan

Consistency
YIN

strategic merit as it will contribute to the growth and
expansion of an existing local centre. The

Planning Priority E1 As a local centre, Bexley North has not been No
specifically identified for growth in the plan. Higher
Planning for a city density development on the site is therefore not
supported by specifically supported by the plan.
infrastructure
Planning Priority E5 The draft Planning Proposal embraces the principle | Yes
of higher density development in areas with good
Providing housing public transport accessibility and local amenities. It
supply, choice and is intended that the future redevelopment of the
affordability with access | site, facilitated by the increase in development
to jobs, services and standards, will include a residential development,
public transport along with a mix of business uses allowable under
the existing B4 Mixed Use zone.
Planning Priority E6 The draft Planning Proposal has significant Yes
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Creating and renewing
great places and local
centres, and respecting
the District’s heritage

proposed changes to the development standards
will facilitate a higher density development on a
local centre site close to public transport (including
Bexley North railway station), potentially providing
additional jobs and housing supply in this
accessible location.

There are ongoing concerns that the additional
FSR being sought cannot be successfully
accommodated within the maximum HOB being
sought, and that this could lead to undesirable
urban design outcomes. However, before a request
for a Gateway Determination is made to DPIE,
additional urban design studies will be requested
from the proponent to demonstrate that an
acceptable development envelope can be achieved
on the site.

Planning Priority E10

Delivering integrated
land use and transport
planning and a 30-
minute city

The subject site is a very short walk to Bexley
North train station, which enjoys links to the CBD in
20-30 minutes and there are also several bus
routes in the local area. The local road network
provides easy links to adjacent suburbs and the M5
can be accessed a short distance from the subject
site, again providing links to the CBD or to other
parts of Greater Sydney.

Yes

Planning Priority E11

Growing investment,
business opportunities

and jobs in strategic
centres

This priority advocates for growth and investment
in all centres, including the expansion of local
centres.

The proponent’s stated intentions are that the draft
Planning Proposal will facilitate a future
development that provides a new and expanded
hotel premises, along with additional retail and
commercial floorspace opportunities. The proposal
meets the objective of this planning priority, by
enabling expansion for growth to occur.

Yes

Strategic Planning Framework — Local

Bayside Local Strategic Planning Statement (LSPS)

Council's LSPS was adopted in March 2020. It outlines a 20-year vision for the Bayside LGA
and illustrates how Council is implementing the planning priorities and actions in the relevant
district plan in conjunction with its Community Strategic Plan.

The Planning Priorities in the Bayside LSPS that are relevant to the draft Planning proposals
are examined in Table 5 below:
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Table 5: Bayside LSPS assessment

Bayside Planning
Priority

Action

Draft Planning Proposal
consistency

Planning Priority 2

Align land use planning
with the delivery and
management of assets
by Bayside Council to
support our community

Council will take a
place-based approach
to land use and asset
planning to ensure
growth aligns with
infrastructure provision

Whilst the draft Planning Proposal
embraces the principle of higher
density development in areas with
good public transport accessibility and
local amenities, the LSPS shows that
Bexley North is identified as having a
‘medium-term’ growth plan of 6-10
years. The draft Planning Proposal is
inconsistent with this priority, in
relation to the timing for future
investigation. However, the site is part
of an existing centre, and the ECDP
identifies expansion opportunities for
existing centres, particularly those
located within short walkable
distances to railway stations.

Planning Priority 5
Foster healthy, creative,
culturally rich and
socially connected
communities

Prioritise opportunities
for people to walk,
cycle and use public
transport when
planning for existing or
future centres.

The subject site is a very short walk to
Bexley North train station, which
enjoys links to the CBD in 20-30
minutes and there are also several
bus routes in the local area.

Planning Priority 6
Support sustainable
housing growth by
concentrating high
density urban growth
close to centres and
public transport corridors

Finalise and adopt the
Local Housing Strategy
to inform investigation
of opportunities for
residential growth.

Continue to facilitate
housing development in
areas with capacity
available under current
planning controls.

The Bayside Local Housing Strategy
(LHS) was finalised and adopted in
July 2021. As with the LSPS, the LHS
identified Bexley North as an
‘investigation area’ where high
densities could be achieved, subject to
further investigation and master-
planning.

Despite the prematurity of the draft
Planning Proposal, the site is located
in an existing local centre, meaning
that the proposal embraces the
principle of higher density
development in a location with good
public transport accessibility and local
amenities.

Planning Priority 7
Provide choice in
housing to meet the
needs of the community

Review planning
controls to deliver a
greater range of
dwelling types, size and
standards

The current B4 Mixed Use zoning of
the subject site allows residential
accommodation, with development
consent, in this location. A resulting
residential development is likely to
provide a range of apartments as part
of a higher density, mixed use
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Bayside Planning
Priority

Action

Draft Planning Proposal
consistency

development, to suit the town centre
location. The final range and mix of
units would be determined through a
future DA.

Planning Priority 9
Manage and enhance
the distinctive character
of the LGA through good
quality urban design,
respect for existing
character and
enhancement of the
public realm

Council will take a
place-based approach
for each local centre
and prepare master
plans/urban design
studies or public
domain plans to create
great places including
the following centres at
west Kogarah, Carlton,
Kingsgrove, Bexley,
Bexley North,
Ramsgate, Hillsdale,
Botany, Mascot
(Coward/Botany Road)
and Mascot station
Precinct.

The draft PP does not align with this
priority. As referred to above, ongoing
concerns remain that the additional
FSR being sought cannot be
successfully accommodated within the
maximum HOB being sought, and that
this could lead to undesirable urban
design outcomes. This is considered
in further detail later in this report.

The prematurity of the draft Planning
Proposal in this context, before the
preparation of the necessary master-
planning, results in inconsistency with
this priority.

Planning Priority 12
Deliver an integrated
land use and a 30-
minute city

Plan for high amenity
and walkability within a
10-minute walk of
centres.

Plan for urban
development, new
centres, better places

and employment uses
that are integrated with
existing transport

infrastructure and
proposed transport
projects.

The subject site is a very short walk to
Bexley North train station which enjoys
links to the CBD in 20-30 minutes and
there are also several bus routes in
the local area. The local road network
provides easy links to adjacent
suburbs, and the M5 can be accessed
a short distance from the subject site,
again providing links to the CBD or to
other parts of Greater Sydney.

Planning Priority
B15
Growing investment,

Business opportunities
and jobs in Bayside's

strategic centres and

Ensure each local
centre has sufficient
retail floor space to

meet future demand.

The proponent has stated that the
draft Planning Proposal will assist in
achieving the following outcomes:

» Contribute towards the
revitalisation of the town centre by
establishing uses and activation in
the heart of the Bexley North Town
Centre;

centres + Retain the existing Bexley North
Hotel with additional
restaurants/cafes;
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Bayside Planning
Priority

Action

Draft Planning Proposal
consistency

* Assist with meeting strategic
development outcomes for high-
quality mixed-use development
within an underdeveloped town
centre.

Whilst the exact business uses
secured on the site would only be
determined through a future DA, the
draft Planning Proposal and
subsequent LEP amendments is likely
to make the site more attractive for
investment in any of the range of uses
allowable under the B4 Mixed Use
zone, including retail uses.

Planning Priority B24
Reduce community risk

to urban and natural
hazards and improve

community's resilience
to social, environmental
and economic shocks

and stressors

Advocate for outcomes
that reduce the
community’s risk to
urban and natural
hazards, including air
pollution, noise and
traffic.

The proponent has submitted a Flood
Investigation Report (Attachment 4)

to support the draft Planning Proposal.

The Flood Investigation Report has
been reviewed internally by Council's
technical staff and is satisfactory.
Flood Risk will also be examined in
more detailed as part of a future DA.

The subject site is also within the
notification zone of the Moomba to
Sydney Ethane Pipeline. The
proponent has prepared a Pipeline
Risk Assessment (Attachment 6)
which has reached the following
conclusions:

* The individual risk of fatality does
not exceed the risk criterion for
residential uses and places of
continuous occupancy, such as
hotels;

* The individual risk of fatality
exceeds the risk criterion for
sensitive uses and the current
planning proposal does not include
sensitive land uses;

* All other individual risk levels
comply with the corresponding
quantitative risk criteria;

+ The indicative societal risk criteria
is also ‘negligible’.
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Bayside Planning Action Draft Planning Proposal
Priority consistency

The NSW Department of Planning,
Industry and Envircnment's hazards
specialist has also been consulted and
made the following comments:

« |tis noted that the proposal will
include both commercial (retail,
gym) and residential (hotel and
apartment) components but will not
include sensitive uses;

+ The technical assumptions adopted
in the study are developed based
on appropriate references and
considered as appropriate;

« individual risk and societal risks
were evaluated and compared
against the risk criteria. It was
concluded that both criteria were
satisfied;

* The location of the planning
proposal are outside of the
individual fatality risk for residential
uses, but inside the individual
fatality risk for sensitive uses. As
such, sensitive uses such as
childcare centre should not be
permitted within the area affected
by individual fatality risks for
sensitive uses.

Bayside Community Strategic Plan 2030

An assessment of the draft Planning Proposal's consistency with the following relevant
themes and strategic directions in the Bayside Community Strategic Plan 2030 (Plan) is
provided in Table 6 below:

Table 6: Bayside Community Strategic Plan 2030 assessment

Theme One — Bayside How We Will Get Consistency
will be a vibrant place There
Strategic Direction — Local areas are The proponent has stated that the
activated with cafes, draft Planning Proposal will assist in
Our places are people restaurants, and achieving the following outcomes:
focussed cultural events
e Contribute towards the
revitalisation of the town centre
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Theme One — Bayside
will be a vibrant place

How We Will Get
There

Consistency

by establishing uses and
activation at the heart of the
Bexley North Town Centre;

¢ Retain the existing Bexley North
Hotel with additional
restaurants/cafes;

* Assist with meeting strategic
development outcomes for high
quality mixed use development
within an underdeveloped town
centre.

These points are considered valid
when assessed against this
particular theme.

Strategic Direction —

Our places are accessible
to all

People who need to
can access affordable
housing

The draft PP does not make any
commitment to providing affordable
housing. This may be an aspect of
the development which progresses
and evolves should the proponent be
successful in securing the increase in
FSR and HOB development
standards.

Strategic Direction —

My place will be special to
me

Local developments
reflect innovative, good

design and incorporate
open space and

consider vertical
families

The draft PP does not align with this
direction. Ongoing concerns remain
that the additional FSR being sought
cannot be successfully
accommodated within the maximum
HOB being sought, and that this
could lead to undesirable urban
design outcomes. This is considered
in further detail later in this report.

Theme Two - In 2030
our people will be
connected in a smart

City

How We Will Get
There

Consistency

Strategic Direction —

We benefit from
technology

Council engages with
us and decision making
is transparent and data
driven

If the draft PP was to be supported
by Council and a Gateway
Determination issued by the DPIE, a
formal public consultation process
would take place. This would involve
a 28 day exhibition period, and would
include various forms of consultation
to landowners, the community and
government agencies. The Bayside
Local Planning Panel and,
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Theme One — Bayside How We Will Get Consistency
will be a vibrant place There

subsequently, elected Council, would
then consider (via detailed planning
reports prepared by Council staff) the
submissions received, before
determining whether the proposal
should be finalised by the DPIE.

Theme Four — In 2030 How We Will Get Consistency

we will be a prosperous | There

community

» Strategic Direction - | Bayside will be a 30- The proponent has stated that the
minute City — residents | draft Planning Proposal will assist in

Local housing, achieving the following outcomes:

employment and business | work locally or work off-

opportunities are site — no one has to ¢ Contribute towards the

generated revitalisation of the town centre
travel for more than 30 by establishing uses and
minutes to work activation at the heart of the

Bexley North Town Centre;

¢ Retain the existing Bexley North
Hotel with additional
restaurants/cafes;

¢ Assist with meeting strategic
development outcomes for high-
quality mixed-use development
within an underdeveloped town
centre.

Future redevelopment of the land
may result in a development which
retains existing jobs for local people,
whilst enhancing the mix of uses on
the subject, that could potentially
create additional jobs and growth to
local employment options. The
potential introduction of residential
units to the development might also
provide accommodation for people
who work in the local area.

Bayside Local Housing Strategy

Council adopted the Bayside Local Housing Strategy (LHS) in March 2021. Following
Council's decision, DPIE approved the LHS on 30 June 2021. The LHS provides the
evidence base to inform suitable locations across the local government area for uplift in
housing supply, and considers the following factors:

e The demand for dwellings in the entire Bayside LGA,

Item 5.1 34

Item CPE22.009 — Attachment 3 210



City Planning & Environment Committee

13/04/2022

Bayside Local Planning Panel - Other Applications 16/12/2021

The type of dwellings needed over the next 20 years in the entire Bayside LGA;
Opportunities and housing constraints to housing growth in the entire Bayside LGA;
The need for affordable housing, now and in the future; and

Future investigation areas for housing growth across the entire Bayside LGA.

The LHS states the following in respect of Bexley North which is relevant to the subject site:

Investigation Area: Bexley North

Redevelopment of this centre would be subject to confirmation with gas pipeline operators
that it would not pose excessive risk; and

High densities could be achieved in the centre, subject to further investigation and master
planning.

With regard to the proximity of the centre, and the subject site, to the Moomba to Sydney
Ethane Pipeline (MSEP), the proponent has prepared a Pipeline Risk Assessment (FRA) to
support the draft Planning Proposal. The PRA concludes that:

The individual risk of fatality does not exceed the risk criterion for residential uses and
places of continuous occupancy, such as hotels;

Whilst the individual risk of fatality exceeds the risk criterion for sensitive uses, the current
planning proposal does not include sensitive land uses;

All other individual risk levels comply with the corresponding quantitative risk criteria; and

The indicative societal risk criteria is also ‘negligible’

The NSW Department of Planning, Industry and Environment's hazards specialist has also
been consulted on the PRA and made the following comments

It is noted that the proposal will include both commercial (retail, gym) and residential (hotel
and apartment) components but will not include sensitive uses;

The technical assumptions adopted in the study are developed based on appropriate
references and considered as appropriate;

Individual risk and societal risks were evaluated and compared against the risk criteria. It
was concluded that both criteria were satisfied;

The location of the planning proposal is outside of the individual fatality risk for residential
uses, but inside the individual fatality risk for sensitive uses. As such, sensitive uses such
as childcare centre should not be permitted within the area affected by individual fatality
risks for sensitive uses.

It is clear that implications of the MSEP proximity on the final uses proposed on the site as
part of a DA would need to be subject to further scrutiny by Council and the Department.

ltem 5.1

Item CPE22.009 — Attachment 3

35

211



City Planning & Environment Committee 13/04/2022

Bayside Local Planning Panel - Other Applications 16/12/2021

However, at a strategic level in relation to this issue, there is no objection raised to higher
density development standards proposed on the subject site on an individual basis.

With regard to the future master-planning of the centre to accommodate higher densities, it is
clear that the current draft Planning Proposal comes well in advance of the 6-10 year
medium term period for this envisaged by the LSPS. Although the draft Planning Proposal
embraces the principle of higher density development in areas with good public transport
accessibility and local amenities, the prematurity of the draft Planning Proposal results in an
inconsistency with the relevant local strategic planning policies. Nevertheless, draft Planning
Proposals for spot rezoning and upzoning of land are still considered by DPIE to be an
acceptable means of stimulating urban regeneration and housing supply for some sites,
particularly when located in centres in proximity to frequent and easily accessible public
transport (transit-criented development)

Further Considerations

Urban Design

An Urban Design Report (Attachment 7) was submitted with the draft Planning Proposal,
which has been subject to peer review by an external urban design consultant appointed by
Council (AJ&C). The consultant has raised a number of concerns, the main points of which
can be summarised as follows:

¢ Possible building lengths, depths and heights affecting the ability of a future development
to adhere to ADG building separation requirements from existing and future roads, as well
as shared property boundaries, including the immediate adjoining Council Car Park site;

e The Council Car Park is a potential development site. The proponent should respond to
the Car Park site as a standard shared property boundary rather than assume no future
development of this immediate adjoining site;

¢ Ability of a future development to meet minimum ADG numeric cross-ventilation targets
without relying on mid-building ‘notches’;

+ The need to reduce the proposed FSR to be successfully accommodated within the
proposed HOB so that a possible future development will provide good urban design
outcomes;

¢ Impose a separate limitation on residential FSR to avoid the GFA from the large non-
residential footprints being redistributed to residential, contributing further to building bulk;
and

¢ AJ&C's view is that a building envelope established for the purposes of setting an FSR in
the context of a PP should comply with ADG minimum separations in most cases. This
would not prevent a designer from using architectural treatments to justify specific
variances from the ADG at Development Application stage, as proposed in this response,
but rather allows this to be a design choice rather than a necessity to achieve the site’s
new FSR.

The proponent has considered these comments and has responded as follows:
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+ Please note that these are indicative plans. Their purpose is to provide some additional
information to demonstrate one way a scheme could occur within the proposed envelope
and amendments to the FSR and height. It is not a final and definite solution and has not
been developed to the same detail as a DA would have to achieve;

o We disagree that this boundary operates as a shared boundary and therefore should be
subject to the ADG separation distances in the manner proposed. It is a boundary to
public land that currently provides public access to the existing developments and
shopfronts. It also provides the major public car parking for the town centre;

+ Given that the site has a significant role as part of the town centre and is required to
provide active frontages to that boundary any redevelopment of the carpark will have to
maintain public access fo the site boundary (and to those other lots that currently benefit
from access via the carpark);

* We disagree that a break in the building form to Sarsfield Circuit is necessary or in fact
desirable. A building break opens up the intended retail/commercial piazza to the
residential street but there is no connectivity beyond that street i.e., no lanes or streets to
link to and it opens up the activity of that internal street to residents beyond. We suspect
that the residents would be less than happy with such a solution;

+ We note the support for the height which is a positive conclusion. The deep footprints for
the lower floors in the proposal are specifically for commercial uses only and the depths of
the floor plates are not unusual for commercial uses. These uses are permissible and
encouraged by Councils controls and the zoning. They reinforce the rofe of the site in the
town centre and we would recommend against encouraging more residential at the
expense of commercial uses. We do not support reducing the footprint as it would
preclude larger commercial tenancies if the hotel did not proceed. However, we note that
it is the applicant's intention to relocate the existing hotel use into the lower podium floors
of any new development and it does require deeper floor plates, and

e Council has suggested various outcomes for the car park site and it is therefore
unreasonable to restrict the scheme given that there is no confirmation of what design
solution might occur.

The above is a summary of extensive comments provided by both the proponent and
Council’'s consultant. A detailed table of comments is provided in Attachment 5. It is noted
that the Proponent suggests that it has been advised by Council of a potential outcome on
the Council owned car park. However, Council has not undertaken master-planning of the
site or the broader centre, has not considered nor adopted any such masterplan and does
not have a position in relation to the future of the Council owned carpark. Additional
indicative drawings and supporting information discussed in the urban design comments are
also included in Attachments 9-16.

With regard to the proximity of the subject site to the car park and the possible implications
for the future redevelopment of the car park it is noted that:

* As the Urban Design Review states the existing council park is considered a gateway
location. Whilst Council has no immediate plans for development of the site, this will be
subject to strategic design review and assessment;

¢ The key issue that needs to be considered is how the planning proposal
interacts/addresses the remaining land parcels yet to be developed, that hold B4 Mixed

Use zoning. This is also noted as part of the Urban Design Review undertaken by AJ&C;
and
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+ The majority of the design’s density sits adjacent to the council lot and doesn’t recognise
the future build potential enabled by the B4 Mixed Use zone.

These comments also speak to the potential prematurity of the draft Planning Proposal in the
absence of proper master-planning of the North Bexley Town Centre. However, as the
proponent indicates, at this time there is no masterplan for Bexley Town Centre, and it can
be argued that Council has a responsibility to consider the strategic and site-specific
planning merits of the draft Planning Proposal at the current time

Traffic

A Traffic Impact Assessment report (Attachment 8) has been submitted with the draft
Planning Proposal, and referred to an external Traffic Consultant for peer review. Following
some requests for clarification of matters and additional information, the peer review found
that there are no traffic or transport issues that would preclude the draft Planning Proposal
from proceeding.

Conclusion

The basic principle of encouraging higher density development in a town centre location in
close proximity to good public transport is sound. Regional and district planning policies
acknowledge that the growth and expansion of existing local centres is necessary to support
the growth of Sydney's population and provide local jobs and services in accessible locations
with access to frequent public transport. The policies encourage the location of higher
density developments in existing centres, with good access to the necessary infrastructure,
including good public transport accessibility/service frequency.

The draft Planning Proposal therefore has significant strategic merit in this regard, and is
consistent with the relevant policies of the Greater Sydney Region Plan and the Eastern City
District Plan in so far as those specific planning objectives/pricrities apply.

However, these planning objectives/priorities also direct that new developments must also
display good design principles, respect local character, and improve amenity. The urban
design consultancy advice received by Council raises concerns that the proposed HOB and
FSR may not be achievable on the site, and could result in a development which does not
reflect the design principles displayed in the indicative scheme submitted by the proponent.

Therefore, whilst the basic principle of higher density development in this location is
acceptable, as is the expansion of an existing local centre, in the absence of a masterplan for
the Bexley North local centre, the proponent needs to demonstrate, through additional urban
design studies, that the proposed changes to development standards can be accommodated
on the site without harm to the character or amenity in the immediate locality, and without
prejudicing any future master-planning of the Bexley North local centre. Should the Panel
recommend that draft Planning Proposal progress, this additional urban design work is will
be requested. Once the final planning proposal is submitted, the matter will be referred back
to the Planning Panel for advice before being reported to Council for Gateway consideration.

Attachments

1 Planning Proposal Report (Under separate cover Attachments Part One)
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2 Guide to Preparing Planning Proposals (Under separate cover Attachments Part One)

3 Environmental Site Assessment (Under separate cover Attachments Part One)

4 Flood Investigation Report (Under separate cover Attachments Part One)
5 Urban Design Comments (Under separate cover Attachments Part One)
6 Pipeline Risk Assessment (Under separate cover Attachments Part One)

7 Urban Design Report (Under separate cover Attachments Part One)

8 Traffic Impact Assessment (Under separate cover Attachments Part Cne)

9 Urban Design Submission - Cover Letter (Under separate cover Attachments Part One)
10  FSR and HOB Calculations Plan (Under separate cover Attachments Part One)

11 FSR Calculations (Under separate cover Attachments Part One)

12  Estimated GBA calculations 1

13 Landscape Plans (Under separate cover Attachments Part One)

14  Basement Concept Plans (Under separate cover Attachments Part One)

15 Indicative Concept Plans (Under separate cover Attachments Part One)

16  Indicative Sections (Under separate cover Attachments Part One)
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Bayside Council

Serving Our Community

MINUTES

Bayside Local Planning Panel - Other Applications
held by audio-visual link
on Thursday 16 December 2021 at 5:00 pm.

Decisions outside the public meeting
in accordance with the Operational Procedures.

Present

Marcia Doheny, Chairperson

Robert Montgomery, Independent Expert Member
Larissa Ozog, Independent Expert Member
Amber O'Connell, Community Representative

Also Present

Clare Harley, Manager Strategic Planning
Cathryn Bush, Coordinator Governance

Josh Ford, Coordinator Strategic Planning

John McNally, Urban Planner - Strategic Planning

Deliberations commenced at 5:05 pm.

1 Acknowledgement of Country

Bayside Council respects the traditional custodians of the land, elders past, present
and emerging, on which this meeting takes place, and acknowledges the Gadigal and
Bidjigal Clans of the Eora Nation.

2  Apologies

There were no apologies received

3 Disclosures of Interest

There were no declarations of interest.

4  Minutes of Previous Meetings

There were no Minutes to confirm.

Item CPE22.009 — Attachment 4 225



City Planning & Environment Committee 13/04/2022

Bayside Local Planning Panel - Other Applications 16/12/2021

5 Reports — Planning Proposals

51 Planning Proposal - 187 Slade Road, Bexley North
Panel members have undertaken individual inspections of the site.
The following persen spoke:

o Jeff Mead, planner, spoke to the officer's recommendation and responded to the
Panel’'s questions

The following pecple attended the meeting:
¢ David Waghorn, planner.

+« Trevor Yang, applicant.

Panel Recommendation to Council

The Panel has considered the material presented in the officer's report and the various
planning reports supplied by the proponent. The Panel also heard from the applicant’s
town planner.

The Panel recommends to Council that the planning proposal be referred to the
Department of Planning Industry and Infrastructure for a Gateway Determination under
s.3.34 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979, subject to the
following conditions being applied to the Gateway Determination:

1. Prior to commencing public exhibition of the planning proposal the applicant
shall consult with Council to ascertain the appropriate building height limit and
floor space ratio for the site based on urban design principles and compliance
with the Apartment Design Guide.

2. A site-specific development control plan (DCP) shall be prepared by the
applicant in consultation with the Council to demonstrate that the building
envelopes resulting from the floor space ratio and height of buildings sought in
the planning proposal are achievable on the site without being detrimental to
local character, residential amenity and the potential future uses of Council’'s
adjoining car park.

3. Without limiting the contents of the DCP, it should include elements of the urban
design study submitted in support of the planning proposal as agreed by Council
and requirements that:

a. the western building footprint be used for commercial floor space only; and

b.  an appropriate interface and setback be provided to the existing public car
parking area.

4, Consideration should be given to converting the proposed new central laneway
(not the site through link) as an area of communal open space to be used by the
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13.
14.

residential component of any future development and for that space to be safe,
secure, well designed and to be of high quality and amenity.

The DCP should include pedestrian circulation in and around the site and
sensitive and careful siting of the driveway access, potential ‘back of house’
aperations, loading and unloading areas and general Hotel and pub operations
that often impact on the amenity of adjoining properties. These activities should
be considered in the DCP to provide greater certainty for any future design and
minimize impacts.

The DCP should alsc provide for the eastern boundary to include deep soil
areas (minimum of 2m wide), well landscaped areas with some larger canopy
trees to soften the development and enhance the transition of the built form
down to the lower scaled residential development to the east.

Consideration should be given to providing some commercial floor space and/or
design apartments to include studies and home offices. Spaces should be
flexible and adaptable.

A variety and mix of residential apartments is also encouraged.

To ensure and secure the proposed non-residential component of the
development which comprises of some 1.41:1 of FSR, Council could consider
amending Clause 6.17 of the Bayside LEP 2021 by highlighting certain controls
and provisions which could be incorporated (as 2 minimum) for the future
redevelopment of the site. This is at Council's discretion.

At the time of preparing the DCP consideration may be needed to the provisions
of the Draft Place and Design State Environmentla Planning Policy.

The planning proposal should include a provision that amends Bayside Local
Environment Plan 2021 (BLEP 2021) to provide that both the active street
frontage and design excellence clauses of LEP 2021 apply to the site.

The planning proposal should also include a provision that amends clause 6.16
of BLEP 2021 to add the subject site and the requirement that a development
control plan be prepared for the site prior to any redevelopment.

The planning proposal and draft DCP should be exhibited concurrently.

Council should also consider negotiating the dedication of some affordable
rental housing as part of the scheme.

Reasons for Panel Recommendation

The Panel considers the proposal is consistent with a number of objectives and
planning priorities of the Greater Sydney Region Plan and elements of the Eastern
City District Plan. In particular, the proposal will advance the growth and
revitalisation of an existing local centre identified in the Eastern City District Plan.

The site is located in close proximity to mass transit and would therefore
concentrate high density urban growth within a local centre adjacent to public
transport corridors.
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« After considering the likely environmental impacts of the proposal, the Panel is
satisfied that it is suitable for being referred to the Department of Planning, Industry
and Environment for a Gateway determination under s.3.34 of the Environmental
Planning and Assessment Act 1979, subject to the impaosition of conditions detailed
above.

¢ Although the Panel is of the view that a development control plan should be

prepared and exhibited in conjunction with the planning proposal, it is also strongly
recommended that Clause 6.16 of the Bayside LEP 2021 be amended to include
the site so that the LEP to include a requirement that a development control plan
be prepared prior to the redevelopment of the site. Applying Clause 6.16 to the site
will ensure that an overall strategic design approach will still be implemented in the
event that a draft development control plan is not prepared prior to exhibition of the
planning proposal.

¢ The Panel acknowledges the officer's concerns about progressing the proposal
further in the absence of an overall strategic plan for the centre. However, the
Panel considers that the need to revitalise this local centre and the consistency of
the proposal with regional and district strategies justifies progression to Gateway
Determination.

¢ Inthe absence of a masterplan or strategic planning and urban design work for the
Local Centre as a whole, the development control plan will play an important role in
advancing the potential for this spot rezoning to result in a high-quality
development that sets a benchmark that may stimulate the renewal of the Centre
as a whole.

e Without a development control plan and in the absence of strategic planning work
for the locality, there is a significant risk that the planning proposal may result in a
scale and/or form of development that inhibits the medium-term goal of a renewed
local centre with a high degree of amenity.

5.2 Draft Planning Proposal - Deletion of Additional Permitted Uses 34
& 35 from Bayside Local Environmental Plan 2021

Panel members have undertaken individual inspections of the site.

Panel Recommendation to Council

1 The Bayside Local Planning Panel recommends to Council that pursuant to
s3.33 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) the
draft Planning Proposal for the deletion of ltems 34 and 35 of Schedule 1
(Additional Permitted Uses) of the Bayside Local Environmental Plan 2021 be
submitted to the Department of Planning, Industry and Environment for a
Gateway determination.

2 The Bayside Local Planning Panel recommends to Council that, should a

Gateway Determination be issued, a further report be presented to Council
following the public exhibition period to demonstrate compliance with the
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Gateway determination, and to provide details of any submissions received
throughout that process.

6 Reports — Development Applications

There were no development applications.

Closed deliberations concluded at 7:15 pm.

Certified as true and correct.

Marcia Doheny
Chairperson
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Proposed FSR
This assumesd a separation between the areas (HOB, FSR) of 22m perpendicular to the eastern boundary (Sarsfield Circuit)

Progosed LEP amendment
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187 Slade Road, Bexley North — Urban Design Comments

AJ&C Comments - December 2020

Froponent Respanse - June 2021

AJBC Response - August 2021

Access:
Given the Council Car Park is & superlat without any internal public strests, residentisl
lobbies facing enly the car park are not idesl, as they effectively have no strest address.

The existing commereial uses that form part of the crescent have access from the footpsth of the
car park site. These uses assist in activating the area. .the RDCP 5.3
statas that building uses frenting public domain at graund level are to be active Uses whersver
possible. We also note that Councils DCP requires residential uses la have access fram & public
space or street and not an interal public space ss

AJC suggest

Itis ur understanding that the Council car park may be redevelaped ta contain & major public
space based an the previous discussions held with Coundil which will inclede access to all the
sites located in the crescent. Active frontages are & requirement of the Cauneil contrals to this
site boundary 30 it must by definition retain in perpetuity & public access abilty.

The indicative layout intends access to any residential companent from either the public edge of
Counails sarpark (as it is currently) and/ar from within the publicly sccessible lane/piazza.

The concern raised in AJEC's initial review referred to the lack of any residential street
address for the western building, with the indicative design showing two residential
Ilobbies which are both only accessible via the Council car park.

Staging:
There are some inthe the upper-level unit (level 8) in
Built Form B are anly aceessible via the core in Built Form C, which would not be
delivered atthe same time. Units in B alsa rely on & communal epen space that will not be
delivered until C is built and will need to use the core in C to access it.

Similarly, the basement design is based on a vehicle turntable that crosses the stage
boundary. The basement will, therefore, net be functionsl until the turntable is delivered in
a subsequent stage

Please note thet these are indicative hand sketeh plans not & DA. Their purpose is to pravide
some to ane way & scheme sould occur within the proposed
envelope and amendments to the FSR and height. It is not a final and definite Solution and has
not been developed to the ssme detall as & DA would have to achieve. The staging plan and
indicative core lacations can easily be modified if desired to address the access to the top faor
indicative apartments.

The core shown to the floor below csn be extended to continue through to level & or that
apartment could be connected back to the core onee the next stage is canstructed

The turntable in the basement is part of the second stage. During the initisl stage. loading wil
cantinue te ocour through the pub lot as existing. Consequently, there is no issue with the
location of the suggested turntable.

Future Neighbourhood Ch. er

s Ihe progenent has dentified. the Council Gar Park is a patential develogment site. The
prapanent shauld respond ta the Car Park site as a standard shared property beundary
rather than assume ne future development of this adjaining site

We disagres that this boundary operates as a shared baundary and therefore should be subject
ta the ADG separation distances in the manner proposed. It is a boundary ta public land that
currently provides public access to the existing developments and shapfronts. It alsa provides the
major public car parking for the town centre,

Given that the site has a significant role as part of the town centre and is required to provide
active frontages o that beundary any redevelopment of the carpark will have ta maintain publie
access to the ste beundary (and to thase other lots that surrently benefit fram aceess via the
carpark).

A redevelzpment selutien by Counell fer their land is highly likely 1o include a majer public space
a5 Baxley North does not have s key public epen space or squsare. Given the existing sctive
edges of this site and its neig the logieal cenelusian is that any pment wauld be
likely to be positioned to provide a built form edge te Slade Rd and Bexley Rd with s public space
ar st the very lesst a new internal street system between. Te maintain the current uses and
sccess a public strest of some form will need to be provided tom sccess the existing commercial
uses.

It shauld slsa be nated that all the existing new/ad buildings edging the car park have treated the
frontage to the car park site as an active and primary frantage &5 required by the centrals. As per
the RDCP 5.3, development is to define a caherent alignment te the public domain, accentuate
street comers and have a zero setback with active uses to the ground level

The urban design censept beind the PP was to improve the pedestrian experience and
cannectivity in & manner that buffered pedestrians fram the naise of the carpark initially and
orovided s positive and mare intimate public spscs via the prevision of a publicly sceessible
Ianeway and urban space tnrough the sits inftially and have it link ultimately fvia the midbleck link
10 the south) to s redevelopment of the ecuncil carpark. The carpark ares could create a vibrant
local hub with @ central urban piazzs e.g., the Piazza in Sienna. The Piazza could be envissged
as & community meeting place with an urban built form edge that provides containment of the
space and s wonderful retsil precinet snd place msking element for Bexiey Nerth. The site
contributes to that visian by intraducing a finer grain of space and connectivity ss part of the
revitalisalicn of the centre that wauld provide a further public area that would provide mare
intimate propertions and mare retail offerings. The sxemplar is something such as The Fiazza in
Sienna — a generous space that is enclosed by sentinuaus building form ranging frem around 5-7
stareys as a street wall linked to the town beyond by a sericus of pedestrianised streets and
lanes with smalier more intimate spaces.

AJ+C’s concern is that the propenent has justified setbacks lower than either the ADG or
DCP through a large public square identified an publicly owned property zoned B4-
Mixed Use. We da agree any future development of the car park should be expected to
maintain public access to the properies along its perimeter, and so setbacks may be
reduced below ADG minimums. However, without the sguare a zero setback from
ground level ta the tenth starey is net an autceme that can be relied upen, and so shauld
not be used for the purposes of setling an increased FSR fer this site.

Te establish a mare eanfidently-ach evable setback, which affects FSR, we recemmend
that there needs to be either engagement by the proponent with Couneil or reference
made to its existing planning framewerk - e.q. the Reckdale DCP currently anly
requires & 3m setback for the first 3-storeys above ground and then a 4.5m setoack on
the levals above. which is lower than the ADG but grester than that assumed by the
propanent in the planning propossl
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Thethar Tilre ses I the Block redevelan 16 saninae the laneway system ar nat he 518 (946 1o
its links in both directions) can contribute o the vibrancy of Bexley town centre in its cwn right
and provides a sense of place and urban space far Bexley.

Bulk and Scale:

At the densities (FSRs of 3.2 and 3 B) proposed we would recommend tower-and-podium
typalagies, with mutiple towers of betwe=n 10 and 12 storeys with podiums of 48
stareys. The proposal instead uses vary desp faotprints with long unbraken frontages fo
achieve similar densities at much lower building heights (slthough 10-storeys are shown
in ane cemer, this represents very itlle of the flaar space). which is & poer urban
autcome.

The RODCP 5.3 states that on retail streets, the building articulstion is to be s hesvily modelled
street wall building. The existing cantrals for mixed use centres in this LGA sesk to encourage a
development form of strang strest =dges and forms. Tower typologies are not evident anywhere
in Bexley Narth or in the lower crder centres in this area generally. Wolli Greek does adopt a
tawer form typelegy but is not considered a positive precedent by Cauncil ar the prajsct team.

Given the sheer ares of the sar park and the distance across the square to the enclasing buit
farm edges to the north and west. a strong street wall form pravides an appropriate scale and
sense of enclosure for the car park and eventuslly perhaps a future piszza. Such spaces
nisterically were edged by abutting buildings in the order of 55 storeys - Sienna is higher, up to
T stareys plus roaf farm.

The curent eentrals in fact encourage and require this strang form sround the crescent thraugh
the 22m height centrols. seeking nil setbacks to the road behind and only requiring a single
cannection through the black. The most recent bisliding to the west sets up the ramework for this
develapment form with its nil setback blank side wall waiting for new development to abut ta it

We consider that introdusing & number of tower farms over 48 storey podiums will erode the rale
af the taller setoack floors propased which san reinfarce both the comners of the black. consistent
with & street wsll building approsch and alsa acknowledge the entry paints info the centre fram
the south and esst

Further a & starey podium with 10 or even 12 storey form cverall is not tall enough to achieve a
true tawer typology and proportionally will net read as a tawer. If a 4 storey street wall form was
adopted with then a @ or & storey campenent ta the ‘tower’ the prapertions would still net be ideal.
It lso creates a streat wall that does not “hold’ the space of the car park particularly well, as can
be seen from the existing bullding.

The 10 storey element at the north-western corner was provided te enhance the comer. which is
consistent with the ROCP 5.3 which states that the massing of a building cn a carner site is 1o be
distributed ta enhance the street comer. The final shape of any form here can be regularised and
an option illustrating thal apprasch is provided st pgs 38 and 37

AJ+C’s reference to towers was not well warded, to clsrify: this was not intended as a
recammendstion for an altemative built form outcome. It was intended as a comment of
what built farm we would expect to s2e for a site of this sizs to achisve the FSRs stated
in the praposal. being faller building heights across multiple buldings with wide
separations rather than the bulky mid-rises propased. This indicates that the prapased
FSR is mismatched to the propesed HOB control.
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The 80m length of the building and its 1530 GBA feotprint is out of character with the
adjacent residential properties. It is recommendad that the indicative design for Bullding A
be broken into two sections = 45m is a commen limitation on apariment bullding length
and it would ba apprapriate in this sase. Breaking the bullding inta two separate structures
will alse halp affsel the extensive length of blank street frantage shawn for Building A

This length af Blank frentage is not appropriate, particularly given the nature af the
residential streets it frants. It is not validated by the relatively gentle slope of the street.
The problem ceuld be addressed by requiring residential greund fleer levels en Sarsfield
Cireuit to be within 1m of natural ground level. We weuld alse refer you to Pan 5.3 of the
Reockdale DCP 2011 where it refers to ground level uses and ground flaer articulation at
the public demain interface.

A number of buildings along Sarsfield Circult already create a cantinucus wall of development. |n
fact, the controls ask for a nil setback to the street and do nat require breaks in the form. A nil
setback at the side boundary is required far the street wall with ne differentiation on where a
residential zane securs acress the strest The existing mere recent development sets up the
relationship with a blank wall ta Sarsfield Cireuit waiting far the adjacent development 1o aoour

A sannection and braak in the farm (s already regquired by the ‘lanaway’ ta the seuth of the
subject site but other breaks are not indicated in the cantrals, The DCP alse seems te encourage
trransition ef farm and density 1a secur by the treatment of the facades and artieulatian as well as
materials e.g. a terrace typology in the building form by expressing the division between
apartments er a propartion that respends to the width of existing dwelings. The intent of the PP
is that these sort of meshanisms as well as indents into the facades for entries and lobbies wauld
be used to moderate scale and farm

A study of building length in the surrent conlext is provided far Counsils consideration, It shews
that the length of the propased envelope is reasenably consistent with ether town eentre
development to both the car park and also at the residential interfase - see pg 19

AJC suggests a break in the building farm 1o Sarsfield Clreuit. We disagree that this is necessary
ar in fact desirable, A building break opens up the intended retallicommersial piazza te the
residential street but there is no connectivity beyond that street ie no lanes or streets 1o link to
and it opens up the activity of that intemal street to residents beyand. We suspect that the
residents would be less than happy with such a solution

A better way lo manage building length is as we have suggested in the PP, entry paints would be
inset ta create recesses in the building farm, cambined with balcany projections and strong
wertical articulation. This will break up the building form and introduce a finer grain without having
ta fully break the massing apart. More detail of how the articulation might be resalved in a future
DA is shown an pg 18 of this repert. The way to manage this autcome is through the design
guidelines that weuld ge inta Ceuncils DCP in the future via abjectives, sontrals and imagery. It is
not necessary to enshiine a physical break in the reference design er building ferm envelope.

It should also be noted that many cf the heuses on the other side of Sarsfield Circutt are raised
above street level and present garages 1o the ground level, Details around modulation and
depths of the inset ta create a ‘fine-grain’ character will be the subject of detailed design at the
DA stage. We consider that if desired we ean further expand the suggested design guidslines in
the package 1o include precedent imagery and more objectives arcund vertical and horizontal
modulation.

In relation to the levels of the residential flacrs along Sarsfield, this has been dictated by Councils
requirements for fload levels and freebaard. There have been many discussions but the
applicants fload enginesr with Cauncil. The site is actuslly shown as not flaod affectzd but it
appears that Council desires the applicant to provide a scheme that can manage issues with
existing overland flow due ta insufficient existing public infrastructure. This has required
numerous changes in the levels of the scheme as Councll and the applicant have investigated
what the correct levels shauld be for a development. Couneil is slse requiring the applicant

1o adept levels that correspend to the PMF levels rather than the 1:100 levels which forees the
floar levels higher.

Since the PP was lodged further discussions have occurred on fleeding snd it s our
understanding that levels nave new finally been agreed. These new levels are shown en pg 23 ef
this report. The changes in the freebosrd height have allows some further rationalisation of the
Sarsfield and plaza levels so that the building ean be entered closer to grade and mavement
through the site can be improved. Therefore there will be s reduction in the height of any
retaining walls

This situation would oceur in any event under the current controls snd is not unique to the PP
W nete that this cutcome has to be managed in many aress of Sydney. The intent is that there
would be bridge cannedtions aver the natural swale that would be created fo manage water fiaw
and that any level differances would be managed through landscaped terracing and use of high
quality walling materials and planters with traiing planting to soften the edge. Ground level
acoess will alse be provided ta 2ach unit which will further break up any unaveidsble walls slong
the street with entry gates and stairs. The basement cannot be lowered further due to the tunnel
in the northern portion of the site. Indicative sections and images of how this would be likely to

AJ+Cs concern an building length relates only 1o the eastern Building A. which is
propased to present a B-storey 80m unbroken length along Smithfleld Sircuit facing a
line of ane- and two-starey single-family detached homes in a R2 Low Density
Residential Zone

Any mid-block break in Eastern Bullding A wauld net need 1o cantinue thraugh 1o
Building B/C and se weuld not impact the continuity of the strest wall surraunding the
Coungil sar park

Altheugh arehitectural timatments and envelepe seulpting may mitigate a lang building
length along in i a ical envelope in the Planning Proposal
for the purposes of selting a maximum FSR, we recommend a real break in the building
form be assumed. This is the mere eanservative sutcome, and cne we consider more
likely 1o be approved at Da stage.

Mare generally, a PP should nat rely on treatments to conditions
created by an envelope: the envelope itself should be reduced to avoid the prablem.
This does nat prevent a future architectural scheme fram pursuing a street wall scheme.
but it pravides the flexibility for it to be a design choice rather than a necessity to achigve
the sita’s propased FSR.

The revised drawings previded n the prepenent’'s "Urban Design Response” indicate
reduced blank frontage is possible, and we expect AJ+C's cancern with the percentage
of blank frantage shawn aleng Smithfield Cireuit can be mitigated by DCP contrals
submitted with the Planning Propasal, as suggested here and in AJ+C's review,
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reselve are shown on pgs 28 and 27, The design guidelines can alse be expanded 1o inslude a
specific sestion on this relatianship with imagery ta ensure a quality suteame aseurs in a DA.

Building BIC

The height is petentially suppartable. but the massing is cut of scale with ts surrcundings,
primarily dus te its eversized floor plates. Recommend that all levels abave Level 1 (i.e.
fram the third storey. being all levels above the licensed venus) be significantly reduced ta
T00CGEA, The reduction could be achinved by narewing the bullding and/ar by breaking
itints multiple buildings

The large floor plate is partly created dus to a trangular plan with a >30m depth in its
centre (above Level 1). Typical floer plans previded with the preposal show the central
area is used as emply lobby area cn every hotel flaor. This shows the depth

is excessive far hotel uses

Concarm that if future design development pursues a residential alternative. that depth is
alse unachievable for a residential building faatarint, We therefore recemmend that
residential uses be Iimited as a separate Maximum Residential FSR based on the
expected fleor space distribution ence the massing is reduced to a supportable level. This
will ensure design qualty is nat reduced due to the pursuit of an FSR that is nat sensibly

. Whilst we ge the te a si ic DCP at this at this
stage, this again places greater emphasis en the need 1o engage with Counall on this
matter.

If changes ta the HOB allawance are cansidered, they shauld be provided to a building
that is otherwise slender in prefile. It is net appropriate that a building se cut of scale with
its surrcundings be pravided additional height as well

The averall GFA gain shown acrass the 1ap three levels provide a miner 0.25 FSR
increase (+10%) that requires a disproportionate 3-starey | 8.3m increase (+40%) ta the
HOB centrol to accemmadate them. However. the prepased HOB map apglies this height
increase ta aver 80% of the site, desoite their footprints shown covering less than 15% cf
it This may result in far mere extensive bulding lengths at 10-stereys than shawn in the
indicative design provided, particularly if the floor space on lower levels is less than
expected (as identified abave),

Wa nete the support for the height which is a pasitive conelusion. The deep fastarints for the
lewer flaors in the prapesal are specifically for scammercial uses anly and the depths of the facr
plates are not unusual for commarcial uses. These uses are permissible and encouraged by
Councils centrels and the zening. They reinfarse the role of the site in the town centre and we
wauld against mare atthe expense of commarcial uses, We
do net suppent reducing the fostprint as it weuld preclude larger commarsial tenancies if the hotel
did not proceed. However we nate that it is the applicants intention to relocated the existing hatel
use inta the lower podium floars of any new development and it does require deeper floor plates.

The envelape sheuld allow the maximum flexibility far future uses - if a DA sought to have
residential uses on these lower floors then it would have to comply with the ADG, and the
factprint weuld be reduced 1a around 22m in any evenl. We also note thal ather uses such as
stuclent housing or boarding hauses often have faotorints in the order of around 28m so the floor
plate depth would also suit these autcomes.

Where the indieative layauts shew residential units the fleer plate is narrawed as required. Agaln,
this is @ PP and cempliance with the ADG would have to be demenstrated fer an actual scheme
as part af any DA Wae da nel suppert reducing the maximum envelope al a PP stage le preclude
sommersial uses,

We alsa nete that the depth of the flocrplates cannat be perceived fram any part of the public
domain as the envelope narrows to all its edges, so it is not clear haw the depth creates visual
impacts of bulk er is unacceptable,

We disagree as discussed above that the bullding in the podium needs to be ‘narrow in profile’
assuming this infers a tower typelegy for the reasons discussed previcusly. We also note that as
seen from the public domain the building farm where the commercial uses are intended does
narrow in any event.

Itis nat clear f the height 's supparted. why GBA should be deleted fram the Imited extent of
massing that achieves this height?

The suggested LEP height map adepts an asproach that is standard in the industry. The DCP
indicates the number of stereys and the preferred lasation of height within that maximum but the
Cepartment of Planning usually will net suspert heavily fragmented height maps.

The FSR eentral in cancert with the height map and the design guidelines indisating where height
shauld seeur are sufficient ta give Counell the tecls te manage any DA oulesmes to ensure
nheight is in the coreet position to reinforce the comer. Reduction of the extent of the greater
neight reduces innavatien and explering eptiens of detalled design in the final scheme.

We alsa ncte the comment that maore height may be appropriate for the western edge of the site
If this approsch was sdopted (and we have investigated s scheme that does this on ogs 38 and
37). If that approach was adepted then height across that part ef the site as per the propesed
map wauld be passible under the PP but would not be passible if the height mag is fragmented
map.

The propased heights far buildings B and C is based en the maximum height of the 10 starey
element of building C. The first two levels have been assumed to have a floor to floor height of
4m, with 3.1m height for the levels above. This results in a total height of 32, 8m and including the
lift averrun, will take the totsl height to 34.3m. As part af the Planning Frapesal. the suggested
height is 35m whieh is censistent with the calsulations.

AJEC's sermment hare referred Lo the hotel accommadation on uppar levels. The
suggestions of maintaining flexibility and allowing nen-residential uses made here are
well taken. However. the blanke! 75% efficiency applied la eversized envelapes to
calculate FSR daes net anly create flexibilty in envelape, it establishes a GFA capasity
that is difficult 1o sensibly ach on site, [f envelopes are made intentionally larger than
intended, an additional 5-10% envelope reduction sheuld be made befare caloulating

Maintaining flexibility to support larger commercialinospitality floor plates on the lower
levels without worsening the risk of is to
be addressed through setting a separate residential FSR

Maximum residential FSRs are currently used in both LEPs and SEPPs in NSW. They
da not seek to constrain the extent of permissible uses, but rather recagnise that &
residential building is significantly larger than a non-residential building with the samae
FSR, due to increased requirements fer daylight, building depth and building separation.

AJ+C’s suggestion to set a separate maximum Residential FSR is in response te the
wrvelopes propesed, which are considersd cversized. Given they insluds a significant
percentage of nen-residential flear space, our seneern is that witheut additional eentrels
a future development application may ignore the PP yield distribution and instead
choose 1o maximise residential within the FSR allowance — a likely outeame in a city
where residential is invariably the highest and best use. This would make the proposed
FSR even mere mismatched to the propased HOB limit. as the envelapes must expand
up and out te accommedate the reduced lawer-efficiency flocr plates of residential uses.

Given the flexible HOB map affered by the prapanent. we expect the lkeliest outcome is
that the 10-sterey sectian of building wauld be extended across the entire car park
frontage rather than only the small three-starey section at the comer shown

in the eurrent massing. Building depths would alse likely need to inerease, creating
pressure to reduce building separations further below ADG minimum guidance,

Therefere, if this projeet is as drawn, we a maximum FSA be
implemented, noting this would net prevent the outceme identified in the current planning
proposal being delivered,

AJ+C's cencern with the flexisility of the propesed height mag is related te larger
cencerns about the viability and appropriateness of the proposed building envelopes
We believe a likely outcome is ‘infilling the entire height envelope to make up for FER
allowsnce assumed but not schievable elsewhere on site. Our preference is that the
FSR be significantly reduced. Alternatively. er as well as, ether contrels such as the
height map shauld be significantly tightensd to avoid unexpested autcomes.

There are several inconsistencies between the GBA plans and the indicative concept
design. which indicates mare work needs fo be undertaken to establish the
apprapriateness of the propesed FSR. In particular, the GBA plans for Levels 2 and

3 on Building B/C as wall as Ground Level. Level 4 and Level 5 on Building A do net
mateh the cancept design. There is alse an inconsistency between the Building A Level 1
residential plan, which shews a full level, and the indicative section, which shows the
substation and one lobby extending double-height from Ground into Level 1. Depending
an which is accurate, floor space may have been counted twice

Clarification of this is needed

The GBA and FSR are high level anly using the efficiency
suggested in the ADG, It should also be noted that the concept or mference plans are hand
sketches with varying line thickness

The sections provided are indicative hand sketches enly. The section shown cuts through the
lebby entry which would be a double height space 1o enable cannection to the street and then to
the residential level. The fioor space has not been counted twice

This is an indicative scheme and therefere a floor by floor indicative GFA was net provided as
there may be variations to the extent of uses subject to detailed design at the D4 stage The FSR
has been based on a % allowance of the GBA

Scale drawings and a level-by-level area ying how the prop has
wstablished the propased FSR within the envelope s considered essential
dasumentation for Ceuncil 1o ensure that the FSR listed in the planning preposal
matehes the drawings. and is sensisly achievable within the envelepes thay show,
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Itis not usual to constrain the extent of permissible Uses on & site a5 part of A PP uniess the
oroposition is for uses that would ine the achi of the zone obj .

The indicative scheme reinforces the role of the site in the town eentre with oredeminanty
commercial uses facing the car park and residential mainly in the farm ta Sarsfield Circult. We
don't think it is necessary or reasansble ta tie down the overall FSR! specific floar areas to
particular uses as such constraints do not affect ather sites in the town centre and there is no
propasal ta change the zoning. However, should further detailed breskdewn be required by
Counil further infarmatian can be provided.

with the NSW Apartment Design Guide:

Building-by-building vs Site averages

A comman language interpretation of the indicative design would define it as twa
buildings. a3 the eastern and westem buildings are completely separated above
ground.

The Proponent instead bases ADG complisnce on & site average, treating the two
buildings &s ane. This aligns with the NCC which classifies structures thst share &
basement withaut fire separation as & single building.

Fram an objective based standpeint, numeric targets can be considered met even when
sveraged over a site. However, as future construction stages are never gusranteed,
targets can at most be aversged across esch stage. While not strictly msiching the
langusge in the guide. measuring ADG solsr and cross-ventilsticn on s stags-by-stage
basis can still ensure the overall objectives are met even if sll stages do not oscur

Building Separation: Intemal

The pinch peint' where ‘Built Form C' sits apposite the northern part of ‘Built Form A' is
5.5m far the first four stareys. setting back ta at least 7.5m from the fifth. On the southern
end. the pinch paint between ‘A’ and ‘B’ is point is between 5.75m and 10m for the first
four stareys and between 10m and 12m from the fifth flaor.

Building Separation: Setbacks

Based on the Gross Building Area diagrams provided as supplementary material oy the
applicant. the design is based on several inappropriate setbacks, These sre noted in
Table A below

Item CPE22.009 — Attachment 17

Noted, atihe DA stage compliance with the ADG is required in any event however it is narmal
practice to average acrass a site with a number of buildings that will comprise & single
development when completed.

The narrowing of the space between the farms at the laneway/plaza entrances has been
deliberately provided ta create more intimate entries inta the link. These entry points are fully
apen ta the sky. The narrowing of the space is essential to create & sense of curiosity, the space
then widens into the broader space and encourages pedestrians to enter and use the space as a
public tawn centre space. If these entries were cpened up to 12m with no variaticn that sense of
discovery and interest is lost, and it becames just another lane. The tightening of the throat of the
entrance heightens the awareness of entering & public area and space. Creating a ‘threshald is &
very impartant part of ereating a ful square. The sep distances in
the ADG shauld not be the guiding force in such @ situstien. Privacy impacts can be managed —
the grain is more important in cresting & context.

We disagree that the ADG sepsrstion distances should be applied as minimum controls in this
instance as the PP and indicative scheme seeks ta achieve design outcomes that justify using
narrower distances.

s identified in the plans in the Planning Proposal report prepared by GMU. the minimum
separalion at the nerthern link entry is 7m and that of the seulhern is @m. As per ADG 3, for the
buildings on the same site the minimum separation distance required from a habitable space to &
blank wall is Bm. The windows for habitable spaces facing Slade Road could have angled or 'ear”
windows and the commercial spaces would be designed to minimise cutlook towards any the
habitable spaces in Building A. Any fenestration in the commercial uses could be frosted and
fixed to ensure no visusl or scoustic impacts. It is pessible to design unit layouts that work with
this sert of proximity and windew positions are subject to detailed design st the DA stage.
Additional abjectives and imagery can be added to the design guidelines if Couneil is concerned
to demanstrate how uses should relate across these narrower throats if desired.

The separation distances inthe ADG are never applied across normal public strests with full
street reserve dimensions. Where laneways cccur that are narrow and public the separation
distance far each site is taken from the centre line but not far full public streets,

Building form and setbacks from Slade St and any other public street are dictated by the frant
setback requirements and are not overlaid by ADG separation distances or that would detract
from the abilty to respond to & context and o town centre scale o to reinforce the boundsry
edge.

It shauld be noted that the property to the north of Slade Road has already been developed ata
height of building of 18m i.e., 4-6 storeys. Therefare, there will be no built form above 5 stareys
and hanes na ssuss relating to the separatisn given the existing strest resarve width in any
event. Additionally, Section 5.3 of the RDCP states that development is ta be built 1 the street
alignment with & Zers setback. The uppermest level may be set back, It does not impase ADG
separations ta override context respanses.

AJ+C's view is that & building envelope established for the aurpases of setting an FSR in
the cantext of a PP should comply with ADG minimum separatians in mast cases. This
would not prevent a designer from using architectural trestments to justify specific
variances fram the ADG at stage, as in this response,
but rather allows this to be a design choice rather than a necessity to achieve the site's
new FER

A PP should not rely on future srchitectural treatments o amelicrate problems
themselves crested by the PP

AJ+C’s understanding of industry practice is to measure to the centreling of & public read
to ensure ADG minimums sre met and shared equally. The nature of the street Bs
*normal public street” vs. "laneway” is not relevant except that a wide enaugh public
street will make zero setbacks passible while still meeting ADG separation controls
However, the ADG is silent an this issue and Bayside Council shauld apply an spproash
sensistent with our applicatians in the LGA

AJ4C also does not view the appesite building being 5-storeys (and so reducing building
separation) as relevant in the context of the proposed spot rezaning, s the neighbour
ceuld make an squal argument far uplift in a similar Planning Propesal for their site.
Again, the ADG is silent on this issue and Bayside Council should apply an appraach
sensistent with ether applicatiens in the LGA,
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TASLE A PLANNING PROPOSAL BULDING SETRACKS

TR B e e e e
n i L Ay s a,

The ADG recammaends residential setbacks of between 3m and 12m fram property
boundaries. Where Fronting a public straet, lypical practice |s to reduce these by half the
width of the road reserve. The property on the cther side of the road reserve can then
take advantage of the balance should they be (re)devileped

Additianal height beyond axisting HOB limits sheuld be expected te mast ADG
reeommendations. Based on a review of the Urban Design Repert. we recommaend
additional bullding setbacks be required alang three of four site beundaries. This will
result in a measurable reduction in the praposed FSR. and impact the viability of the
upper levels that are beyand the existing HOB limit:

1. Harthern Boundary. Slade Road: The setbacks of the upper two levels. if appraved,
sheuld be increased to align with the ADG

2. Southern Boundary. which is ta include a future lacal road (within the site): &
maximum graund leve| setback of 8m is provided to the southern boundary, which is
slightly narrowar than the 8.3m - 8.Bm (variable} scaled from the LEP Land
Reservation Map. Ceunsil sheuld cenfirm the required width of the Future Local
Raad with the prepanent, and the building separation should be measured its sentre
line.

3. Eastern Beundary, Sarsfield Ct.: Setbacks are generally aparasriate.

4. Western Boundary, the Ceuncil Car Fark: The proposal extends to the site’s
western side boundary with zero setback to the Council Car Park at all levels. A
strict reading of the ADG wauld reguire full habitable-room setbacks ta this shared
boundary, as the primary residential facades are facing it. This would require 8m up
to level 4, 8m for Levels 5-8 and 12m for Levels @ and above. effectively deleting
the upper levels from the indicative design and patentially the entirety of Bullding
BIC

‘With Council's agreement, it may be appropriate to reduce these setbacks under the
expectation that a public read be delivered around the perimeter of the Car Park in future,
a5 sush a road wauld be required ta retain access to existing retall tenancies even if the
Car Park is redeveloped. |n this case, we expect the reguired bullding separation eauld be
redused by half the expected future read reserve width. Hewever, the Planning Prapesal
still needs to be able o demenstrate hew, In asalying the seugnt FSR and HOB
inereases. it can still comply with the required ADG andier DCP setoacks.

Given that the prapasal is for @ miked-use building, and the main retal frontage for the subject
site is along Slade Read and Council's earpark. We sensider that a nil frantage is appropriate to
respend to the propesed and existing mixed use character of the area, As mentiened previously,
the beundary to the car park site i a public boundary with a predeminant active frentage facing
the car park site and nil setbacks required by the centrels.

It shauld slsa be nated that Seetien 5.3 of the RDCF also states that for develepment en sites
with rear access lane, development facing the lane should be built to the baundary

Regarding the comment in relation to the width of the fiture laneway connection to the south we
note that the LEP shows a sannection anly= there are no set dimensians. and 1 is inappropriate
ta scale from an LEP map to arrive at a dimension. Laneways are traditionally 8m wide and this
width has been adapted for the PP.

Wa alsa note that the cennaction is totally on private land. It is ncl apprapriale or

The future laneway s identified as a local read in the LEP Land Reservation map.
meaning the land will be purchased by Councl ta become a public lecal read. Its width
has been canfirmed by Council staff as 8.2m

T establishing an envelope for the purpases of areving an insreased FSR, aur

ta
effectively gift half of the connection setback to an existing site te the west. The ADG Is specific
in stating that an exsting develapmant is not ta require increased separatien for an adjacent
development that daes nat eomply with current separation requirements, Instead, 50% of the
required separaticn only is to be provided.

Once a new connection is fermed it will have the character ef a public edge and therefore
reinforcement of the street wall seale should escur. The indicative seheme shows a setback
prevision from the 5th level which i the 10 8m as fram our site
boundary which is compliant with the ADG.

‘We are concerned that the AJC report seeks to apply the ADG separation as rules. ignoring
contextual relationships and opportunities to create positive and interesting spaces with design
salutions to deal with issues. it is also noted that the section on separation is abaut privacy
orimarily and there are completely different sections that deal with side setback canditions and
these do relate to context and grain. Ma dimensions are given there as the final setbacks should
be dietated by the character of the area and the lacation of the

site,

If separation distances are applied as suggested by AJC the result will be ziggurat ferm er
‘wedding cake’ appearance that delivers n eur apinion a very pear built farm auteeme that
cannet achisve design excellence

i= that the building selback fram this beundary should be based en
habitable separation distances measured from the centreline of the future lecal road

We alse note that the lack of separation provided at this paint is causing evershadowing
of neignbeuring habitable raoms beyond what the ADG considers aeceptable, and
greater-than-ADG setbacks are likely te be reguired alang this boundary. This is
discussed funther below

Refer to the Initial Peer Review for commentary on this paint. An indicative design in the
centext of a PP does not create any need for stricter compliance with the ADG at DA
stage, however compliance with key numeric contrels that affect achievable yield is
impartant to aveid mismatched FSR cantrals.

AJ+E's initial review did nat intend ta recommend ziggurat forms, the setback scale
isted |5 repeated from the ADG. Generally a single upper-level setback should be
assumed, the extent of which will be established by the upper levels. This setback would
then be carried down through mid-levels to the street wall height, with the setback
therefore exceeding ADG minimums on the intermediate storeys,
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The acceptability of this salutien and the expeeted width of this raad reserve width shauld
be confirmed with Couneil, It should be noted that even a develepment compliant with the
existing statutery framewerk may reduce the selar aceess available fer fulure residential
development on the Council Car Park, should the car park site be considered for
redevelzpment in the future. |n Table A we have shown the impact of a future 12m read
reserve along the perimeter of the Car Park, an estimate based on the width of Sarsfield
Cireuit te the east, This would reduce required setbacks along the prepenent’s shared
western boundary by Bm, requiring 0-8m depending on the flacr. However, it sould
equally match the 8.3-8 8m future local read shewn within the prapenent's southern
boundary, in which case setbacks would only be reduced by 3m to be within a 3-8m
range.

We recommend all residential levels be reguired to have at least some setback from the
Car Park,

Cross Venlilation

The propenent states that 50 out of 83 units are cross-ventiated. caleulating to 80.2% of
the total unit count across both buildings. However, this figure includes 2 x units on the
10th storey (Level 9) of Building B/C which are nat relevant to a tally of “the first nine
stareys”, |t alsa shows twe units in Building A (Level 1 and Lavel 4) relying on mid-
building indentations that nat typieally classified as providing cross-ventiation. With these
units removed the figure is 58.8%

AJHC caleulates the cress-ventilabion of the indicative sence;

sign an the basis below:

A Building-by-Building
- Building A - 25 of 52 units, 48.1%
- Building BIC - 21 of 20 units, 72.4%

B. Stage-by-Stage
+ Stage 1 (Built Forms A & B') - 38 of 70 units, 54.3%
- Stage 2 (Built Farm €') - 8 of 11 units, 72.7%

. Whale-of-site (first nine storeys anly)
- 48 of 81 units, 56.8%

Nete that twe units shown in Stage 1 use a building cere fer access that will not be
delivered until Stage 2.

While it is nat oritical that detailed compliance with the ADG be provided at Planning
Propasal stage, the design decisions that have caused the nan-compliance with

i have resulted in i building bulk and inferior
presentation te public streets, We therefare recemmend the indicative design, and
cerresponding yield. be updated te meet minimum cempliance with the ADG cross-
ventilation target

‘We note that the units fram level @ have been included in the caloulatians and agree that
acoording to the ADG the units of the first @ storeys are to be included for calculation purposes.
‘We have now further amended the unit layouts such that 50 out of 83 units are cross ventilated
resulting In 80% compliance as seen on pg 32

The amended scheme does not appear ta camply with ADE crass-ventilation
requirements,

The units an the 10th sterey have been remaved frem cross-ventilatien and tatal
apartment numbers. a row of unventilated units previously ceunted as crass-ventilated
have been removad and 3 new through-units have been added o the upper level of the
Eastern Building A through the expansion of is fastprint. all of which has improved the
percentage of cross-ventilation unis, The urban design response lists 50 out of 83 units
= 80% cross-ventilated,

Hewever, the revised design has created additianal issues which means the scheme still

does not comply with cross-ventilatien requirements:

1. Mew ground-floer units have been added that are identfied as “residential part of
S0HO". These wauld still be ceunted as units by the ADG, but have not been
included in calculations. Their inclusion worsens the cross-ventilation non-
campliance.

Adding the 3x ground-flacr SOHC units:
51 out of 88 units = 58%

2. Two stacked rows of 2-starey 3-bedroom units are now shown in a relatively low-
walue lacation at the centre of the eastern flaarplate. This is not considered a
realistic autcome, as upper level 3-bedrosm units in a residential flat building are
typically single starey and placed on the highest value positions of the envelope. In
this ease, the use of these units may have been propesed to artificially reduce the
number af units to meet ADG targets without redusing the building envelape. Fer the
purposes ef an indicative design in a PP, typical cuteames sheuld be assumed
unless there is a clear i for an

Changing the 8% twa-sterey 3-bed units en Levels 1 12 4 to mare typical 12x single
storey unils worsens the cross-ventilation noncomplianee:
51 outof 82 = 55%

Note that these use a whale-of. approach. Refer la

AJ+C’s initisl review far commentary on building-by-building versus whale-of-site

cempliance, with Bayside Council encouraged to apply a consistent approach to other

applications made in the LGA. The initial review found the eastern Building A at
ignif nan. 48% when measured individually

Communal Open Spaces

No area information has been provided, but totsl communal open spaces appear to he
less than the ADG's recommendation of 25% of site area, without the provision of an
alternative strategy. Not all core locations are able fo provide aceess to the communsl
apen spaces an Building B/C, and the propased staging means many aparments would
be delivered without access to any communal apen spaces.

Based on high level calculations of he amended concept layouts as seen on pages 28-31, the
total area of communal apen space (COS) is approximately 732 sqm which censtitutes
approximately 17% of the site area. However. the majority of Building B and C are commercial
uses which do not require communal open space and the proposal includes a considerable area
of publicly accessible space which provides recreational apportunities.

The main residential building — uilding A, has communal space provided on its roof as does
Building B and C. associated with the apariment levels. The balance of landscaped area and
private versus communal space area &t the roof level can easily be adjusted as par of 8 DA but
we consider application of the ADG [without consideration of the actual extent of residential an
the site versus commercial) and ignaring the publicly accessinle graund level space is ot an
appropriate methodology
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A more sppropriate approach mould be 10 determing the sie ares of Buidng A and then apply
the percentage to that area rather than using the entire site. Detailed design and calculations will
be subject to detailed design and the DA stage. This is & town centre mixed use site and
therefare COS provision s often balanced against the lacation and the provision of public space
instead.

It should also be nated that in the indicative layouts the residential units have been provided with
generous private apen spaces and as per the ADS 3D0-1. where developments are unable ta
achieve the design criteria, they should provide large balconies of increased private apen space
for apartments.

Solar Access: To Neighbo
The propesal netes the main impact is to the seuthern adjeining property at 22-40
Sarsfield Crreut. The ADG prelects neighbeuring develzoments ta a 20% ‘redustien’ in
solar amenity: “where an adjaining property does not eurrently receive the required

Ceuncil has suggested varieus outcemes for the car park site and it is therefare unreasonable to
restriet the seheme given that there is ne eanfirmatian of what design salution might ceeur, There
are no overshadowing contrals that apply to car parks and the site orientation will mean thet any

nours af selar ascess, the praposed bulding ensures selar access to o
properties is not reduced by mere than 20%".

This guideline is imprecise and can be interpreted in seversl ways. It is slso frequently
impragtical 1 meet this objective where neighbauring bulldings ore-date the ADG ar have
very few total units

In the case of a Planning Proposal to spot rezone a single site, we believe the hurdle
should be that the increased HOB allowance propesed will not have a significantly greater
effect than the likeliest ‘Business-As-Usual development using existing controls, unless
the strategic benefit of the (usually wide) rezaning justifies the negative impact en certain
properties.

In the case of this Planning Proposal, which has not provided a compelling strategic merit
argument, we expect the farmer hurdle is mest apprepriate. However, mare infarmatian is
required ta fully analyse the impact on the sauthern property, and whether it is justfiable
under the conditions outlined above.

The anslysis should identify the number of tatal units st 22-40 Sarsfield Circutt and
estimate thair existing level of solar amenity. lecating living roams and primary open
spaces. Existing sun-sy views (that is, before the proponent's development) should be
provided. The propesed development should be shown transparent. making esch level
clear, to understand the sdditionsl impact of the storeys proposed that are in excess of
existing HOB limits.

The repart identifies the solsr impact en 22-40 Sarsfield Gircuit as largely being & result of
the existing nen-compliance with s=paration distance from the shared property boundary.
The repart states that “if the site ware to be redeveloped and were ta provids the requirsd
ADG separation, it would be able to receive 2hrs of sunlight ta the majarity of the facads
facing the subject site.”

The g pment is ¥ in alig with current ADG separatian
requirements, as typical prastice wauld measure their separation burden from the
centreling of the future Losal Road rather than the shared property baundsry. Based on
the propenent's description, it may be that the oversnadawing becomes scceptable if the
setback is incressed to the ADG minimum from that future raad's centrelin.

The western face of 22-40 Sarsfield Cirouit appears to have two units facing the Car Park
an each level, rather than the single unit identified in the Planning Proposal, which mesns
the overshadowing impact has been understated in the proposal

The Car Park Site is shown significantly avershadowed due ta the zerc setback and
increased building height an the narthwest comer, impacting its visbility as a futurs
development ste. ADG compliant setbacks st 187 Slade will reduce this overshadowing
as well.

n this site will have some shadow impact on the car park f built te the height of the
current controls.

Sun-eye diagrams with reduced opscity of the prapessl are provided at pg 33 with sufficient

ADG salar ascess analys's of the revised massing and unit layeut has net been
provided.

The prepenent has pravided Updated sun eye views that llustrate the envelopes in the
urban design report result in significantly werse selar impact on the southem neighbour
than would be expected under current contrels,

translueeney that 22-20 Sarsfield Cireult is visible. We alse note that the apal B
is to the sauth of the site and therefore overshadowing is unavoidable.

The scheme provided te shaw impacts that might be expected under existing
planning contrals has not been appropristely designed o be regarded as complying and
se undersiates the impact The sun eye views show that a relatively minar upper-level
setback to its tap floor would maintsin solar sccess to sn sdditionsl floor of units on the
neighbouring property. This minar envelope reduction is likely 1o be required by ADG
and DCP contrals, and is expected ta be abls to be sustained while stil meeting the sites
existing FSR allowance.

To reduce the indicative/reference scheme to an equivalent imoact, hewever, will require
much larger setbacks due to the propesed height increase on this site. Given

envelapes are already maximised. this is expected ta result in further pressure 1o replace
the “lost FSR elsewners through increased height and bulk compared to what is
surrently shawn.
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Summary of Recommendations:
Setbacks should be increased throughout to meet ADG and DCF minimums. including
treating the Council Car Park as a standard shared property boundary rather than
publicly-accessible space as currently shown.

The Height-of-Buildings Map shauld be sligned with the propesed envelope, or the thres
small upoer levels remaved.

Any FSR increase should include a maximum residential FSR, separate to the maximum
non-residential FER

All building uses should be previded with s street address, mesning residential and hatel
lobbies should be recriented to public streats

The southern through-site link shauld be redesigned as & Local Road, per the LEP Land
Reservation Map. This will require reducing the and i AD d
setbacks.

Additional documentation is required to show that the proposed rezoning of 187 Slade will
have no additional impact on the residential properties 22-40 Sarsfield Cirouit when
compared with the likely impact under existing LEP cantrals.

The project team hsve considered the comments by AJC and in the spirit of trying ta move
farward on the PP some additional options have been tested that work with or close to the
current FSR propased in the PP {which is necessary o justify redevelopment af the current hatel
site).

These aptians test seme of the philosophies expaunded by AJC. If Councils oreference s for 8
building envelape that is consistent with one of these other approsches then the applicant would
be amenable ta Council adepting thase envelopes instead.
These options are -

A Grester haight and massing on the car park wester edge of the site as twa forms

B. A tower scheme with lower padium

G The current planning proposal with upper level form rationalised and greater articulation

shawn in the envelopes to address the building length issue and pravide mere certsinty for
Council {skthaugh the design guidelines propased wauld have delivered this outcame)

The updated decumentation provided still does not provide sufficient confidence that the
residential envelopes proposed can mest the key numeric ADG controls that influsnce
yield. We recommend the envelopes and correspanding FSR be reduced until they
satisfy numeric compliance with those ADG contrals that can have major yield
implications

The ADG veristions currently shawn in the planning prepasal are resulting in a higher
hypathetical development yield st the cost of poorer urban design outeomes.

As noted in the infial peer review, if the indicative design better complied with ADG
centrels 1t weuld result in greatly impraved urban design outeames - benefiting resident
and neighbouring amenity a5 well as street quality. To meet cross-ventilation
requirements the building forms would need to be braken up, and ta maintain
neighbouring amenity and satisfy building separation the overall envelope would need to
be reduced in all directicns.
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