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Item 10.3.4

PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. |

& 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT

PANEL DETERMINATION).
Officer's responsible authority report (RAR) for Metro Central JDAP determination

Attachment (@)

Form 1 - Responsible Authority Report

(Regulation 12)

Property Location:

Lot 8 and 9 (No. 1 and 3) Gwenyfred Road,
Kensington

Application Details:

17 Multiple Dwellings within a Four-Storey
Building

DAP Name: Metro Central JDAP

Applicant: TPG Town Planning, Urban Design and
Heritage

Owner: Gwenyfred Holdings Pty Ltd

LG Reference:

11.2015.310.1

Responsible Authority:

City of South Perth

Authorising Officer:

Trinh Nguyen, Planning Officer

Department of Planning File No:

DAP/15/00844

Report Date:

16 September 2015

Application Receipt Date:

24 June 2015

Application Process Days:

90 Days

Attachment(s):

1. Development Plans dated 3 September
2015.

2. Applicant’s supporting report dated June
2015.

3. Applicant’s further information report dated
3 September 2015.

4. Comments from the City’s Engineering
Infrastructure Services.

5. Comments from the City’s Environmental
Health Services

Officer Recommendation:

That the Metro Central JDAP resolves to:

Refuse DAP Application reference DAP/15/00844 and accompanying plans P2014
(Survey — Proposed Building Outline: 20.08.15), P2014 Rev B (Level 1 Floor Plan:
25.08.15), P2014 Rev B (Level 2 Floor Plan: 25.08.15), P2014 Rev B (Level 3 Floor
Plan: 25.08.15), P2014 Rev B (Level 4 Floor Plan: 25.08.15), P2014 Rev B (North
East Elevation & South West Elevation: 25.08.15), P2014 Rev B (South East
Elevation & North West Elevation: 25.08.15), P2014 Rev B (Elevations: 25.08.15),
P2014 Rev A (Section AA & Section BB: 25.08.15), P2014 (Overshadow Diagram:
09.03.15), in accordance with Clause 7.9 of the City of South Perth Town Planning
Scheme No. 6, for the following reasons:

Reasons

Q) The proposed development does not comply with either the deemed-to-
comply or design principles of Clause 6.1.1 “Building Size” of the Residential
Design Codes of WA (R-Codes), specifically the provision of plot ratio at 1.23
in lieu of maximum prescribed plot ratio of 1.0.

(2) Having regard to Clause 7.5 subclauses (j) and (n) of TPS6 specifically the
general appearance of the building and the extent to which the proposed
building is visually in harmony with the neighbouring buildings within the focus
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& 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT
PANEL DETERMINATION).

Attachment (@) Officer's responsible authority report (RAR) for Metro Central JDAP determination

©)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

9)

area, the current setbacks from the street alignment are not considered
acceptable.

The proposed development does not meet the deemed to comply or the
associated design principles of clause 6.4.2 “Solar access for adjoining sites”
of the R-Codes. Specifically, the extent of shadow cast by the proposed
building being 30.5 percent in lieu of 25 percent of the site area of the
adjoining property and for not sufficiently protecting solar access for the
neighbouring property.

The proposed boundary wall (basement) on the South Eastern boundary is
not considered to satisfy the amenity factors prescribed in Council Policy
P350.2 ‘Residential boundary walls) and is therefore not supported.

The proposed location of the visitor's bay is not supported by City officers and
it is not considered appropriate to approve the development without the
number of visitor's bay which demonstrates compliance with deemed to
comply requirement C3.1 of clause 6.3.3 of the R-Codes.

The applicant has not submitted a satisfactory waste management plan for
the development.

The applicant has not provided certification, to the satisfaction of the City, that
the development achieves at least a four star rating under the relevant Green
Star rating tool, or equivalent as per Council Policy P350.01 ‘Environmentally
sustainable building design’.

Having regard to the reasons identified above, the development conflicts with
the objective (f) “safeguard and enhance the amenity of residential areas and
ensure that new development is in harmony with the character and scale of
existing residential development” listed under Clause 1.6(2) “Scheme
Objectives” of TPS6.

Having regard to the reasons identified above, the development conflicts with
the following matters listed under Clause 7.5 “Matters to be Considered by
Council” of TPS6:

(@) the objectives and provisions of this Scheme, including the objectives
and provisions of a Precinct Plan and the Metropolitan Region Scheme;

(c) the provisions of the Residential Design Codes and any other approved
Statement of Planning Policy of the Commission prepared under
Section 5AA of the Act;

(i) the preservation of the amenity of the locality;

() all aspects of design of any proposed development, including but not
limited to, height, bulk, orientation, construction materials and general
appearance;

(n) the extent to which a proposed building is visually in harmony with
neighbouring existing buildings within the focus area, in terms of its
scale, form or shape, rhythm, colour, construction materials, orientation,
setbacks from the street and side boundaries, landscaping visible from
the street, and architectural details.”

Important Notes
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ltem 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. |
& 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT
PANEL DETERMINATION).

Attachment (@) Officer's responsible authority report (RAR) for Metro Central JDAP determination

(a) If you are aggrieved by aspects of this decision where discretion has been
exercised, you may lodge an appeal with the State Administrative Tribunal
within 28 days of the Determination Date recorded on this Notice.

There are no rights of appeal in relation to aspects of the decision where the
DAP cannot exercise discretion.

Background:

Insert Property Address: Lot 8 and 9 (No. 1 and 3) Gwenyfred Road,
Kensington

Insert Zoning MRS: Urban

TPS: Residential R80

Insert Use Class: Multiple Dwelling

Insert Development Scheme: City of South Perth Town Planning Scheme No.
6

Insert Lot Size: 1088m? (total)

Insert Existing Land Use: Single dwelling on each allotment

Value of Development: $3 million

The existing two dwellings on Lot 8 and 9 are of brick and tile construction that pre-
dates 1950. Planning applications were previously considered by Council for Lot 9
No. 3 only. In April 2014, Council refused an application for five (5) multiple dwellings
and one (1) grouped dwelling on this site. In December 2013, Council refused an
application for seven (7) multiple dwellings on this site. An application for four (4)
multiple dwellings was lodged in November 2012, however this was subsequently
withdrawn by the applicant in February 2013.

Details: outline of development application

The applicant’s reports contained in Attachment 2 and 3, provide a detailed list of all
works proposed in this application. The proposed development is summarised as
follows:

1. 17 multiple dwellings (13 two-bedroom dwellings and 4 one-bedroom
dwellings), with related residential amenities contained within level 1
(basement) to level 2 of the building;

2. Basement level car parking with a total of 34 car bays (30 resident parking
bays and 4 visitor parking bays) and bike storage; and

3. Residential plot ratio area of 1342m?.

Legislation & policy:

Legislation
Planning and Development Act 2005

City of South Perth Town Planning Scheme No. 6, specifically Parts V, VI and VII;
Tables 1 and 6; and Schedules 1 and 5. (TPS6)

State Government Policies
State Planning Policy 3.1 ‘Residential Design Codes’ (2013), specifically Part 6; and
Tables 4 and 5. (R-Codes)

Local Policies

The following local planning policies are relevant to this application:
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Attachment (@) Officer's responsible authority report (RAR) for Metro Central JDAP determination

Council Policy P301 ‘Consultation for Planning Proposals’

Council Policy P303 ‘Design Advisory Consultants’

Council Policy P350.01 ‘Environmentally Sustainable Building Design’
Council Policy P350.02 ‘Residential Boundary Walls’

Council Policy P350.03 ‘Car Parking Access, Siting, and Design’
Council Policy P350.05 ‘Trees on Development Sites and Street Verges’
Council Policy P350.07 ‘Fencing and Retaining Walls’

Council Policy P350.08 ‘Visual Privacy’

Further comment on compliance with the policy requirements is provided in the
Planning assessment section of this report.

Consultation:

Public Consultation

Public consultation has been undertaken for this proposal to the extent and in the
manner required by Council Policy P301 ‘Consultation for Planning Proposals’. Under
the “Area 2” consultation method, individual property owners, occupiers and/or strata
bodies were invited to inspect the plans and to submit comments during a minimum
21-day period. This consultation method also required the applicant to erect an
advertising sign on site, to be displayed for the duration of the nominated advertising
period.

A total of 43 consultation notices were sent. A total of 17 submissions were received
from surrounding landowners, all of which were in objection to the proposed
development. The table below provides a summary of the neighbour comments, a
summarised response from the applicant and a response from City officers.

Submitters Comments Applicants Response Officer’s Response
= | Some of the submissions raised | . Officers advise that the “Area 2
O | concerns that the extent of consultation method is one of the
E consultation was not long enough, largest ~ consultation  methods
S | was during school holidays and did available in the policy for
& | not adequately cover enough area development applications, hence
8 given the scale of the development. consider that this matter has been
% adequately addressed. Provision
= 9(e)(iv) of Policy P301 stipulates
E that that consultation period

prescribed in the policy (21 days)
includes any weekend or school
holidays and shall not be extended
unless otherwise identified.
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Item 10.3.4

Attachment (@)

PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. |

& 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT
PANEL DETERMINATION).

Officer's responsible authority report (RAR) for Metro Central JDAP determination

Car Parking and Traffic

The proposal does not appear to
adequately cater for parking to the
residents and guest, leading to
overflow parking onto the street.
The problem is amplified 8.5 times
compared to what it was before.
This will lead to significant on street
parking further increasing the traffic
hazard on Gwenyfred Road
between Canning Highway and
Second Avenue (possible Third
Ave). This is most unacceptable
from a road safety perspective. The
traffic will also significantly increase

at already busy  nearby
intersections, including Berwick
St/Second Ave.

The subject property is located at
the most narrowest point of
Gwenyfred Road being a single
lane entry/exit to reduce speed of
traffic and to prevent use of this
road unless necessary. Creating 17
dwellings with at least 2 adults per
townhouse will create a dangerous
and obstructive driveway, will
create at least 30 more cars
accessing this road and reduce the
already limited street parking along
Gwenyfred Road.

The street is too narrow at this
location to cope with this entry exit
of traffic, especially with the limited
visibility due to the ramp access.
The section of the Gwenyfred road

directly at the  proposed
development is a single lane
controlled  section aimed at

reducing the speed and level of
traffic that moves through the
street. The proposed development
is not appropriate for this location
Further, an extraordinary number of
vehicles (including trucks and
buses), from outside the area, take
short-cuts thru Gwenyfred Road
and side streets to get to Berwick
Street. Gwenyfred Road is treated
as a Secondary Street to Berwick
Street with Emergency Services
Vehicles (Police, Ambulance, Fire
Brigade), also compounding the
problem

The proposed development provides 30
designated residential bays,
substantially exceeding the 16 bay
minimum required under the deemed-
to-comply provisions of the R-Codes.
There is a very minor 0.25 bay variation
to the deemed-to-comply requirements
in relation to visitor car parking.

To accommodate additional parking, we
will construct an additional embayed car
park in the verge in front of No. 1
Gwenyfred Road, in the same location
as the proposed defunct crossover.
Clause 6.3.3 of the R-Codes allows for
consideration to be given to the ability
of on-street parking, including whether
such parking is located sufficiently close
to the development and convenient for
use by residents and/or visitors, and it
is considered that the embayed parking
achieves this objective.

The amount of traffic arising from the
development is not considered to be
significant in the context of the street,
which already includes commercial
and large  grouped  housing
developments with significant amounts
of car parking. The number of bays
provided allows for the majority of
dwellings to have two bays, though in
many cases residents may only have
or regularly use one car. The
proximity of the City and various bus
routes means it is likely that many
residents would not utilise their car on
a daily basis, further reducing the
number of vehicle movements each
day.

With regards to the narrowness of the
street at this location and the ability for
it to accommodate the traffic generated
by the development, the number of
movements  arising  from  the
development is anticipated to be quite
low given only 34 bays are provided in
the basement. The narrowness of the
street at this location is a result of the
chicane which has been installed as a
traffic calming measure to help slow
down traffic and reduce the incentive for
vehicles to use this street as a short-cut
to Berwick Street, which the
submissions identify as significant
issues. The chicane will encourage
vehicles entering and exiting from this
development to slow down, making
access and egress safer.

The City's Engineering
Infrastructure Services provides
some further advice in this regard
(in the body of this report).

Comments noted.
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ltem 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. |
& 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT
PANEL DETERMINATION).

Attachment (@) Officer's responsible authority report (RAR) for Metro Central JDAP determination

Visitor onsite parking is not | The visitor parking will be accessed Via | visitor car parking is discussed in
gccs§3|ble . bfe.:hlndt.closecli gatesi an intercom, which wil allow for Visitors | fyther detail in the body of this
p;rctlir(]:gl _C%Z:?J;a Iggrkinlgs innc; to be buzz.ed into the car p.)a.r.king area | rgport, Comments noted.
confined area. by the residents they are visiting. Each
tandem bay will be delegated to one
apartment, and occupants will manage
this arrangement within their own
households. All manoeuvring areas are
within the basement level, so any wait
times associated with accessing the
tandem bays will be contained on site.

Parking in the verge should not be | One visitor car bay is proposed in an | The City's Manager Engineering
supported as this will impact onthe | empaved parking bay, in front of the | Infrastructure  Services  has
::gitrz(f:f?gi?ssili cause stormiwater existing crossover to No. 1 Gwenyfred | provided advice in relation to this
Road, which is to be removed by this | matter which is discussed in
application. Given there is an existing | further detail in the body of this
crossover in this location it is not | report.
anticipated there would be any | Comments noted.
significant impact on the streetscape
or stormwater runoff. Being embayed
parking it is also not anticipated to
impede traffic flow, and may assist in
slowing cars down.

The removal of a large tree to allow | e gpplication does not propose to The City's Parks Department has
parking on the verge at the | ramove either existing street tree. advised that the separation
narrowist point of gwenyfred road is distance of the revised crossover
unfathomable and unacceptable. If | Refer to point 1 above. between the street trees on either
there isn't room on the property for side is sufficient for them to be
vehicles, then don't exacerbate the retained.

serious and existing traffic issues. Comments noted.

The proposed internal car bays at | All bays have been designed to | The City's Manager, Engineering
fh” abs;::tf{te Irtmtmmum W'd(tjh tr;:aklgg comply with the Australian Standards, | Infrastructure, advises that there
em ditticult 10 use and tereby | o4 are therefore considered to be | are no concems with the parking

discouraging their use. | want a , )
traffic survey done by the perfectly adequate for use, particularly | arrangement as proposed taking

developer. by permanent residents who will be | into account the Australian

familiar with the design of the parking | Standards for parking.
There is not enough room for large | area. Refer to point 2 above. Additionally, concems in relation
cars, 4WD, trailers efc. to to the traffic volume are discussed

maneuverer within the compound. further in the body of this report.

Comment noted.

The appearance of the proposed | The subject site has been zoned R80 | Issues related to building height,
tcr?”tStr;‘%t'O””_'s not (:tﬁns[stentdm:h pursuant to the City's Scheme and is | bulk, streetscape and context are
at of wellings In e IMMECIAIe | o efore clearly intended to be | discussed further in detail in the

surrounding area. This present an ) )
unsightly change to the streetscape developed for a different form and | body of this report. Comments

and adversely affect the feel of the | scale of development than the single | noted.
street and suburb which was the | storey dwellings along the reminder of
reason my family and many others | this side of Gwenyfred Road. It is
for moving into Kensington. noted that the opposite side of
Gwenyfred Road has been almost
entirely  developed for  grouped
dwelling developments, and comprises
a predominately two storey built form.
The proposed development s
intended to provide an interface
between future, higher density mixed
use and commercial development

Building Height, Bulk, Streetscape & Context
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ltem 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. |
& 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT
PANEL DETERMINATION).

Attachment (@) Officer's responsible authority report (RAR) for Metro Central JDAP determination

along Canning Highway, and the
residential development beyond.

We purchased number 9 as all | Refer to point 8 above.
properties along this side of o
Gwenyfred Road are single | The proposed building is three storeys
dwellings. There is not one | in height only and the subject site is
medium/high density development | coded R80, where multiple dwelling
located on the southern side of this developments such as that proposed
street. There are no four storey are entirely appropriate. The proposed

buildings in Kensington and the . . S
vast majority of residents wish to height is completely within the building

retain the character, integrity and | height limits set by TPS6 for the
historical value of their homes by | subject site, and is considered to well
remaining low to medium density. | align with the vision for the site
established under the relevant
planning framework.

We believe this proposal is over- | Refer to point 8 and 10 above.

scale in terms of excessive bulk
plus the size and number of units
and is not compatible with the
existing built environment.

The block to Second Avenue in | Refer to point 2, 8 and 10 above.
both  Gwenyfred Road and
Lansdowne Road would all be
affected  adversely by this
development, through loss of
amenity due to increased traffic
and noise, parking problems, a
reduction of fauna and flora and
would unduly undermine the
historical value of the mainly
character homes.

The Bulk and scale of this | Referto point 8 and 10 above.

development is vastly out of )
proportion to neighboring R15 | The development does seek a minor

properties. Gwenyfred Road is | variation to the proposed plot ratio of
predominately comprised of single | the R-Codes, with the development
residential buildings, particularly on | hroposing some 1,316sqm of plot ratio
the §outhern §|de. Th? proposed area, being an additional 228sgm than
multiple dwellings will not be o
consistent with the streetscape, | What the deemed to comply provisions
dwellings on the south side of | additional bulk is largely located on
Gwenyfred Road to  Second | No. 1 Gwenyfred Road, away from the
Avenue where this proposal is | |ower coded area. The development is
|ntendeq. All of t_hese_ dwellings are under the maximum permissible height
R15, single residential and cover f the Sch ds the front
the entire road over George Street oF the e gme, exceeds the iron
and up to Kent Street High School. | Setback requirements of the R-Codes,
Seventeen (17) units is simply too | and along the majority of the length of
many in such a low density area. the south east boundary, exceeds the
requirements of the R-Codes and is
therefore considered to be appropriate
for the subject site.
The proposed dwellings do not | Refer to point 8 and 10 above.
comply with Clauses 7.5()) and (n) | Streetscape compatibility and general
of TPS6 or Policy P302 “General . . .

amenity considerations are addressed

Design Guidelines for Residential | | . .
Development’, particularly  with | ™ TPG’s original submission report

regard to the dwelling type, the | (Page 25 in particular). Policy P302, is
modern architecture, and building | a general policy for all residential

bulk and scale. development in the City of South Perth
which  generally  just requires
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Attachment (@)

PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. |

& 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT
PANEL DETERMINATION).

Officer's responsible authority report (RAR) for Metro Central JDAP determination

compliance with the City's Scheme
(including the building height limits
with which the development fully
complies) and other policies.

The approval of this application will
lead to a domino effect leading to
the demise of the character of the
street.

This proposal is over-scale in terms
of excessive bulk and is not
compatible with the existing built
environment.

Refer to point 8 and 10 above. The
subject site has a very different zoning
to the remainder of Gwenyfred Road,
and will therefore not form a precedent
for further development along the
street.

Refer to point 8,10 and 13 above.

This  proposed  development
conflicts with Clause 1.6 (2)
“scheme objectives” Objective F of
the City of South Perth Town
Planning Scheme No.6, “safeguard
and enhance the amenity of
residential areas and ensure that
new development is in harmony
with the character and scale of
existing residential development.”

Refer to point 8,10 and 13 above.

| believe that the proposed
development does not meet the
objectives of the Kensington
Precinct Plan by failing to ‘preserve
or enhance the streetscape
character & the bulk & scale is not
compatible with the streetscape’.

Refer to point 8,10 and 13 above.

There are many large significant
trees on the public verge in front of
1-3 Gwenyfred Road. These should
not be removed or interfered with.
This will negatively impact on the
streetscape.  Additionally, these
trees do not allow good clear
driveway access to the subject
property.

The existing trees, particularly the large
gum tree, form an important part of the
streetscape and the proposed
development intends to ensure these
are retained.

The trees are not so large as to
impede vision from the driveway and
clear access is maintained.

The applicant has revised the
design of the crossover in order to
retain the street trees in
accordance with Council Policy
P350.5.

Sight lines are to comply with the
R-Code requirements.

Comments noted.

Plot Ratio

There are only thirteen (13)
dwellings on the south side of
Gwenyfred Road to Second
Avenue where this proposal is
intended. All of these dwellings are
R15, single residential. Indeed, the
entire road over George Street and
up to Kent Street High School on
this side are all R15, single
residential. Seventeen (17) units is
simply too many in such a low
density area. We could also find no
mention of the size of these units
which given the small land area of
1088 square metres would of
necessity require to be small. The
potential for crime to increase is
significant and the mental health of
residents of these units could be in
jeopardy.

Refer to point 8,10 and 13 above.

The dwelling sizes are compliant with
the R-Codes, and the objectives of the
strategic planning framework including
Directions 2031 and Beyond, which
encourages and requires the provision
of a diverse range of housing options to
cater for a range of different occupants,
including younger people and
downsizers wanting to remain close to
their existing networks.

There is no evidence that the
development would result in any
increase in crime or mental health
issues.

The proposed variation to the
deemed to comply requirement of
the R-Codes for plot ratio is
discussed in further detail in the
body of this report. Comments
noted.
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Although individual unit areas are | Refer to point 13 above.
not noted in the plans we believe
that 17 units on 1088m2 does not
meet the r-code requirements for
R80 in regards to plot ratios given
that the units will need to be an
average of 64m2.

17 dwellings would replace two
current dwellings which means that
the it would increase the density by
750%; This is not only
disproportionate increase to the
density in the area

The proposal for the semi -below | Refer to point 8,10 and 13 above. The | Issues related to the proposed
ground ba}?e.n]ent car p?lrk relsultsl impact of the boundary wall | boundary wall are discussed in
in_an arificial ground fioor leve specifically is addressed in the letter to | further detail in the body of this

1.52m higher than the surroundin
propertielg. The propos:d u15|2r?] which this table is attached. The wallis | report in accordance with Council

high retaining wall with an | believed to be complaint with both the | Policy P350.2.
additional 1.6m screen on top will | R-Codes and the general provisions of | Comments noted.
result is a 3.12m high wall directly | the City’s Boundary Wall Policy.
on the boundary of 5 Gwenyfred
Rd adjacent to the primary living
spaces and outdoor entertaining
space of the existing residence.
This wall height is almost as high
as our current house. This will
significantly impact the amenity,
privacy, and enjoyment of the
existing residence. The proposed
boundary wall will have a negative
impact on the view from habitable
rooms and the front and back yards
of our property.

Building Setbhack

The proposed boundary wall will
have a negative impact on the view
from habitable rooms, and the front
and backyards of the adjoining

property.

On the south side of the proposal it | Refer to point 18 above, the nil setback | Proposed  variations to the

appears that there is no set back | is contained aimost entirely below deemed to comply setbacks of the

\évhatsotever,_ V‘I’h'Ch '_s;j ”?_h} ”\7\;“ ground or below the fence height of the | R-Codes are discussed in further
oor f0 sing’s Tesicential. Tt | adjoining neighbour. detail in the body of this report.

believe a compliant set back on this
side is essential. The upper level | The upper levels face the street and | Comments noted.
seems to face the single residential | Canning Highway rather than the
homes ~rather than ~Canning | single residential homes, with a
Highway which would at least screened walkway only providing

trict isual and noi .
eSICt Some Visual and noise along the south eastern side of the
pollution. Y
building.

The ~setbacks are insufficient, | Refer to point 18 above with respect to
havm_g regar(_i to the adjacent lower the boundary wall. The upper level
density dwellings. setbacks exceed the 4m setback
requirements for the majority of the
length of the boundary, with a setback
of over 5m for the majority of the
building, allowing for more articulation
and less overshadowing of the sensitive
private open areas at the rear of the
building than a compliant 4m setback.

Minor variations are proposed only for
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small sections to the front of the
dwelling and to the stairwell at the
rear. The reduced setbacks at the front
of the building are essentially for two
storeys only (as viewed from the
street), allow for a strong streetscape
appearance and also reinforce the
established side setbacks along
Gwenyfred Road.

Visual privacy has not been | QOverlooking concemns have been | The deemed to  comply
adequately addressed. addressed through the installation of | requirements of the R-Codes for
screening devices to the upper levels | visual privacy have been satisfied
of the building. The proposed | via the revised drawings and are
communal deck and walkway adjacent | discussed in further detail in the
to the south-eastern boundary are to | body of this report.

be fitted with a 1.6m translucent glass | Comments noted.

balustrade running the length of the
boundary which will obscure sight lines
to adjacent residential properties, in
accordance with the deemed-to-
comply requirements of Clause 6.4.1
of the R-Codes.

The location of the proposed | Refer to point 26 above. The glass
communal deck area 1.52m above | pajystrade/ screen is  translucent
and drectly adjacent to the | oo "\hich wil allow light into the

habitable rooms of 5 Gwenyfred rd : \ A
will negatively impact on the neighbouring property but inhibit any

amenity and privacy. The addition | Overlooking.
of a 1.6m glass balustrade will offer
no additional privacy. Can you
imagine the noise level if a number
of people decide to use the
communal deck area which is
immediately adjacent to our main
bedroom and living areas. This
should be sited away from existing
properties (ie onto the Canning
Highway side).

Visual Privacy

The open walk ways facingonto 5 | The ~ walkways are  screened | The City's Health ~Services
Qwen)t/fred réi will halvel:(:l S|gn|f|c?hnt (exceeding the overlooking | advises that residential lighting is
Impact ~and —overiook —on the requirements of the R-Codes which do | to comply with the relevant health

habitable spaces of the existing , ) o
residence. The security lighting not require screening) to stop | legislation.

from these open walk ways at overlooking. It is anticipated the City | Comments noted.
night, ~ whether ~ they  are | would impose a condition on any
permanently on or  sensor | approval requiring a lighting plan to be
activated, will shine into the | gypmitted to the City prior to the
habitable ‘raoms of the existing submission of a building permit, which

residence. The noise levels of . A
people ariving and leaving doors would incorporate low spill lighting.

opening and closing from these
open walk ways will also impact
adjoining residence, with both
general  thorough fare and
entertaining noise levels occurring
at any time.

Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 — DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 11 of 396



ltem 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. |
& 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT
PANEL DETERMINATION).

Attachment (@) Officer's responsible authority report (RAR) for Metro Central JDAP determination
@ | The proposal will impose on the | The proposed development is | Issues relating to the level of
'g nelghgogs dwe"'f”gf and reSL:t'F N1 compliant with the deemed-to-comply | overshadow from the proposed
° overshadowing of NEse properues, requirements of the R-Codes by | development is discussed in detail
& | resulting in dark and un-inviting ) ) ;
& | living spaces. ensuring the shadow cast onto | in the body of this report.
g adjacent  properties  from  the | Comments noted.

This proposal would severely affect | development does not exceed 25% of
neighbouring single story, or even | the site area of the adjacent property.
double  story, residents by
restricting access to sunlight, which
would detrimentally impact the use
of solar power.

Assuming the developer has | Refer to point 29 above.
calculated the overshadow of 5
Gwenyfred Rd correctly 133m2 of a | With special reference to the south-
544m2 block is 24.4% and very | eastern boundary, portions of the
close to exceeding the r-code limits | building adjacent to living areas on the
(will this be thoroughly checked by | neighbouring property have been

council) as this will significantly | coyo e a0 “additional 1.0m from the

impact the existing building as all of i . .
the shadow impacts the main stipulated 4.0m minimum (excepting

habitable spaces (2 living rooms | the stairwell) to ensure adequate
and the master bedroom) and will | daylight ~ access. ~ Whilst  the
severely reduce the amount of | balustrading will obscure sight lines to
natural - sunlight through these | the property, its translucent nature will

windows. Particularly in. winter allow daylight to permeate to the
months where no sun will reach
southern property.

these windows at all.

4 storey development will remove | Refer to point 29 above and the | In accordance with the R-Codes
”;Ie S]fterﬁoon sun|||ght ftrr?'m altdleasﬁ overlooking plans submitted with the | overshadow provisions, the only
al the nomes along this side o application. The overshadowing will | properties affected by overshadow
Gwenyfred Road and those behind X ,

in Lansdowne Road - all the way to not have anywhere near this level of | from this development are No. 5
Second Avenue intersection. impact on adjoining properties, and | Gwenyfred Rd, No. 24
this comment is incorrect. Lansdowne Rd and No. 10
Lansdowne Rd.

Comments noted.

There does not appear to be any | The R-Codes do not require the | The R-codes do not have any
outdoor clothes drying areas. We | provision of outdoor drying areas, but | provisions relating to outdoor
believe in our climate this should | just require that any such areas be | clothes drying areas.

be essential. screened from view from the street. | Comments noted.

Each dwelling will be provided with an
mechanical clothes dryer, though it is
envisaged that most residents would
use a clothes horse or similar.

Design

There is little space remaining on | Landscaping areas across the | The level of landscaping is
the lot that is not built form for | development are maximised, including | considered by officers to meet
vegetation. greater front setbacks along the | with clause 6.3.2 ‘Landscaping’ of
eastern corner of the development to | the R-Codes.

Lack of adequate landscape. | allow for more soft landscaping. The | Comments noted.

Landscaping does not | proposed landscaping is believed to
demonstrate that it contributes to | be consistent with what could
the  streetscape  and is | reasonably be expected for an R80

predominantly hard landscape development.
Unsustainable redevelopment Maximising the provision of higher The development is to comply with
density developments in appropriate Counci Policy P350.01
‘Environmentally sustainable

locations is a key consideration to
reduce urban sprawl and encouraging
the use of alternative transport options.

building design’.
Comments noted.

The development itself has been
designed with north facing outdoor
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areas where possible, to allow for
access to northern winter sunlight.
Shading along the north western
elevation is provided through the use of
deep balconies and awnings for the
summer months. Single depth units and
the open walkways to the south also
provide excellent opportunities for cross
ventilation minimising the reliance on
mechanical cooling.

Landscaping will be designed as low
water use with further detail to be
provided prior to a building permit being
sought. Landscaping areas have been
minimised and there area no water
features or pools proposed from which
evaporation constantly occurs.

Natural ventilation to the carpark will
reduce reliance on electrical systems.

Rainwater collection / disposal not | Stormwater disposal will be dealt with | In accordance with the provisions
shown on plans. Where does the | at the Building Permit stage and it is | of Clause 6.8(2) of Town Planning
rain water go? Where are the | anticipated the City will impose a | Scheme No. 6, all subsoil water
soak wells or maybe it's to be | condition to this effect. It is likely that | and stormwater from the property
flooded out into the street? stormwater will be retained on site | shall be discharged into soak
through the use of soak wells. wells or sumps located on the site
unless special arrangements can
be made to the satisfaction of the
City Infrastructure Services for
discharge into the street drainage
system.

Comments noted.

All existing trees on the site are | Policy 350.5 outlines the City’s intent | The proposal is considered to
going to be removed! Does the | to preserve mature trees where | comply with Council Policy
proposal fail to demonstrate | possible. Trees within development | P350.5.

compliance to Local Planning | sites are required to be retained only | Comments noted.

Policy P350 relating to tree | where they will not unreasonably
retention. prejudice the development of the site.
This application requires the removal
of all trees on the subject site, but
allows for the retention of the
significant gum tree in the verge, and
the development is believed to fully
comply with the requirements of Policy
350.5.

This development could | |t is not understood what particular | Impact to property values is not
conceivably have an adverse component of the development this assessable under the relevant
Economic Impact on neighbouring o ' planning provisions.

concern is in relation to, however a

Property Prices

properties . ) Comments noted.
general comment in relation to
property prices in provided under point
42 below.

The proposal will result in aloss in | The potential loss of property values is

property values. not a relevant planning consideration.

The proposal will lower house | This notwithstanding, the proposed
prices in the area as people buy | development is not envisaged to have
into Kensington for its single any adverse impact upon property
residential  appeal  (ideal for | prices in the area being a high quality
families). building designed by architects
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The proposed development will
have a severe negative impact on
the saleability of surrounding
properties.

Zuideveld Marchant Hur, located on a
street which already contains a series
of commercial buildings and many
grouped housing developments.

It is again noted that this development
is located on an R80 zoned site and
multiple dwelling development is highly

General comments

consistent with that vision.
Fictitious future built building shown | These diagrams are intended to | Comments noted.
on both sides. Realistically no one | gemonstrate  how  the proposed

would invest building a 2 storey
house on a R15 zoned block next
to this development - it would be a
dud investment, throwing money
down the drain. The building on the
northern block may never be built.

development fit within the future vision
for development in the area.

| am also concerned about how it
would be possible to accommodate
34 rubbish bins on this site and
where they would be located and
accessed during rubbish
collections. The plans only show
accommodation for 16 rubbish bins
and we wonder where the
additional 18 rubbish bins will be
located. The addition of 34 Rubbish
bins on the street verge (is this
possible?) during rubbish collection
day at a traffic slow point will only
exacerbate traffic congestion and
safety risks.

The number of bins provided accords
with Council’'s waste requirements.

The applicant is required to submit
to the City, a Waste Management
Plan to the satisfaction of the
City’s Health Services
Coordinator. The approved Waste
Management Plan shall thereafter
be implemented, unless otherwise
approved by the City.

Comments noted.

The floor levels annotated on the
plans are inconsistent between the
floor plans and the elevation
diagrams. This is misleading and
makes it very hard for us to
understand the proposed
development and offer correct
comments.

F Planlevel  South-east
elevation level
(FFL)

1 RL87m 8.7m

2 RL10.3m  11.7m

3 RL13.3m 14.7m

4 RL16.3m 17.7m

Noted. This was an error, which has
been corrected on the revised floor
plans. The levels shown on the
elevations remain correct.

The applicant has addressed this
matter via revised plans.
Comments noted.

The void over the garage directly
adjacent to 5 Gwenyfred Rd will
result in exhaust fumes and vehicle
noise from 34 cars being blown into
our property via the prevailing
south westerly winds. This will
adversely affect the amenity of our
property.

The void allows for natural ventilation,
reducing the need for fans and the like
which can cause noise. Any exhaust
fumes and vehicle noise is anticipated
to be low.

The City's Health Services
Coordinator advises that all
mechanical ventilation services,
motors and pumps e.g. air
conditioners to be located in a
position so as not to create a
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A number of the units in the plans
don’t show air conditioning fixtures.
Where will these fixtures be
located? Will there be an impact to
the surrounding properties and the
ambient noise levels.

Reliance on air-conditioning (not
sure where they are going to put
these, there is no heating or
cooling on the plan!) and use of
outdoor and potentially noisy
condenser units on balconies or
exterior walls facing adjacent
dwelling and the vehicles coming
and going noise will reverberate
added with the loss of visual and
sound privacy between tenancies.
The noise transference will prove to
be horrendous for all tenants and
surrounding private homes!

Increased noise from additional
people living in the locality.

proposed

The final location of air-conditioning
units will be resolved at the building
permit stage and will be located away
from adjoining neighbours where
possible.

development is
residential in nature and the level of
noise would be commensurate with
the residential amenity of the area.

noise nuisance as determined by
the Environmental Protection Act
1986 and Environmental
Protection  (Noise) Regulations
1997.

Comments noted.

The possibility of anti-social (crime)
behaviour, are issues of real
concem.

There

is no evidence that the
development would result in any
increase in crime.

The City’s Town Planning Scheme
No. 6 permits this site to be
development  for  residential
purposes. The R-codes do not
stipulate specific provisions to
allow an assessment of this issue.
Comments noted.

Where will the children play?

Multiple

recreation

dwelling

developments
provide an alternative living option that
is typically (though not always) taken
up by young couples, singles, retires
who often don’t have children. There
are many nearby parks and other
recreation areas nearby to provide
opportunities  for  all
occupants including children.

The outdoor living area provision
proposed as part of this
development complies with the R-
Codes requirement.

Comments noted.

The City’'s Manager, Engineering Infrastructure Services provides the following
comments in relation to car parking and traffic concerns:

“A seventeen dwelling complex:
e Will generate between 4 to 7 trips per day i.e. maximum movement 119

vehicles per day.

e The peak hour will account for less than 12 vehicles in that hour.
¢ In general on a residential street between 85% to 95% of the total traffic
occurs in the 12 hour period 7 am to 7pm

e The peak hour on a residential street is about 10% of the total

e Typically the morning peak is 7.45am to 8.45am.

The following is an extract from the WAPC document ‘Liveable
Neighbourhoods — A WA Govermment sustainable cities initiative”.
Street Characteristic Street Max. Design | Indicative Indicative Indicative
Name Speed Volume Street Pavement
Target Range Width width
Operating vehicles per | Range metres
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Speed day (vpd) metres
The most typical and | Access 50kph 3,000 154t0176 | 7t0o7.5
most common | street C — | 40kph

residential street will be | Yield or give
Access street C — Yield | way street
street

Access street D is for | Access 50kph 1,000 14.2 55t06
short, low volume and | street D — | 30kph
low parking demand | Narrow yield
streets or give way
street

Gwenyfred Road:
e Is an Access Road C;
e Had an Average Daily Traffic (ADT) movement in 2011(the most recent
counts) of 745vpd with a peak hour of 70vph;
e Has a pavement width of 7.2 metres in a 20 metre reserve;
e Accommodates street parking — yield or give way.

Conclusion: Gwenyfred Road is well under the indicative volume range for
an Access street C. The existing slow point functions as an Access Street D
and even with the increase in traffic from the development remains under
1,000vpd. Street parking is manageable and if necessary controls will be
implemented.”

Consultation with other Agencies or Consultants

The City of South Perth Design Advisory Consultants (DAC) provides professional
and technical advice to City officers and Council in relation to the design of buildings
and other related matters, in accordance with Council Policy P303.

The City’s Design Advisory Consultants (DAC) at their meeting held on 7 July 2015
considered the design of the proposal. The applicant provided a presentation to the
DAC regarding the proposal. An extract of the DAC meeting minutes is provided
below:

e The Design Advisory Consultants agreed that the development provided
graduated street setbacks.

e The Advisory Consultants agreed that the landscaping obscuring the blank
walls of the service rooms at the front of the development and the provision of
passive surveillance of the street was a good design outcome.

e It was suggested that visual relief be provided for two largely blank large
walls. These walls are noted to face the side boundaries and would be visible
from the street.

e The Advisory Consultants were supportive of the side setback variations, as
the building’s design was observed to assist in providing articulation to the
neighbouring properties and has a positive contribution to the streetscape.

¢ The development was observed by the Advisory Consultants to be designed
to mitigate impacts upon the neighbouring properties, by design elements
such as the provided street setbacks and the submerged garage.

In response to the DAC comments, the applicant has provided additional highlight
windows to the walls along the south eastern side of the building. It is noted that the
other comments by the DAC are generally supportive of the design.
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Internal referrals:

Comments were invited from City Environment, Engineering Infrastructure Services
and Environmental Health Services of the City’s administration.

City Environmental was invited to comment on the potential impact of the proposal in
relation to the trees in Council’s verge. This section initially provided conditions that
require the large tree (south of the crossover) to be removed and replaced after
construction as developers expense as it was within 3m of the proposed crossover.
In order to retain the tree, the applicants provided revised plans amending the
crossover, allowing a separation distance of 3m to the street tree. Parks has advised
that the separation distance of the crossover between the street trees on either side
is sufficient for them to be retained.

Engineering Infrastructure was invited to provide comments on a range of issues
relating to vehicle movements, onsite parking, stormwater disposal and gradient, and
general comment on the layout of the proposal. This section has raised a few matters
as per Attachment 4.

The Environmental Health section provided comments with respect to the bin
enclosure, ventilation and noise (see Attachment 5).

Planning assessment:

The following aspects have been assessed and found to be compliant with the
provisions of TPS6, the R-Codes and relevant Council policies, and therefore have
not been discussed further in the body of this report:

e Land use — “Multiple Dwelling” is a “P” (Permitted) land use on the subject site
zoned “Residential” with a density coding of R80 (Table 1 of TPS6);
Building height limit (TPS6 clause 6.1A);
Dwelling size (R-Codes clause 6.4.3);
Street surveillance (R-Codes clause 6.2.1);
Outdoor living areas (R-Codes clause 6.3.1);
Landscaping (R-Codes clause 6.3.2);
Minimum and maximum floor levels, site works and retaining walls (TPS6
clause 6.9 and 6.10; R-Codes clause 6.3.6 and 6.3.7);

The following planning matters, which require further discussion, are listed below:

Plot ratio (R-Codes clause 6.1.1 & Table 4);

Streetscape compatibility (TPS6 clause 7.5(n); Council Policy P302 — Scale);

Lot boundary setbacks — sides and rear (R-Codes 6.1.4);

Boundary walls (TPS6 clause 7.5(n) and Council Policy P350.2 ‘Residential

Boundary Walls);

Solar access for adjoining sites (R-Codes clause 6.4.2);

¢ Open space (R-Codes clause 6.1.5);

¢ Visual privacy (R-Codes clause 6.4.1);

e Parking and vehicular access (R-Codes clauses 6.3.3, 6.3.4 and 6.3.5; TPS6
clause 6.3(8) and Schedule 9; Council Policy P350.03);

e Utilities and facilities (R-Codes clause 6.4.6);

e Street walls and fences (R-Codes clause 6.2.2 and 6.2.3, TPS6 clause 6.7,
Council Policy P350.7 ‘Fencing and retaining walls’);

e Council Policy P350.1 ‘Environmentally sustainable building design’; and
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Plot ratio

The maximum plot ratio for this site under Table 4 of the R-Codes is 1.0 (1088m?),
and the proposed plot ratio for the proposed development is 1.23 (1342m?).
Therefore the proposed development does not comply with the plot ratio
requirements of the R-Codes. It is noted that the applicant’s plot ratio calculation
totals 1.21 (1316m?). For the purposes of the planning assessment and this report,
officers refer to the City’s calculation. Under the provisions of clause 7.8 of TPS6 the
City does have discretion to permit variations from the scheme provisions, including
plot ratio if it considers the proposal will not have an adverse impact on the amenity
of the locality, among other matters.

The applicant provides the following justification in support of their proposed
variation, as referred to in Attachments 2 and 3.

“In relation to plot ratio, the design principals of the R-Codes (clause 6.1.1)
however, allow for the acceptable development criteria to be varied where:

Development of the building is at a bulk and scale indicated in the local
planning framework and is consistent with the existing or future desired
built form of the locality.

It is considered that the proposed development is highly consistent with the
above, for the following reasons:

* The bulk and scale of development is highly consistent with the planning
framework, being located entirely within the building height limits set by the
City’s Scheme and with setbacks generally consistent with those advocated
by the R-Codes. The scale of the development is also consistent with that
anticipated for future development along Canning Highway, and the existing
large-scale two storey commercial development adjacent the site;

* The three storey built form of the development allows for a highly efficient
development which is commensurate with the two storey development
permitted to the south, but still recognises the very different development
potential of this site;

* The building facades are highly articulated and incorporate a variety of
different materials and treatments to lessen the appearance of building bulk,
including render and contrast, feature brick elements, perforated metal
screening, soft landscaping elements and extensive use of glazing;

* There will be no undue adverse impact on users or adjacent development
given more than adequate parking is provided, overshadowing is compliant
and the relevant privacy criteria of the R-Codes have been complied with; and
e The development optimises the use of the site in line with the vision
established in Directions 2031 and the City Centre Framework, both of which
advocate optimising density on sites close to neighbourhood centres and with
good access to public transport such the subject site. On the basis of the
above, it is considered that the proposed plot ratio is appropriate for the site,
in keeping with the City’s desired built form for this area and worthy of
approval.”

Further response from the applicant following discussions with City officers:
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“Further advice from the City has indicated that the City has concerns about
the plot ratio and setbacks proposed by the development. It is understood
that the potential impacts on the property to the south east of the subject site
are of particular concern. The development does indeed propose a variation
to the deemed to comply provisions of the R-Codes with respect to plot ratio
(1:1 or 1,088m?), proposing some 1,316m? of plot ratio area, representing a
plot ratio of 1.21:1. The corresponding design principle allows discretion to
vary these requirements, if the bulk and scale is in accordance with the local
planning framework and is consistent with existing or future desired built form
of the locality.

TPG’s original submission report contained justification for the plot ratio and
setback variations sought. This notwithstanding, since the application was
lodged, the WAPC has released Planning Bulletin 113/15 which among other
matters provides guidance with respect to granting variations to the multiple
dwelling standards, in particular plot ratio. The Planning Bulletin encourages
local government to prepare and implement a local planning policy to
appropriately deal with multiple dwelling development proposals seeking
variation to the R-Codes ‘deemed-to-comply’ standards, and states that the
WAPC supports a maximum plot ratio bonus of 25 per cent for R30 to R80
codes, with which this development complies.

With respect to boundary setbacks on the south eastern boundary, the
deemed to comply provisions of the R-Codes require a 4m setback for
majority of the building wall (excepting that portion which is permitted to abut
the boundary as discussed under point 5 above). This application exceeds
this requirement with a 5m setback along the majority of the wall, excepting a
portion towards the front of the site, and the stairway at the rear that are both
setback at 2.5m.

In considering whether the City should vary the deemed-to comply provisions
of the R-Codes with respect to plot ratio and the south eastern side setback
we request that the following be taken into account:

¢ If the plot ratio on the two lots were calculated separately, the plot ratio
area on No. 3 Gwenyfred Road (where the property adjoins the lower coded
R15 area) is some 566m?, which represents a plot ratio of only 1.04:1 on that
site, which is only a very minor variation. With the development taking place
over two sites, the plot ratio area is pushed towards the north western side of
No. 3, much further away from the adjoining residential property than would
be the case if just the one site was to be developed, such as under the
previous proposal recommended for approval by the City’s officers. A plan
illustrating the proposed setbacks compared with the previous proposal
recommended for approval by the City’s officers is shown below and
demonstrates that greater setbacks are able to be provided along the length
of the boundary than this previous development which was determined to be
appropriate;

e If only No. 3 was proposed to be redeveloped, a 3m side setback would be
fully compliant. The proposed design with 5m setbacks along the majority of

Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 — DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 19 of 396



ltem 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. |
& 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT
PANEL DETERMINATION).

Attachment (@) Officer's responsible authority report (RAR) for Metro Central JDAP determination

the length of the wall allows for more articulation and less overshadowing of
the sensitive private open areas at the rear of the building, and on this basis is
considered a better outcome than a compliant 4m setback;

e The bulk and scale of development is highly consistent with the planning
framework, being located entirely within the building height limits set by the
City’s Scheme. The scale of the development is also consistent with that
anticipated for future development along Canning Highway, and the existing
large-scale two storey commercial development opposite the site;

e The reduced setbacks at the front of the building are essentially for two
storeys only (as viewed from the street), allow for a strong streetscape
appearance and also reinforce the established side setbacks along
Gwenyfred Road. The variation sought is for a minor portion only at the front
of the site, and with limited openings does not result in an overlooking or other
amenity impacts; and

e The subject site is an R80 development site with a permitted building
height of 10.5m under the City’s Scheme, where there should be an
expectation for a more intensive built form than the reminder of Kensington
Street.
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Floor plan indicating 4m setback line and envelope of previous proposal.

Based on the above, and the information contained within the original submission
report, we respectfully request the City’s support for the proposed plot ratio and
minor setback variations sought.”

The proposed bulk and scale of the four storey building is considered appropriate for
the subject R80 density coded lot, and future desired built form of the R80 lots to its
west. However, it is important to note that the street also consists of R15 density
coded lots immediately towards the east of the subject site. The existing building bulk
of the low density R15 lots consist of mostly single storey dwellings, and some two
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storey dwellings with large street and rear setbacks. Clause 7.5(n) of TPS6 requires
consideration of the extent to which the building is in visual harmony with
neighbouring existing buildings. Additionally, considering the future desired built form
of the locality, which mainly comprises R15 lots, City Policy P351.5 “Streetscape
Compatibility — Precinct 5 Arlington and Precinct 6 Kensington” provides necessary
direction. One of the policy objectives aim to preserve or enhance the desired
streetscape character of the single or two storey dwellings, as described above.

The applicant’s reference to the WAPC bulletin is noted. As this time, the City has not
explored the appropriateness of the preparation and implementation of such a policy.
The primary elements, which contribute to building bulk and scale, are building height
and setbacks from side and street boundaries. Plot ratio is used to control building
bulk and scale of the development, and to ensure overdevelopment of a site does not
occur. In the previous planning application for No. 3 Gwenyfred Road, officers
recommended a condition for revised drawings to incorporate a reduction in the plot
ratio area to 1.0 in order to meet the deemed to comply standards of the R-Codes.
As demonstrated though the remainder of this report, the proposed application is
considered not to be entirely compliant with the provisions of clause 7.5(n) of the
TPS No. 6 in terms of building bulk, scale and front and side setbacks. These are key
factors which assist in determining if a proposal represents an over development of a
particular site. Officers consider the proposal presents a large bulk effect to the
street. It is considered that the additional bulk and scale will have a negative impact
on the amenity of the adjoining lots and the existing streetscape, therefore in this
instance it is considered that the proposal does not comply with the discretionary
clause, and is therefore not supported by the City.

This assessment is consistent with the City’s assessment for the following DAP
applications, on R80 lots, seeking a variation to the maximum deemed to comply plot
ratio requirement (April 2014) of DAP application DP/14/00024 for 15 and 17 Eric
Street, (January 2015) DAP application DAP/14/00647 for No. 7 Mary Street.

Streetscape compatibility

During the neighbour consultation period, a number of submissions raised concerns
with regards to the scale and setback of the proposed building, specifically indicating
these would be out of character with the existing streetscape particularly on the
southern side of Gwenyfred Road.

Council Policy P351.5 “Streetscape Compatibility” — Precinct 5 “Arlington” and
Precinct 6 “Kensington” applies to single houses and grouped dwellings only, and as
such does not apply to the subject development. In addition in the policy scope of
P351.5, it is stated that the provisions of Council Policy P302 “General Design
Guidelines for Residential Development” are not applicable to land within the
“Arlington” and “Kensington” precincts. Despite the subject land not being subject to
specific policy requirements, these policies direct a streetscape outcome that is
consistent with residential development throughout the whole of Kensington for
purposes of compatibility and has been referenced where appropriate in this report.
Council is required to take Clause 7.5(n) of TPS6 into consideration when
undertaking its assessment. Clause 7.5(n) states:

“The extent to which a proposed building is visually in harmony with
neighbouring existing buildings within the focus area, in terms of its scale,
form or shape, rhythm, colour, construction materials, orientation, setbacks
from the street and side boundaries, landscaping visible from the street, and
architectural details.”
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The applicant provides the following justification in support of their proposal with
regard to streetscape compatibility:

“As evidenced by the substantially different density codings of the subject site
and the remainder of Gwenyfred Road, this site is clearly intended to be
developed for a much more dense residential development than the reminder
of the street, to provide an interface between future, higher density mixed use
and commercial development along Canning Highway and the residential
development beyond. In light of this context, it is considered that the
development does achieve the general objectives of the Policy, in that it
provides a transition, to ensure the building fits in well with the existing
streetscape. The front setback steps back along the front boundary, with the
compliant 2m setback to the north, moving back to a greater 6m setback to
begin to match the setback of the adjoining house to the south. On the side
boundary, a greater setback is provided to the south eastern boundary
compared with the north western, to further reduce the bulk to this side,
ensuring an appropriate step down to neighboring single residential
development. Soft landscaping including a tree is also proposed in this
eastern corner of the site, sympathetic to the front gardens of the houses
along Gwenyfred Road. The rendered facade with feature face brick panels
also responds to the more traditional materials of the front facades of houses
in this area. In light of the above, it is considered that the development
responds well to the streetscape context of Gwenyfred Road, whilst still
proposing a development consistent with jts very different density coding.”

The following paragraphs expand upon the items listed in Clause 7.5(n). In general, it
is considered the proposed building does not comprehensively take into account the
existing streetscape, and as such is not supported by officers.

(i)

(ii)

Description of existing streetscape

While it is observed that the streetscape on the south-eastern side of Gwenyfred
Road, generally consists of single storey single dwellings, the northern side is
more varied. Directly to the north of the subject site at 10 Canning Highway and
4 Gwenyfred Road, are two (2), two storey commercial buildings, which have a
flat roof design and an overall height of approximately 7.0 metres. These
buildings are setback between 5.0 and 7.0 metres of the street. The remainder of
the street contains a mix of single houses and grouped dwellings, varying
between single and two storeys, and with front setbacks between 3.0 and 9.0
metres. The colours and materials utilised on the surrounding buildings are also
varied, ranging from brick and tile to concrete panels, and from light coloured
painted walls to dark bricks.

Setbacks from street boundary

Setbacks from the street boundary are considered an important way to minimise
the bulk impact of the building from the street. In this regards, while Table 4 of
the Residential Design Codes indicates multiple dwellings on an R80 coded site
can have a minimum street setback of 2.0 metres, Clause 7.5(n) requires the
City to consider whether larger setbacks are required to achieve compatibility
with the streetscape.

As discussed in Point 1 above, the front setbacks of the existing buildings in the
street vary up to 9.0 metres. Officers consider that it would be more appropriate
for the front setback be increased as the building gets higher, creating a stepped
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effect in order for the building to be more compatible with the streetscape. The
existing single houses on this side of the street are one storey. So when viewing
the building from the street, the angle of the sightline is lowered to be more
consistent with the existing dwellings, from a streetscape point of view

(illustrated in diagram below).
ma s - f

Gradual, desirable Undesirable

As such, the proposed street setbacks are not considered by officers as
compatible under clause 7.5(n).

(iii) Scale
The subject site has an assigned building height limit of 10.5 metres. The
proposed development is compliant in this regard. Whilst officers note that the
front setbacks has been sympathetic to the adjoining R15 site (wall setback
further from the street on this side of the development, than that adjoining the
Canning Highway lot), the overall scale of the development should be
considered in the context of that existing on the street. As we view this side of
the street, it is clear that there is no gradual visual stepping up of height (eg. one

storey, two storey, three storey).

As such, the proposed scale of the development is not considered by officers as
compatible under clause 7.5(n).

(iv) Form and shape, rhythm, colour and construction material, orientation,
architectural details
As indicated in Point (1) above, the existing streetscape contains a wide mix of
land uses and dwelling types, and a similarly wide range of construction
methods, colours and architectural details. The applicant describes the approach
to this aspect as follows:

“The building is constructed of primarily rendered masonry with feature brick
components to reflect the materials of the more traditional dwellings in this area.
On the front facade, the extensive use of glass balustrading and windows
maximises opportunities for occupants to engage with and provide passive
surveillance over the street. On the southern boundary, the use of perforated
metal screening to the communal walkway provides warmth and visual interest
while also protecting the privacy of the adjoining property.

The building facades are highly articulated and incorporate a variety of different
materials and treatments to lessen the appearance of building bulk, including
render and contrast, feature brick elements, perforated metal screening, soft
landscaping elements and extensive use of glazing. The rendered facade with
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(i)

feature face brick panels also responds to the more traditional materials of the
front facades of houses in this area.”

In respect of form, and shape, rhythm, colour and construction material,
orientation, architectural details, the proposed development is considered to be
compatible with the streetscape.

Landscaping visible from the street

The surrounding dwellings and non-residential buildings generally have large
areas of landscaping within the front setback areas. This is a natural result of the
area being developed with large front setbacks. The applicant proposes “soft
landscaping including a tree is also proposed in this eastern corner of the site,
sympathetic to the front gardens of the houses along Gwenyfred Road.”

The amount and quality of landscaping visible from the street is considered by
officers as consistent with that expected for an R80 site and has been designed
to be sympathetic to the existing front yards in the street. While the landscaped
area is less than that provided in the surrounding area, it is considered this will
make a positive impact on the streetscape and can be supported.

Lot boundary setbacks (sides and rear)

The deemed to comply criteria of Clause 6.1.4 of the R-Codes, indicate walls on lots
equal to greater or than 16 metres should be setback 4.0 metres from the side and
rear boundaries. If the walls do not meet these minimum setbacks, the walls will be
required to demonstrate that they meet the relevant design principles. In this
instance, portions of the building do not meet the minimum setback.

The applicant provides the following comments in relation to the above:

“The design principals of the R-Codes (clause 6.1.4), state that buildings are
to be setback from side and rear boundaries so as to:

*Ensure adequate daylight, direct sun and ventilation for buildings and the
open space associated with them;

*Moderate the visual impact of building bulk on a neighbouring property;
*Ensure access to daylight and direct sun for adjoining properties; and

*Assist with the protection of privacy between adjoining properties.

Rather than a 4m setback along the length of the side boundary, the
proposed development incorporates a design solution with a reduced setback
at the front of the building, with a greater setback along the southern
boundary than the northern boundary, and a reduced setback for the stairwell
on the south eastern boundary and for the (screened) balcony to Unit 11 and
16 on the north western side.

It is considered that the proposed side and rear setbacks should be supported
for the following reasons:

*The reduced setbacks at the front of the building are essentially for two
storeys only (as viewed from the street), allow for a strong streetscape
appearance and also reinforce the established side setbacks along
Gwenyfred Road;

*On the north western side, the adjoining dwellings ‘back onto’ the subject site
and have very large backyards, with trees and other vegetation at the rear,
and it's not considered that the proposed variations would have any undue

Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 — DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 24 of 396



ltem 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. |
& 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT
PANEL DETERMINATION).

Attachment (@) Officer's responsible authority report (RAR) for Metro Central JDAP determination

impact on these properties. Given the development potential of these sites it
is likely that they will also soon be redeveloped for higher density mixed use
purposes and it is considered that the development is appropriate in this
context;

*The R-Codes would allow for a 6m high, zero line wall to be constructed
along the north western or south western side boundary, stretching two thirds
the length of the boundary. The proposed setback of the building, with a
substantially reduced boundary wall height with varying setbacks above, is
considered to have significantly less of an impact than such a permissible
wall;

*On the south eastern side, the variation sought is for a minor portion only at
the front of the site, and with limited openings does not result in an
overlooking or other amenity impacts. The remainder of this side of the
building (excepting the stairwell) is setback at 5m in excess of the 4m
requirement, allowing for more articulation and less overshadowing of the
sensitive private open areas at the rear of the building, and on this basis is
considered a better outcome than a compliant 4m setbacks;

*As noted above, the development is designed to ensure there is no
overlooking into the outdoor living areas or major openings of any adjoining
sites, and ensure that walkways, balconies and major openings on the subject
are well setback from adjoining properties, to further reduce the impact on the
adjoining properties;

*The setbacks ensure adequate light and ventilation into all surrounding
properties, as can be seen on the overshadowing plan, which demonstrates
that less than 25% of the adjoining property is overshadowed, complying with
the requirements of the R-Codes; and

In addition to the varied side setbacks, and as noted above, the impact of the
wall is broken up with different materials and treatments, including glass,
feature render, brick and patterned metal screening.

On this basis, we believe the variations sought are appropriate and should be
supported.

These variations will be discussed individually below:

(i) North West
The following walls (contained in Attachment 1) are within the 4.0 metre
deemed to comply setback distance:

Level 1 — Utilities;

Level 1 — Stores;

Level 2 —Unit 2 & 5;

Level 3—-Unit8 & 11; and,
Level 4 — Unit 13 & 16

The lots directly adjoining the development site to the North West are Main Road
properties earmarked for the future road widening of Canning Highway
(observed in the images below).
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The dwellings are within the reservation area with extensive backyards spanning
for at least 20 metres from the development site. Given this, it is considered that
the proposed setback variations on this side meet with the associated design
principles.

(i) South West (rear)
The following walls (contained in Attachment 1) are within the 4.0 metre
deemed to comply setback distance:

Level 1 — Car parking;
Level 2 —Unit 6 & 5;
Level 3-Unit11 & 12;
Level 4 — Unit 6

The lot directly to the rear of the site consists of six (6) units within a two storey
building with a semi enclosed (with boundary wall adjoining the development
site) communal BBQ area, communal open space (3.0 metre width) and stores
(setback 1.5 metres from the common boundary). Each of the units has a private
outdoor living area incorporated into the design, facing North West and South
East. Considering that the bulk of the rear facing walls comply with the 4.0 metre
setback together with the design of the complex at No. 2-4 Lansdowne Road, the
proposed setback variations on this side do not impact this neighbouring
property and is considered to meet with the associated design principles.

(i) South East
The following walls (contained in Attachment 1) are within the 4.0 metre
deemed to comply setback distance:

e Level 1 — Store (setback 2.5 metres);

e Level 2 — Unit 1 & stairwell (setback 2.5 metres & 1.4 metres
respectively);

e Level 3 — Unit 7 & stairwell (setback 2.5 metres & 2.4 metres
respectively);

e Level 4 — Stairwell (setback 2.4 metres)

These walls when considered individually do not unduly impact on the amenity of
the major openings and outdoor living area of the adjoining dwelling. However,
these proposed variations contribute to the overall impact of the boundary wall
and level of overshadow. This being the case, these are therefore not supported.
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Boundary walls

Boundary walls are to be assessed having regard to the provisions of Council Policy

P350.2
in relati

Ordinary

“Residential Boundary Walls”. The applicant provides the following comments
on to the proposed boundary walls:

“The R-Codes currently allow for a boundary wall, with a maximum height of
7m and average height of 6m along two thirds the length of a side boundary.
The City’s Residential Boundary Walls Policy 350.02 replaces the deemed to
comply provisions of the R-Codes, stating that boundary walls will not be
approved where “...the City considers that such wall would adversely affect
the amenity of an adjoining property or the streetscape in relation to the
following amenity factors:

i. streetscape character;
ii. outlook from:

a. the front of an adjoining dwelling or its front garden, if the
proposed boundary wall is located forward of that adjoining
dwelling; or

b. any habitable room window of an adjoining dwelling;

ii. visual impact of building bulk where the proposed boundary wall is
situated alongside an outdoor living area on an adjoining lot; and

iv. amount of overshadowing of a habitable room window, or an outdoor
living area, on an adjoining lot. The amenity impact of the boundary
wall will be deemed to be acceptable where the portion of the
proposed dwelling which conforms to the R-Codes Acceptable
Development setback will overshadow this window or outdoor living
area to an equivalent or greater extent than would the proposed
boundary wall.”

The Policy goes on to state that where a proposed boundary wall is situated
adjacent to an outdoor living area on an adjoining lot, in addition to meeting
the provisions of clause 5 of this Policy (as above), the wall is to be no higher
than 2.7m measured above the finished ground level of the adjoining lot, and
that boundary walls should generally be setback 6m from the street. The
Policy also states that boundary walls will normally only be permitted to abut
only one side boundary of a lot, but the City may approve walls on both side
boundaries. Where the development site is wider than 12m, walls will only be
permitted to abut both side boundaries where one of the boundary walls is set
back at least 6m further from the street alignment than the other.

Further discussions with the City have indicated that the boundary wall on the
north western side of the building is not considered to be a significant
concern, given these properties have a commercial zoning with the same R80
density coding as the subject site, and are likely to soon be redeveloped for
the a similar type of development to that proposed on the subject site. On the
south eastern side however, the City has requested further justification for the
proposed boundary wall given it abuts a lower coded R15 site. This wall is
believed to be appropriate based on the following:

Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 — DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 27 of 396



ltem 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. |

& 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT
PANEL DETERMINATION).

Attachment (@) Officer's responsible authority report (RAR) for Metro Central JDAP determination

e The solid portion of the wall is located completely below the fence height of
the adjoining property, being only 1.5 in height. Above that, the boundary wall
comprises a translucent glass screen, which will allow light to pass through
into the adjoining property, while still providing privacy.

e The wall is well setback from the street at over 8m, behind the main
building line and is therefore not anticipated to have a significant impact on
the streetscape.

e The boundary wall is not located forward of the adjoining dwelling which is
also setback 8m from the street. This section of the adjoining property is also
used as a parking area, and it is not anticipated the wall would have a
significant impact on the outlook from these properties.

e The boundary wall is not located adjacent the outdoor living area of the
adjoining property, which is located at the rear. While the adjoining property
does have a series of major openings along this side, the overshadowing
arises from the building itself, which is setback over 5m at this point, greater
than the minimum setback required by the R-Codes.”

Each of the proposed boundary walls will be assessed individually below:

(i)

(ii)

North West (Stores)
As discussed earlier in this report, the lots directly adjoining the development
site to the North West have the dwellings contained in the Main Roads
reservation area with the remainder of the backyard being relatively extensive
(spanning for at least 20 metres from the development site). Given this,
officers consider that the proposed development satisfies the amenity factors
of clause 2 of Council Policy P350.2.

South East (Basement)

The design of the adjoining dwelling has a number of major openings to
habitable rooms facing the development site. The major openings include a
lounge, master bed and family room. There is also a verandah directly
attached to the rear of the house. The proposed boundary wall to the
basement is approximately 1.5 metres in height (measured from natural
ground level) and spans a length of approximately 24 metres (refer
Attachment 1) directly adjacent to these openings. Officers note that whilst
the proposed translucent privacy screening on top of the boundary wall allows
light to pass through to the neighbouring dwelling, this structure will still create
shadow. Officers consider that the length of the boundary wall is excessive
given the design and density coding of the adjoining lot. During the
consultation period, concerns were raised regarding the impact of the
boundary wall on the neighbour's amenity (details under the Public
Consultation section of this report under ‘Boundary Setbacks’). This proposed
boundary wall is not supported by officers, as it is considered as non
compliant with the amenity factors prescribed in Council Policy P305.2 which
includes impact to streetscape character, outlook from neighbour’s habitable
rooms, visual impact of building bulk and amount of overshadow.

Solar access for adjoining sites

The maximum area of overshadowing from the development under the deemed to
comply requirement of the R-Codes is 25% of the R15 adjoining sites (136m? of No. 5
Gwenyfred Road and No. 6 Lansdowne Road) and 50% of the adjoining R80 site
(543m? of No. 2-4 Lansdowne Road). There is a discrepancy between the officers
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overshadow calculation with that of the applicant. Officers calculated 30.5% (166m?)
of overshadow to No. 5 Gwenyfred Road, whereas the applicant provided a
calculation of 24.4% (133m?). The applicant explains the discrepancy as follows:

“The overshadowing diagram submitted with the development application
takes into account the ‘azimuth’ of the sun measurement, i.e. the angle from
true north at which the sun actually sits, and therefore represents a more
accurate measure of the actual overshadowing that will occur than if the
measure was taken from magnetic north. Given the R-Codes state that
buildings “...shall be so designed that its shadow cast at midday, 21 June
onto any other property...” does not exceed certain limits, it is considered that
this is the measurement that should be applied. This overshadowing
represents less than 25% of the adjoining site area which is compliant with
the relevant R-Code requirements.”

Officers calculated the level of overshadow based on the north point indicated on the
survey plans. City officers acknowledge the applicant’s explanation and method
hence have sought advice from the Department of Planning in relation to this matter.
This Department has advised that the R-Codes do not go into specifics regarding
how to calculate the sun angle using either true or magnetic north, hence considers it
open to the decision maker to interpret.

As it has been the City’s practice to calculate the level of overshadow based on the
north point indicated on the survey plans, and the explanatory guidelines do not
further elaborate on this matter, it is considered appropriate to apply the officer's
calculation. As such, officers consider that the proposal should demonstrate
compliance with the associated design principles. They are as follows:

“Development designed to protect solar access for neighbouring properties
taking account the potential to overshadow existing:

* outdoor living areas;

* north facing major openings to habitable rooms, within 15 degrees of north
in each direction; or
* roof mounted solar collectors.”

Roof mounted solar collectors to the lots south of the development site were not
observed to be affected by the level of proposed overshadow.

The affected areas of the neighbours dwelling includes the lounge, master bed and
family room. The family room opens into the rear verandah. In relation to the
overshadow issue, it is considered that the proposal does not comply with the
relevant design principles and is thus not supported by officers.

Open space (R-Codes clause 6.1.5)

The deemed-to-comply criteria of Clause 6.1.5 of the R-Codes refers to development
complying with minimum open space requirements as set in Table 4 of the R-Codes
which refers to open space being provided in accordance with a local structure plan
or local development plan which sets out development requirements. As Council
does not have such a structure plan, the development needs to demonstrate
compliance with the Design Principle of Clause 6.1.5 in that the open space respects
existing or preferred neighbourhood character and responds to the features of the
site.
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With regard to the proposed open space, the applicant has addressed the associated
design principles of the R-Codes as follows:

“440sqm of open space provided including roof deck (i.e. unroofed balconies),
equating to 40.5% of the site area. The provision is considered to be highly
appropriate and consistent with what could reasonably be expected for
development in an R80 area.”

With an approximate open space provision of 40%, and noting the zonings in the
diagram below (R15, R60 & R80), the development is considered by officers as
respecting the existing neighbourhood character as well as responding to the R80
zoning of the site.

Visual privacy
The originally submitted plans indicated overlooking, as per the deemed to comply
requirements of clause 6.4.1 of the R-Codes, from the following major openings:

e South West:
- Level 2 (Unit 6);
- Level 3 (Unit 12, Unit 11); and
- Level 4 (Unit 17)

e North West:
- Level 2 (Unit 2);
- Level 3 (Unit 11, Unit 8); and
- Level 4 (Unit 16, Unit 13)

The revised plans have been amended to show privacy screening to these openings,
complying with the deemed to comply provisions of the R-Codes.

Parking and vehicular access
The development is situated within location ‘A’ which is described under clause 6.3.3
of the R-Codes as being within 250m of a high frequency bus route, measured in a
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straight line from along any part of the route to any part of a lot. As such, the R-
Codes requires:
e Sixteen (16) occupier car bays and five (5) visitor car bays; and
e Six (6) occupier bicycle parking spaces and two (2) visitor bicycle parking
spaces.

The development proposes thirty (30) occupier car bays and four (4) designated
visitor parking bays. The number of occupier bays is in excess of the requirement
however the development is one visitor bay short. The applicant’s justification for the
visitor bay shortfall as follows:

“This application proposes a 0.25 bay variation to the deemed to comply
visitor car parking provisions of the R-Codes, providing 4 bays in lieu of the
4.25 (rounded to 5) bays required.
Clause 6.3.3 of the R-Codes allows for consideration to be given to the
availability of on-street parking in accordance with the following:
P3.1 Adequate car and bicycle parking provided on-site in accordance
with projected need related to:
* The type, number and size of dwellings;
* The availability of on-street and other off-site parking; and
* The proximity of the proposed development in relation to public
transport and other facilities.
P3.4 Some or all of the required car parking spaces located off-site,
provided that these spaces will meet the following:
* The off-site car parking area is sufficiently close to the development
and convenient for use by residents and/or visitors;
* Any increase in the number of dwellings, or possible plot ratio, being
matched by a corresponding increase in the aggregate number of car
parking spaces;
* Permanent legal right of access being established for all users and
occupiers of dwellings for which the respective car parking space is to
be provided; and
* Where off-site car parking is shared with other uses, the total
aggregate parking requirement for all such uses, as required by the R-
Codes and the scheme being provided. The number of required
spaces may only be reduced by up to 15 per cent where the non-
residential parking occurs substantially between 9 am and 5 pm on
weekdays.

The proposed variation is considered to be very minor, being only 0.25 bays,
and consistent with the above objectives given there is sufficient room for
several cars to park in Gwenyfred Road close to the development, at the side
of the site at the corner of Canning Highway. In addition, many of the units will
have their own two bays. In developments such as this, when units are only
designated one bay, visitor parking is generally occupied by permanent
residents with a second car in any case rather than actual visitors. In this
development, 13 of the larger units, will have access to a second bay and will
therefore not need to occupy the visitor parking, freeing it up for actual
visitors. The visitor parking will also be clearly delineated from the exclusive
use residential bays through marking on the bays themselves.”

As the number of occupier car parking bays is in excess of that required under the R-
Codes, officers consider that one of these bays should be converted to be a visitors bay
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in order to meet with the R-Codes deemed to comply requirement. Further to officer's
comments, the applicant has proposed the following:

“To accommodate additional parking, we will construct an embayed car park
in the verge in front of No. 1 Gwenyfred Road (where on-street parking is
currently precluded), in the same location as the crossover which is to be
rationalised under this proposal. Clause 6.3.3 of the R-Codes allows for
consideration to be given to the ability of on-street parking, including whether
such parking is located sufficiently close to the development and convenient
for use by residents and/or visitors, and it is considered that the embayed
parking achieves this objective.”

The City’s Manager Engineering Infrastructure Services advice in relation to the
proposed visitor's car parking bay within the City’s road reserve is contained in
Attachment 4. As noted in the attachment, if the expectation is for the developer to
widen the slow point to accommodate a parallel to kerb on street parking bay then
Engineering Infrastructure will require a more detailed plan of the variation before
approval could be considered.

However, to accommodate the bay in the location proposed by the applicant (refer
Attachment 1) it would require a complete redesign of the slow point in front of the
property. The proposed location of the visitor's bay is not supported by City officers
and it is not considered appropriate to approve the development without the number
of visitor's bay which demonstrates compliance with deemed to comply requirement
C3.1 of clause 6.3.3 of the R-Codes. The proposal is therefore not supported.

Visitor car parking spaces are to be marked and clearly signposted as dedicated for
visitor use only, and located close to or visible from the point of entry to the
development and outside any security barrier in accordance with the deemed to
comply requirements under clause 6.3.4 of the R-Codes. The applicant provides the
following response to the associated design principles:

“Visitor bays located close to entrance but behind security barrier. Guests will
be able to be ‘buzzed’ in by residents via an intercom. Accessible path of
travel between visitor bays and lifts. All car parking located in a screened
semibasement, and not visible from the street. Variation sought to allow for
visitor bays to be provided behind a security barrier. These bays will be
clearly delineated for visitor use and visable through the security gate.”

Officers consider that there is adequate space in front of the gate to enable visitors to
be able to park here whilst waiting for the intercom to allow access without blocking
the footpath. Officers consider that this design will not have an adverse impact on the
street.

Multiple dwellings developments that provide storage facilities may not be required to
provide separate bicycle parking facilities, providing the storage facility has a
minimum dimension sufficient to accommodate bicycles as per the explanatory
guidelines of the R-Codes. This aspect proposed by the applicant is supported.

Utilities and facilities
The Deemed-to-Comply criteria of Clause 6.4.6 of the R-Codes requires where bins
are not collected from the street immediately adjoining a dwelling, there shall be
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provision of a communal pick-up area or areas which are conveniently located for
rubbish and recycling pick-up; accessible to residents; adequate in area to store all
rubbish bins; and fully screened from the primary or secondary street.

The City’s Health Services requires that in the development of a waste management
plan, consideration is to be given to bulk rubbish bins (larger than the proposed 240L
bins), ensuring that the bulk bins will fit through the opening to the bin-store area so
that they can be presented for collection.

Fencing and retaining walls
The applicant proposes translucent screening along the south eastern boundary and
open slat fencing along the north western boundary.

Officers consider that solid fencing is more appropriate as a dividing fence. In relation
to the translucent boundary screening, the height is to be 1.8 metres unless the
adjoining owner agrees in writing to a height less than 1.8 metres (minimum of 1.6
metres).

Environmentally sustainable building design

Clause 1 of Council Policy P350.01 requires the proposed development to achieve of
certification of at least a four star rating under the relevant Green Star rating tool, or
equivalent. A four star rating illustrates ‘Best Practice’.

In accordance with clause 2 of the policy, the Council may exercise discretion to
waive or modify the requirements of the policy in the case of the development where
either of the following circumstances applies:

a) refurbishment of a building included on the Heritage List under clause 6.11
of the Scheme where, in the opinion of the Council, adherence to the
requirements of Clause 1 would detrimentally impact on the heritage values of
the building.

b) Where the applicant is able to demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the
Council, that a more appropriate rating tool than Green Star exists and will be
applied to achieve equivalent or greater performance standards than required
by Green Star.

¢) Where no suitable sustainability rating tool has yet been developed for
assessment of the type of development proposed.

In this instance, the proposal does not fall within sub clauses (a) or (c) hence sub
clause (b) applies. The applicant has not demonstrated compliance with this policy.

Conclusion:

Whilst aspects of this design are supported, the overall scale of development is
inconsistent with the future desired R80 built form. This is based on a full
assessment of the proposal and having regard to the relevant provisions of the City
of South Perth Town Planning Scheme No.6, the R-Codes and relevant Council
policies. Refusal is recommended.
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Document Control

Document ID; /PG 2015/715-402 Kensington, Lots 8 & 9 Gwenyfred Road-DA/7 Final Documents/1 Lodgead/715-402 Kensington Report
2015.06.18.ndd

|ssue Date Status Prepared by Approved by

MName Initials Mame Initials
1 300413 Draft Eleanor Richards David Read
2 180615 Final Eleanor Richards David Read

This report has been prepared for the exclusive use of the Client, in accordance with the agreement between the Client and TRG (Agreement’)

TPG accepls no lighility or responsibility whatsoever in respect of any use of ar reliance upon this repart by any person whao is nol a party 1o
the Agreement or an intended recipient

In particular, it should be noted that this report is a gualitative assessment only, based on the scope and liming of services defined by the
Client and is based on information supplied by the Client and its agents
TPG cannot be held accountable for information supplied by others and relied upon by TPG.

Copyright and any other Intellectual Property arising from the repart and the provision of the services in accordance with the Agreement
belongs exclusively to TPG unless otherwise agread and may not be reproduced or disclosed to any person other than the Client without the
express written authority of TPG

Our reports are printed on:

L=}

,. 3 Mixed Sources
Product group from well-managed
farests and ather controlled sources

1
FSC  &isiond swwadshipeomct
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INntroduction

This application seeks approval for the redeveloprment of
Ma. 1 and 3 (Lots 8 and ) Gwenyfred Road, Kensington
(the subject site) for a high quality, architecturally designed
conternporary residential building, with a three storey
appearance. The development seeks to take advantage of
the site’s proximity to the public transport and cormmercial
facilities along Canning Highway and Mill Point Road, as
well as the wide range of employment oppartunities and
services in the Perth CBD, providing 17 multiple dwellings
and associated car parking

The proposed development has been designed to
provide an appropriate interface between future, higher
density commercial and mixed use development along
Canning Highway, and the lower density residential
suburb of Kensington to the south. In doing so, the
development also provides a level of dwelling diversity,
to this predominately similar residential area providing
nousing for downsizers and young people wanting to
remain close to their existing networks. It is hoped that
this development will act as a catalyst for future mixed
use developrment along Canning Highway, which around
the subject site is currently dominated by large format
commercial uses and single residential houses on large
blocks

This report has been prepared by TPG Town Planning,
Urban Design and Heritage, in connection with Zuideveld
Marchant Hur and on behalf of the owners of the site
Gwenyfred Holdings Pty Ltd. It provides details of the
proposed development, a summary of the site particulars
and an analysis of the relevant planning framework.

The proposal is highly compliant with the objectives and
intent of the City of South Perth's Town Planning Scherne
No. 6, the R-Codes and ather relevant local planning
policies and Is a valuable addition to the area.

Mo, 1-3 .’I:'-.'.""'"'I.' ad Road, Kens f':;'_-.'l'] Proposad Resider e -“ elopment 1
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Figure 1 - Location Plan
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Subject Site

Slte Location and PI'O pe rty Lot Street Address Volume/ Plan Area Registered
o No. Folio Proprietor
D escri pt 1on 8 1 Gwenylred Road, 2172 |5d84m? |Gwenyfred

Kensington Haldings Pty |10

e supject site compris
Gwenyfrad Road, Kens ]
south of Canning Highway, near the Mill Point Road and

s MNo. Tand 3(Lots8and %)

ngton. The site 15 Lo

Kensingto

1 carmnrmercial
South Perth

ons and as:

ipality of the City o

Berwick Street intere
area, and within the munic

Refer to Appendix 4 ates of Title

he developer will seek to amalgamate the lats prior to
accupation of the development. It s therefare antic
a condition will be placed on the approval to this effect

Lacation FPlan

h regular and

ed frontage of 24m to

Both lots currently contain a single storey detached
dwelling and vegetation, which will all need to be remaved

‘ 5 =
45m, and a combined area of 1,088m°

to facilitate the developrment. In the street verge directly

Refer to Figure 2 - Site Plan
' in front of Lot %15 a large gum tree which will be reta
I'he details of the relevant Certificates of Title are shown in and a vehicle ‘slow point” comprising a one lane

fu

the table below. the road paverment, to reduce the
off from Canning Highway

Refer ta Figur
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I J subject site

Figure 3- Aenal Photogroph
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S|te CO ntext a nd SU rroun d | ng soll surface. Only a limited basernent level is proposed,

and care will need to be undertaken during excavation to
Development ensure ASS are appropriately managed if encountered.

The site s only approximately two and a half kilometres
southeast of the Perth City Centre, and located in close
proximity to the Mill Point Road and Berwick Street
intersections and the commercial facilities in this area,
including the Southgate Shopping Centre. The site 1s also
located between the commercial centres of South Perth
and Victoria Park, some 25 kilometers east of Mends
Street and 1 kilometre west of Albany Highway.

Ihe surraunding area comprises predominantly low-scale
residential uses including single residential properties,
and grouped and multiple dwellings of a variety of
different ages. Along Canning Highway, the existing
single residential properties have significant developrnent
potential, and are anticipated to be redeveloped for
commercal and mixed use purposes in the short to
medium term. This site provides a transition or buffer
from such development to the lower density areas beyond.

The area is well serviced by the existing road network,
with Canning Highway and Mill Point Road located to the
north of the site, connecting with the Kwinana Freeway

to the west, and the Causeway and beginning of Great
Eastern Highway to the north east. Being located so close
to major roads, the site also has excellent assess to public
transport, with buses running to the City and Fremantle
along Canning Highway and the Causeway.

The site has excellent access to various recreation
oppartunities, with the Swan River foreshore and
associated parks less than 500m to the north of the

site. There are also many local parks in the surrounding
area including Raphael Park some 500m to the north

east of the site. In terms of more organized recreation
appartunities, the Perth Zoo, and Royal Perth Golf Club are
located approximately 2.5 kilometres west of the site

Contamination

A desktop search of the Departrment of Environment and
Conzervation's Contarninated Sites Database indicates that
the site s not contaminated.

Acid Sulfate Soils

A desktop search of Landgate's Shared Land Information
Platform (SLIF) indicates that there is a high to moderate
risk of Acid Sulfate Soils (ASS) occurring within 3m of the

Mo, 1-3 .’I:'-.'.""'"'I.' ad Road, Kens f':;'_-.'l'] Proposad Resider e -“ elopment ?
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Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 — DAP Attachments for Consideration

Planning Framework

Strategic Planning Framework

Directions 2031 and Beyond

Directions 2031 and Beyond (Directions 2031} is a spatial
planning framework; a high level strategic plan that
establishes a vision for the future growth of the Perth
and Peel region, and provides a framework to guide the
detailed planning and delivery of hausing, infrastructure
and services necessary to accommodate that growth.

A primary strategy underpinning the docurment

is establishing targets to improve on current infill
development trends in order to accommodate the rapidly
growing population of Perth. Directions 2031 sets a target
of 459 or 154,000 of the required 328,000 dwellings being
provided as infill developrment, as a way of managing
growth.

The subject site is identified by Directions 2021 as being
within the ‘Central Metropaolitan Perth Sub-Region’.

A particular characteristic of this sub-region is the
dominance of the traditional grid form of neighbourhood
subdivision, which provides impartant opportunities for
targeted infill development and redeveloprment to meet
the changing needs of the community. Thereisalsoa
demand for inner city residential locations and housing
forms that can accommaodate younger people wishing

to rerain in the neighbourhoods they grew up in, and
elderly people wanting to downsize close to their existing
networks, trends which are anticipated to continue into the
future.

This development application directly responds to these
aspirations by providing a higher density residential
develaprment which provides a point of difference in an
area currently dominated by single residential housing, in a
location very close to a main road, Canning Highway, with
good access to public transport, and in close proximity

to the services on offer in the various commercial areas
located close to the site, iIncluding the Perth CBD.

Capital City Planning Framework

The Capital City Planning Framework (CCPF) establishes

a spatial strategy for Central Perth, a12 kilometre square
around the Perth City Centre. The framework indicates
how the objectives of Directions 2037 and the Central
Metropolitan Perth Sub-Regianal Strategy can be delivered
in this focus area. The CCPF provides an overarching vision
for central Perth which is as follows

Central Perth will be a world closs liveable central city:
green, vibrant, compact and accessible with a unique sense
of place.

The CCPF establishes a number of objectives in order to
achieve the overall vision for the Central Perth region. The
objectives relevant to the proposed development area are
as follows:

» Build a more compact aty to make places more
accessible;

s Pravide a range of housing choices, in bath farm
and cost;

*  Provide adequate places with the capacity for
higher density residential accommaodation;

«  Provide an increasing diversity of housing

» Encourage a better balance between residential
and commercial activity;

« Create a mix of uses in most areas;

» Create higher densities of development so that
more activities can be located closer together;

» Recoonise the importance of design guality in
ensuring that a more compact city retains and
supports high-quality spaces and experiences for
waorking, living and recreating; and

» Reduce transport-related energy consurnption
by decreasing travel distances and encouraging
travel by walking, cycling and public transport.

yIred Road, Kensington - Proposed Re
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Figure 4 - Metropolitan Region Scheme Map
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[tis considered that the proposed development is strongly
aligned with the above objectives, providing a range of
nigher density residential dwellings in an area with good
connectivity to surraunding services and places of interest
I'he development provides a range of apartment sizes,
providing a variety of different price points for purchasers,
Being located in an area with excellent access to public
transport and most daily services in close proximity,

the development also reduces residents and visitors
dependence on their private vehicles and encourages
transport by alternative methods.

The CCPF identifies the proposed urban form for Central
Perth, with the site identified as an area providing a
transition between higher-intensity residential’ along
Canning Highway, transitioning with ‘mediurn-intensity
residential’, to the surrounding lower-intensity residential”.
The proposed development is considered to respand well
to these objectives, providing 17 dwellings in a building
with a three storey built form, which provides a transition
between future high density commercial and mixed use
development along Canning Highway and the lower
density residential area to the south of the site.

Strategic Community Plan

The Strategic Community Plan 2013-2023 1s the
overarching plan to guide the Council over the next 10
years. The Plan is broad with a long-term focus and
strong emphasis on the community’s aspiratians,
prionties and vision for the future.

I'he Plan identifies a number of objectives which are
broken up into strategic priorities, such as Community,
Environment, Housing and Land Uses, Places,
Infrastructure and Transport and Governance, Advocacy
and Corporate Management. The Housing and Land Uses
strategic priority identifies the need to:

‘Accommodate the needs of g diverse and growing
population.”

The proposed developrment is highly consistent with this
priority providing 17 multiple dwellings in an area cumently
dominated by low density residential development, but on
asite earmarked for higher density development such as
that proposed.

Statutory Planning Controls

Metropolitan Planning Scheme

Under the provisions of the Metropolitan Region Scheme
(MRS) the subject site is zoned ‘Urban’ along with the
majority of its surrounds. Canning Highway to the north of
the site 1s reserved as 'Primary Regional Roads”. Based on
this zoning, there is not believed to be any reason for the
application to be referred to the WAPC for comment,

Refer to Figure 4 - Metropolitan Region Scheme Map

City of South Perth Town Planning
Scheme Nao. 6

The City of South Perth Town Planning Scheme No,

6 (TPS6 or the Scheme) was gazetted in 2003 and is

a statutory Scheme that provides guidance for the
developrment and use of land and buildings within the City
of South Perth

The subject site is zoned 'Residential R80' pursuant

to the Schermne, located within Precinct 6 ‘Kensington',
and designated a Building Height Lirmit of 105m. To
the narth of the site along Canning Highway the same
density coding and/or height imit applies, though the
zoning Is generally ‘Commercial. However, to the
south east of the site in the existing residential area, the
density and permitted height then drops down to R15
and 7m respectively, while still allowing for two-storey
developrrent,

Refer ta Figure 5 - City of South Perth Town Planming
Scheme No. é Zoning Map

Refer to Figure é - City of South Perth Town Flanning
Scheme No. & Building Heights Limit Map

Clause 1.6 lists objectives for the Scheme areg, the
following of which are considered relevant to the
developrnent of the subject site

« Maintain the City's predominantly residential
character and amenity;

* Introduce performance-based controls supported
by planning pelicies and Precinct Plans;

« Facilitate a diversity of dwelling styles and
densities in appropriate locations on the basis of
achieving performance-based objectives which
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1-3 Gwenyfred Road, Kensington - Prop

osed Residertial Developrment 11

Page 68 of 396



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED

ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).

Attachment (C) Applicant supporting report

AN\

MRS RESERVES ZONES

- FRIMARY REGICHAL ROADS I | RESDENTIAL
- HIGHWAY COMWERTIAL
- LOCAL COMMERCIAL
f e e O F - f T f Lages [ 7
Figure 5 - City of South Perth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 Zoning Map
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Figure & - Gity of South Perth Town Planning Scheme No. 6 Building Heights Lirmit Mop
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retain the desired streetscape character and, in
the older areas of the district, the existing built
form character; and

» Safeguard and enhance the amenity of residential
areas and ensure that new development is in
harmony with the character and scale of existing
residential development

It 1s considered that the proposed development meets the
above objectives, providing a residential development in
an appropriately zoned area, which adds to the diversity of
dwellings, while also providing an appropriate transition to
the higher intensity future development envisaged along
Canning Highway.

Clause &.1A states that a building shall not excead the
Building Height Limit applicable to that land and provides
a specific method for measuring building height, which
is further outlined in the Planning Assessment section of
this report,

Clause 75 of the Scheme specifies matters which are

to be considered by Council in their determination of
planning applications and which include (among others)

*... the extent to which a proposed building 1s in visual
harmony with neighbouring existing bulldings within the
focus area, in terms of its scale, form or shape, rhythm,
colour, canstruchon matenals, onientation, setbacks from
the street and side boundaries, landscaping visible from
the street and architectural details.” A detailed discussion
of how this 1s achieved by the proposed development is
provided in the Planning Assessment section of this report.

Clause 7.8 of the Scheme gives the City discretion to
approve development which does not comply with the
requirements of the Scherne in relation to the matters
such as plot ratio, setbacks and the like. The list does
not include height, and subclause 78(2) specifically states
that the City s not to vary the height requirements of its
Scheme.

State Planning Policy 3.1 -
Residential Design Codes of WA

The Residential Design Codes of Western Australia
(R-Codes) provide a statutory framework for the
development residential dwellings across the State. The
R-Codes provide provisions in relation to multiple dwelling
developments including building size and height, setbacks,
open space, streetscape, outdoor living areas, landscaping,
parking, access, privacy, solar access, dwelling size,
external fixtures and essential facilities

The development is assessed against the provisions of
the RE0 code in the Planning Assessment section of this
report below

City of South Perth Policies

Ihe City of South Perth has a number of policies which

are relevant to this application, each which is outlined
below. Compliznce with any applicable Palicy provisions is
dermnonstrated in the Planning Assessment section of this
report.

Public Art Policy P101

This Policy provides a framework for the development and
management of public art within the City of South Perth.
The basic provision of the Policy Is that 2% of the total
project cost of projects with a value greater than $2 million,
or 1% of the total cost of projects with a value greater than
%4 millian, be contributed towards public art In new above
ground urban design, public open space and community
building constructions and redevelopment projects

It is anticipated that a condition will be placed on the
approval of the application requiring the provision of public
art, or cash-in-lieu for the eguivalent amount.

Sustainable Design P350.1

This Policy outlines the City's cornmitment to sustainable
design, stating that the City seeks to promote builldings
which are environmentally sustainable for our cimate
and strongly encourages a sustainable approach to
residential design. This Policy identifies elements of good
design being promoted by the City to help achieve more
sustainable outcomes.

The Policy states that wherever practicable, the site
planning and design of proposed residential developrment
should ernploy the following sustainable design elements,
amang others:

a) Basic passive design principles;

b} Resource efficiency, by minimising energy
consumption and optimising the use of natural
daylight and cooling breezes;

¢} Water-sensitive design techniques;

d) Minimising waste and environmental impact;

e) Creating healthy indoor and outdoor

environments for building occupants, workers
and communities;
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fi  Minimising adverse impacts that developrnent
may have upon natural and built systermns; and

o) Making buildings adaptable for future inclusion of
additional innovative energy and environmental
technologies as they became comrmercially
viable.

The Policy provides specific initiatives under each of the
above elements and states that any design measures that
achieve the above objectives will be considered on merit.
A proposal which complies with all other TPS4, R-Codes
and Policy requirements will not be refused by the City if it
fails to incorporate such measures.

[tis noted that the Policy maintains the 5 Star’ statutory
minimum rating outlined in the Building Code, where
any measures to exceed this are to the discretion of the
developer.

Car Parking Access, Siting and Design
Policy P350.3

This Policy provides further guidance as to the City's
expectations with respect to access, siting and design of
garages, carports and parking bays. The Policy contains
provisions which atternpt to balance applicants’ reasonable
expectations regarding security and weather protection

for vehicles, with the need to maintain desired streetscape
character The objectives of the Policy are as follows:

a) Toprovide for parking and associated structures
ina manner which contributes positively to the
streetscape, and is cornpatible with dwelling
design and materials; and

b} To have regard for the safety and welfare of
pedestrians walking along public footpaths and
other road users when designing vehicle access
and parking.

Trees on Development Sites and Street
Verges Policy P350.5

Policy 3505 outlines the City's intent to preserve mature
Trees where possible, and requires every development
site with a sufficient street frontage to have at least one
rmature tree, being either a retained’ tree ar a newly
planted tree. In general, street trees are to be retained
wherever possible and trees within development sites
retained where they will nat unreasonably prejudice the
developrment of the site.

There are two existing street trees adjacent the site and
this application does not proposes to remove either. A

number of trees within the site will need to be removed to
facilitate the developrment,

Visual Privacy Policy P350.8

This Policy pravides guidance to the City in varying the
visual privacy requirements of the R-Codes, aiming

to ensure a reasonable level of visual privacy for

the adjoining resident, rather than totally preventing
overlooking of an adjoining property. In considering
variations to the usual requirements of the R-Codes, the
Policy aims to protect ‘'sensitive areas’ from overlooking
which are defined as follows in respect of an adjoining lot:

al Iincludes:

I any private courtyard, swirnming pool area,
barbecue area, outdoor eating or entertaining
area or other area used reqularly or intensively
for outdoor recreational purposes, not visible
frarn the street; or

i, any habitable roorn window which does not face
the street, whether or not such window is visible
from the street.

bl does nat include:

I, any portion of the adjoining lot which is visible
from the street;
il.  extensive back gardens unless used in the
manner described in (a)(i) abave; or
. any habitable room windows, balconies, terraces
or front entrances which face and are visible from
the street.
The Policy also provides guidance as to what types of
screening may be appropriate and in what instances
Details of any proposed variations to the overlooking
requiremnents of the R-Codes and haw these are
ameliorated are outlined in the Planning Assessment
section of this report below

Single Bedroom Dwellings Policy P350.12

This Policy has been developed to recognise the diverse
housing needs within the City of South Perth that results
in demand for Single Bedroom Dwellings, while aiming

to ensure that the development of such dwellings does
not result in the ‘over development’ of sites. As ‘Single
Bedroom Dwellings’ are identified as discretionary use in
most zones, the Policy also outlines the approach City wall
take in exercising such discretion. The objectives of the
Policy are as follows:

1-3 Gwenyfred Road, Kensington - Prop
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al  Todiscourage development comprising Single
Bedroom Dwellings where a 'density bonus’ 1s
being sought together with larger dwellings than
the normal 60 sq. metre maximum prescribed
by the R-Codes, in order to preclude the “over-
development’ of sites,

b} Tosupport appropriately designed Single
Bedroom Dwellings with a plot ratio area larger
than &0 sq. metres where density bonus 1s not
being sought.

The Policy guides where density bonuses’ granted

in accordance with clause 6.1.3 A3(i) of the R-Codes
should be applied. Given these provisions have since
been rermaved from the K-Codes, the Policy is no longer
considered relevant

Streetscape Compatibility — Precinct 5
‘Arlington’ and Precinct 6 ‘Kensington’
Policy P351.5

This Policy applies to all land zoned Residential and
proposed to be developed for single or grouped dwelling
development within Pracinct 5 "Arlington’ and Precinct &
‘Kensington'. While lots with a public street frontage only
to Canning Highway are excluded from the application

of the Policy, lots with a boundary to Canning Highway
and one or mare other public streets are subject to the
provisions of this Policy.

[he ohjectives of the Palicy are as follows:

1. To preserve or enhance desired streetscape
character, by ensuring that new residential
development has bulk and scale that is
compatible with the strestscape within which it is
located

mmercial development located directly oppasite the site.

]

=)

2. Toenhance standards of residential amenity by
focusing on key design elements identified by
the local community as being important to the
maintenance of streetscape compatibility

3. To pravide guidance as to Council's expectations
in relation to the application of Design Element
4.2 - Streetscape Requirements of the Residential
Design Cades of Western Australia (R-Codes); and
clause 4.5 - General Design Guidelines (relating
to the design of residential development) and
clause 7.5 — Matters to be Considered by Council
(in considering applications for developrnent
approval) of the City's Town Planning Scheme No
b (TPS4)

4 Toidentify the extent of nearby development to
be taken into consideration when assessing the
streetscape compatibility of proposed residential
development

Ihe Policy provides guidance in relation to a number

of design matters including technigues to assist in the
reduction of building bulk and scale, appropriate roof
forms, setbacks and the positions of garages and carparts
and the like. The provisions of the Policy are focused on
single or grouped dwelling type developrment, being the
dorminant development farm in these precincts, but not
the type of development sought by this application. In
addition, the subject site comprises the first two lots on
one side of Gwenyfred Road, which have a very different
R-Code (R80) to the rest of the street (R15) and therefore
rmust be anticipated for a different development form.

In light of this, the requirements of the Palicy are nat
considered to be applicable to this developrnent, though
the development is considered to apply to many of the
general objectives

16
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Proposed Development

This application seeks approval for & high quality,
architecturally designed, contermporary residential
building, which takes advantage of the site’s praximity

to the public transport and commercial facilities along
Canning Highway. The application proposes to provide 17
dwellings and associated parking over a three storey built
form with an additional semi-basement level

The proposed developrnent has been designed to provide
an apprapriate interface between future, higher density
commercal and mixed use developrment along Canning
Highway, and the lower density residential areas to

the south. To provide this interface, the developrnent
incarporates a greater setback of 2.5 to 5m along the
southern side, compared with 1.5 to 5m ta the north, in
addition to a reduction in height along this boundary. The
frant setback also steps back along the front boundary,
with a 2m setback to the north, moving back to a greater
&rm setback to begin to match the adjoining house to the
south. Screening is provided along the narth western
and sauth eastern sides of the building to pratect the
amenity of the adjoining residential properties. On the
southern boundary, the positioning of the communal deck
area further softens the potential impact on the southern
property providing landscaping and visual relief.

The front dwellings address the street with large windows
and balconies, providing an excellent level of passive
survelllance over the public realm and maximizing the
penetration of the northern winter sunlight. Internally, the
dwellings face north west where possible to maximise
access to winter sunlight, and reduce overlooking to the
lower density areas to the south. The design allows far
cross ventilation to most dwellings.

Ihe building is constructed of pnimarily rendered masonry
with feature brick components to reflect the matenials

of the more traditional dwellings in this area. On the

front facade, the extensive use of glass balustrading

and windows maximises appartunities far ococupants o
engage with and provide passive surveillance over the
street. On the southern boundary, the use of perforated

metal screening to the communal walkway provides
warmth and visual interest while also protecting the
privacy of the adjoining property.

Refer to Appendix B - Architectural Drowings

The total floor area of the development is 1,316m?
with a proposed plot ratio of 1.2:1. The following table
summarises the particulars of the proposed developrnent.

Level Development Component

Level 1 (Basement) | 30 residential parking bays (the majority of

which are in a landem arrangernent);
Lvisitor parking bays;

17 residents slores;

Communal drying ares;

Bin room; and

Pumps and lanks

Level 2 Entrance lobby;
4 two bedroom dwellings;
7 one bedroom dwellings; and

Communal deck and landscaping area.

Level 3 5 two bedroom dwellings; and

1 one bedroom dwelling

Level &4 4 twio bedroom dwellings; and

1 one bedroam dwelling

Atotal of 17 multiple dwellings are proposed, including
four single bedroom dwellings and 13 two bedroom
dwellings.

All dwellings are provided with a large balcony, providing
an excellent level of amenity for all residents. Each
dwelling has one bathroom per bedroom and internal
laundry facilities including a dryer. Each dwelling will also
have access to a store, which allows sufficient room for
bicycle storage.

siceniial :::"."'.:.:Z TiENL 1?
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34 parking bays are located on the lower ground floar

of the development, with 22 in a tandem arrangement,
where the two tandem bays will be allocated to the ane
residential dwelling. In total, 30 bays are to be designated
for the exclusive use of the residential dwellings and four
for visitors.

Vehicular access to the car parking is via a crossover onto
Gwenyfred Koad, just south of the existing crossover for
Lot 9, which allows for the retention of bath of the existing
street trees. Pedestrian access to dwellings is provided via
a separate central labhy.

The dwellings are serviced by a ift and two staircases
which run to all floors. A bin store that provides adequate
storage space for all residents is located in the basement
within the car parking area.

The lot 1s already connected to sewer, water, power and
gas, although these will be modified where reguired to
facilitate the proposed development and ensure only one
connection point for each service,

Site verge showing street Irees and ‘slow point"in Gwenyfred Rood
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Planning Assessment

An assessmient of the proposed developments
performance against the various relevant provisions of
the planning framework is included in the table below.
Justification for any variations to the requirernents is then
further detailed following the end of the table

eq 0 ovided omplia

Use

Multiple Dwelling - 7 TPS6 Multiple Dwellings. Complies. The single

Single Bedroom Dwelling — ' 4 Single Badroom Dwellings. bedroom dwellings
provide diversity and
are reguired under the
R-Cades.

Plot Ratio

R80 max. plot ratio of 1.0 = approx. 1,088sgm max R-Codes 1316s0m=121:1 Variation sought

Refer to discussion
below

Building Height

The ground level is, or is raised to, a level of at lzast 1.7
metres above Australian Height Datum,

The floors of habitable rooms shall be not less than 2.3
metres above Australian Height Datum.

The floors of non-habitable rooms and a carpark shall
be not less than 1.72 metres above Australian Height

Daturn.

10.5m miax. mieasured in accordance with the TPS4 10.5m wall height proposes with any higher Complies.
provisions of the Scheme, elements concealed within a 25 deg. height

plare.
Min. ground and floor levels: TRS4 The site is already well above the AHD datum. | Comiplies.

Max. ground and floor levels: TPS4 A rarmp gradient of 1.8, 1.4 and then 1.81s

The floor level of any parking structure and the proposec

pavernent level of any unroofed parking bay shall be
calculated to achieve a driveway gradient generally
not exceading 1:12 within 3.4 metres of the street

alignment and 1.8 for the remainder of the driveway.

Variation sought.

We understand this
can generally be
addressed with a
signad declaration
fram the owner to
absolve the City of
any responsiaility,
should vehicles have
any difficulty with the

gradients proposed.
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Requirement Source  Provided Compliance
Setbacks
Fromt - 2m R-Codes 2m sethack proviced, Complies
Boundary setbacks — 4m R-Codes 25m setback provided to south eastern walls Mariations sought for
at the front of the development, and to the rear | projections into the
stairwell, with a 3m setback 1o the remainder 4m setback,
of the building,
1.5m sethack pravided to north western walls
al the front and rear of the development, with a
b setback to the remainder of the building
[o the rear the sethack varies fram 3m to 4m
Built to boundary walls to a maximurn height of 7m, R-Codes 3m height walls proposed to less than 2/3 of Complies.
average height of 6m to na maore than 2/3 or ane side the site boundary to accommadate the semi
boundary nasement level to both sides
Streetscape
The street elevations are to address the street, with R-Codes Front elevation addresses the strest with Cormplies
facades generally parallel to the strest and with clearly major openings anc balconies parallel.
definable enlry paints visible and accessed from the Pedestrian access s clearly identifiable from
strest, the street,
The building has habitable room windows or balconies The basement parking structure is located
that face the street pelow natural ground level ang under the
Basement parking structures between a street frontage proposed development so as to have a reducec
and the main front elevation are no more than 1.0m visual impact on the street.
above natural ground level at any point
Front fences within the primary street sethack area that | R-Codes Mo front fencing proposed with the exception Complies
are visually permeaktle to 1.2m above natural ground of the balcony balustrading.
level
Face brickwork, rendered brick, limestone blocks, or Policy Balcony balustrading height to lower level Cornplies
similar masonry solid front fences to a max. height of 350.7 urits facing the streel is some 2.3m in height
1.2m, above foatpath level,
Mat maore than 50% of the landscaped portion of the The balcony balustrades provide privacy for
primary street setback area may be enclosed with a these units which do not have an alternative
solid fence to a maximum of 1.8 metres in height in the autdoor living area. The higher level of the
following cireurmstances: alcany floar still allows for people on the
- Where privacy screening is needed in the front balcony 1o see oul onto the street
setback area because there 15 no alterative outdoor
living area; or
- Wheare privacy screening is needed for north-facing
outdoor living areas
Open Space
Nao minimum reguirement for the R80 code R-Codes 440sgm of open space provided including Mo minimurmn

roof deck (e, unroofed balconies), eguating to

40.5% of the site area.

The provision is considerad to be highly
appropriate and consistent with what could
reasonably be expected for development in an
RE0 area

reguirernent

20

Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 — DAP Attachments for Consideration

Page 77 of 396



Item 10.3.4

Attachment (C)

PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED

ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).

Applicant supporting report

Req eme 0 e Frovidea omplia =
Outdoor Living Areas
Balcony 1o habitable room with min. area of 10sgm and | R-Codes Balconies comply with minimum Complies.
a min. dimension of Z4m requirements
Landscaping
Landscaping of apen spaces in accardance with the R-Codes Aside from he crossover and pedestrian Camplies.
following: assess points, the front setback area is
+ The streel setback areas developed wilhout car landscaped
parking spaces, except for visitors' bays, and with a Pedestrian access o the lobby is centrally
maximum of 50 per cent hard surface; located at grade.
+ Separate pedestrian paths providing wheelchair Landscaping is provided along all sides of the
accessibility connecting all entries to buildings with building to soften the interface with adjoining
the public footpath and car parking areas; properties.
« Landscaping between each six consecutive external Lighting will be provided to all pathways and
car parking spaces lo include shade trees; communal open space areas. [t is anticipated a
« Lighling provided ta pathways, and cormmunal open condition to this effect would be applied to any
space and car-parking areas; and Spproval
- Clear sight lines at pedestrian and vehicle crossings Visual truncations are clear of structures
Car Parking
Where the development is located within 250m of a R-Codes 30 residential bays Minar variation sought

nigh frequency bus route, parking to be provided in
accordance with the following:

For a small awelling (<73sgm or 1 bedroom) — 075
bays per dwelling. 4 dwellings = 3 bays

Medium (75-110sgm) — 1 bay per dwelling. 13 dwellings
=13 bays
Visitors = 1 bay for very 4 dwellings. 17 dwellings = 423

bays

Total: 16 bays + 425 wisitor bays

Awisilor bays

for visitor parking
Further discussed

below

Bicycle Parking

1 space for each 3 dwellings for residents.
1 space for each 10 dwellings for wisitors,

17 dwellings = 567 residential ana 1.7 visitor (total 7

R-Codes

Ihere is sufficient room for bilke storage for
residents in the individual stores, which excesd

the minimum areas

3 bike racks for residents use are also provided

Variation sought
tis considerad
that storage within

resident’s private

bays) stores provides
at the rear of the basement = provides
the highest level of
Racks far 2 bikes provided in the verge area,
security for residents
which is particularly Large in front of the .
cnisp yiarg hikes
subject site,
Access
Visitor car parking spaces: R-Codes Visitor bays located close Lo entrance but Variation sought 1o
- Marked and clearly signposted as dedicated for behind security barrier. Guests will be able to allow for visitor bays
visitor use only, and located close to or visiole from be ‘buzzed' in by residents via an intercom. to be provided behind
. security barrier,
the point of entry 1o the development and outside any Arccessible path of travel between visitor bays A secunity barrie
security barrier; and anc lifts These bays will be
+ Provide an accessible path of travel for people with All car parking located in a screened semi- clearty delineated for
disabilities. basement, and not visiole from the street, VEIlor e and visable
through the security
All car parking spaces excepl visilors’ car parking gate
{18
spaces fully concealed from the street or public place,
Mo, 1-3 in - | R r 21
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Requirement Source Provided Compliance
Access o on-site car parking spaces o be provided: R-Codes Arcess is provided [rorm the primary street Complies
- Where available from a right-of-way available for given there is no right-of-way or secondary

the lawful use to access the relevant lat and which streel

is adeguately paved and drained from the praperty Two way access is provided throughout the

boundary to a constructed street; development
+ From asecondary street where a nght-of-way does

nol exist; or
< From the primary street frontage where no

secondary strest or right-of-way exists
Oriveways designed far two way access to allow for
vehicles 1o enter the street in forward gear where:
« The driveway serves five of more dwellings; or
- The gistance from a car space lo streel alignmenl is

T5m ar more; or
< The punlic street to which It connects is designated

as a primary distributor, district distributor or

integrated artenal road
Only one crossover 15 to be provided from the public Policy One crossover provided, max, 5.5m width, Complies
streel. 350.3
Maximum crossover width of 6.0m
Existing street trees are to remain undisturbed Policy The location of the crossover allows for the Complies

3503 retention of both street trees.
Alleast one ocoupiers’ car bay for each Multiple Palicy All car bays undercover, Complies
Dwelling is to be provided with roof cover, 3503
Site Works
Excavation or filling between the street and building, R-Codes Ihere is no excavation between the building Complies
or within 3m of the street alignment, whichever is the and the street ather than to facilitate vehicls
lesser, shall not exceed 0.5m, excepl where necessary ACCESS.
wide for pedes rvehicle access, or e . . :

to provide for pedestrian or vehicle access, drainag Refer to sections above in relation to the
works or natural light for a dwelling. compliance with the building height and
Excavation or filling within a site and behind a street setback requirements.
setback line imited by compliance wath ouilding height
limits and building selback requirernents
Subject to clause 634 Ca 2, all excavation or filling
behind a strest setoack line and within T of a lot
bounzary shall not be maore than 0.5m above the
natural ground level at the lot boundary except where
otherwise stated in a lecal planning policy or local
development plan.
Dwelling Size
Min. 20% and Max. 20% 1 bedroom dwellings. R-Cades 4717 =235% - 1 bedroom Cormplies.
Min. 40% 2 bedraom dwellings 13/17 = 76.5% - 2 bedroom
No dwellings smaller than 40sgm plot ratio area, R-Codes Min. dwelling size = 55.3s0m Complies
excluding outdoor living areas and extemal storage
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equireme ource ovided omplia
Landscaping

In the case of an existing tree 3.0 metras or more in Falicy This application proposed the removal a few Complies, Itis

neight which is situated 3.0 metres or more from a side | 3505 Irees across the site. The largest are located erwisaged the City will
or rear boundary of a survey strata lot or a ‘green title’ moare than 3m from the site boundaries and impose a condition on
lot, where the site plan indicates the proposed remaval their retention would reguire the complete any approval requiring
af the tree the applicant should dermonstrate why itis redesign of the development. Additional trees | the submission

not feasible to redesign the development in a manner are proposed to be planted along the sides of and approval of a

that would ensure that the tree can flourish 1o maturity the development. Landscaping Plan.
withaut detriment to the tree or structural damage to

any adjacent building.

Each tree that is remaoved is 1o be replaced by one tree,

but in no case are maore than two replacement trees

reguired.

The City requires the retention of all street trees except | Policy I'he location of the crassover allows for the Complies

in certain circumstances as highlighted in the Palicy. 3505 retention of bath street trees.

Visual Privacy

Far areas coded higher than R-50 setbacks, in line with | R-Codes Variation to the setbacks proposed for: Variations sought

the cone of vision are to be provided as follows:

+ Unit &, 12 and 17 - rear balconies; and

Refer to discussion

: . . .- below

. Maio < iy s and studies —

Major openings to bedrooms and studies — 3m + Unit 8 11, 13 and 14 - north west facing sida
« Major openings to habitaole roams other than balconies.

bedrooms and studies — 45m
+ Unenclosed outdoor active habitable spaces - 6m
0r are provided with permanent screening to restrict
views within the cone of vision from any major apening
or an unenclosed outdoor active habitable space.
Overshadowing
The avershadowing on any agjoining (R25 or lower R-Codes Less than 25% overshadowing to the adjacent | Complies.
coded) property does not exceed 25% of the site area lot is proposed.
Essential Facilities
An enclosed, lockable storage area, accessed from R-Codes Stores all in excess of 4m? with a minirmum Complies
outside the awelling, with a rmin. dimension of 1.5m dirnension af at lzast 1.5m provided,
and an internal area of at least 4sgm provided for each
cwelling
Where rublbish bins are not collected from the street, R-Codes Bins store located in the front portion of the Complies.
there is provision of a communal pick-up area or areas building and is easily accessible from the Lift
which ars: On collection day bins will be wheeled up the
- Conveniently localed for rubbish and recycling pick- ramp and presented 1o the sireel.

dp
. ssible to residents;
« Adeguate in area to store all ins; and
« Fully screened from view from the primary or

secondary street.
Clothes-drying areas screened fram the view from the | R-Codes | Mo clothes drying areas provided, though there | Complies

primary or seconaary street.

15 sufficient room on the balconies for a fola

out clothes horse.
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Streetscape

Clause 7.5 of the City's Scheme requires that Council in
their determination of an application for planning approval
take certain matters inta consideration, one of which is:

"..the extent to which a proposed building is visually in
harmony with neighbouring existing buildings within the
focus area, in terms of its scale, form ar shape, rhythm,
colour, construction matenals, orientation, setbacks from
the street and side boundaries, landscaping visible from the
street, and architecturaol details.”

The above is further clarified by the City's Policy P3515
Streetscape Compatibility - Precinct 5 "Arlington” and
Precinct & 'Kensington' where the following Policy
objectives are listed as follows:

1. Topreserve or enhance desired streetscape
character, by ensuring that new residential
development has bulk and scale that is compatible
with the streetscape within which it is located,

2. Toenhance standards of residential amenity by
focusing on key design elements identified by
the local community as being important to the
maintenance of streetscape compatibility;

3. Toprovide guidance as to Council's expectations
in relation to the application of Design Elerment
6.2 - Streetscape Requirements of the Residential
Design Codes of Western Australia (R-Codes); and
clause 4.5 - General Design Guidelines (relating
to the design of residential development) and
clause 7.5 — Matters to be Considered by Council
{in considering applications for development
approval) of the City's Town Planning Scheme Na.
6 (1PS6); and

4. Toidentify the extent of nearby development
be taken into consideration when assessing the
streetscape compatibility of proposed residential
developrment.

As noted In the Planning Framework section of this report
above, Policy P351.5 has a very imited applicability to

this site given it is generally intended to address single
residential development, and does not take into account
circumstances whereby one site on a street is intended

to be developed for substantially different developrment

to the remainder of the street, such as this site which is
zoned R80 with the remainder of the Gwenyfred Road
(and the lots which would be considered when assessing
streetscape compatibility) zoned R15. The site is also
located directly opposite a large scale commercial building

which presents a substantially different front fagade to
the rernaining residential development on this street. The
proposed development has therefare not been assessed
against the specific pravisions of this Policy, however it is
considered that the general objectives can be addressed.

As evidenced by the substantially different density codings
of the subject site and the remainder of Gwenyfred Road,
this site is clearly intended to be developed for a much
more dense residential development than the reminder
of the street, to provide an interface between future,
nigher density mixed use and commercial development
along Canning Highway and the residential development
beyand. In light of this context, it i1s considered that the
developrnent does achieve the general objectives of the
Policy, in that it provides a transition, to ensure the building
fits in well with the existing streetscape.

I'he front setback steps back along the front boundary,
with the compliant 2m setback to the north, rmoving back
to a greater &m setback to begin to match the setback of
the adjoining house to the south. On the side boundary,

a greater setback is provided to the south eastern
boundary compared with the north western, to further
reduce the bulk to this side, ensuring an appropriate step
down to neighboring single residential developrnent.

Soft landscaping including a tree is also proposed in this
eastern corner of the site, sympathetic to the front gardens
of the houses along Gwenyfred Road, The rendered facade
with feature face brick panels also responds to the more
traditional materials of the front facades of houses in this
area

In light of the above, it is considered that the development
responds well to the streetscape context of Gwenyfred
Road, whilst still proposing a development consistent with
its very different density coding

Plot Ratio

As shown in the table above, 2 variation to the 1:1 or
1,088m¢ plot ratio requirernents of the R-Codes and the
City's Scheme is sought as part of this application. The
developrment proposes some 1,316m? of plot ratio areg,
representing a plot ratio of 1.27:1.

In relation to plot ratio, the design principals of the
R-Codes (clause 4.1.1) hawever, allow for the acceptable
developrment criteria to be varied where:

Development of the building is at o bulk and scale indicated

1-3 Gwenyfred Road, Kensington - Prop
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in the locol planning fromework and is consistent with the
existing or future desired built form of the locality.

[tis considered that the proposed developrment is highly
consistent with the above, for the following reasons:

»  Thebulk and scale of development is highly
consistent with the planning framework, being
located entirely within the building height limits
set by the City's Scheme and with setbacks
generally consistent with those advocated by
the R-Codes. The scale of the development is
also consistent with that anticipated for future
developrment along Canning Highway, and the
existing large-scale two storey commercial
development adjacent the site;

» The three storey built form of the development
allows for a highly efficient development which is
cammensurate with the two storey developrment
permitted to the south, but still recognises the
very different development potential of this site;

» The bullding facades are highly articulated and
incorporate a variety of different materials and
treatments to lessen the appearance of building
bulk, including render and contrast, feature
brick elements, perforated metal screening,
soft landscaping elerments and extensive use of
glazing;

+  There will be no undue adverse impact on
users ar adjacent development given more than
adequate parking Is provided, avershadowing is
carnpliant and the relevant privacy criteria of the
R-Codes have been complied with; and

¢ The development optimises the use of the site In
line with the vision established in Directions 2031
and the City Centre Framework, both of which
advocate optimising density on sites close to
neighbourhood centres and with good access to
public transport such the subject site

On the basis of the above, it 1s considered that the
proposed plot ratio is appropriate for the site, in keeping
with the City's desired built form for this area and worthy
of approval,

Boundary Setbacks

Arange of setbacks are proposed for different elerments of
the proposed development. As detailed in the table above,
the propased variations to the setback requirements of
the R-Codes relate to the £0m side and rear setback
requirement of the R-Codes for various portians of the

building, and also the parapet walls which are located on
both sides of the lot rather than just one as permitted by
the R-Codes,

I'he design principals of the R-Codes (clause 6.1.4),
state that buildings are to be setback from side and rear
boundaries so as to

« Ensure adeguate daylight, direct sun and
ventilation for buildings and the open space
associated with thern;

+  Moderate the visual impact of building bulk on a
nelghbouring property;

« Ensure access to daylight and direct sun for
adjaining properties; and

«  Assistwith the protection of privacy between
adjoining properties

Rather than a 4m setback along the length of the side
boundary, the proposed development incorporates a
design solution with a reduced setback at the front of
the building, with a greater setback along the southern
boundary than the northern boundary, and a reduced
setback for the stairwell on the south eastern boundary
and for the (screened) balcony to Unit 11 and 16 on the
north western side.

It s considered that the proposed side and rear setbacks
should be supported for the following reasons

» The reduced setbacks at the front of the building
are essentially for two stareys only (as viewed
frorn the street), allow for a strong streetscape
appearance and also reinforce the established
side sethacks along Gwenyfred Road;

»  On the north western side, the adjoining dwellings
‘back onta’ the subject site and have very large
backyards, with trees and other vegetation at the
rear, and it's not considered that the proposed
variations would have any undue impact on
these properties. Given the development
potential of these sites it 15 likely that they will
also soon be redeveloped for higher density
mixed use purpases and it is considered that the
development is appropriate in this context;

» The R-Codes would allow for & 6rm high, zera line
wall to be constructed along the north western
ar south western side boundary, stretching two
thirds the length of the boundary. The proposed
setback of the building, with a substantially
reduced boundary wall height with varying
setbacks above, is considered to have significantly
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less of an impact than such a permissible wall;

«  Onthe south eastern side, the variation sought
Is for a minor portion anly at the front of the
site, and with limited openings does not result
in an averlooking or other amenity iImpacts. The
remainder of this side of the building (excepting
the stairwell) is setback at 5m in excess of the
4m reguirement, allowing for mare articulation
and less overshadowing of the sensitive private
open areas at the rear of the building, and on
this basis is considered a belter outcome than a
compliant 4m setbacks;

* Asnoted sbove, the development 15 designed to
ensure there is no overlooking inta the outdoor
living areas or majer openings of any adjoining
sites, and ensure that walkways, balconies and
majar openings on the subject are well setback
from adjoining properties, to further reduce the
impact on the adjoining properties;

« |he sethacks ensure adequate light and
ventilation into all surrounding properties, as
can be seen on the overshadowing plan, which
dermonstrates that less than 25% of the adjoining
property 1s avershadowed, complying with the
requirements of the R-Codes; and

e Inaddition to the varied side setbacks, and as
noted above, the impact of the wall is broken up
with different materials and treatments, including
glass, feature render, brick and patterned metal
screening

On this basis, we believe the variations sought are
appropriate and should be supported

Car Parking and Access

This application proposes a 0.25 bay variation to the
deerned to comply visitor car parking provisions of the
R-Codes, providing 4 bays in lieu of the 4,25 (rounded to 5)
bays required.

Clause 433 of the R-Codes allows for consideration to be
given to the availability of on-street parking in accordance
with the following:
P31 Adequate car and bicycle parking pravided on-site
in accordance with projected need related to:
» [hetype, number and size of dwellings;

« [he avalability of on-street and other off-site
parking; and

e The proximity of the proposed development in
relation to public transport and other facilities
P34 Some or all of the required car parking spaces
located off-site, provided that these spaces will
meet the following:

o The off-site car parking area is sufficiently close
to the development and convenient for use by
residents and/or visitors;

o Anyincrease in the number of dwellings,
or possiole plot ratio, being matched by a
corresponding increase in the aggregate number
of car parking spaces;

» Permanent legal right of access being established
for all users and occupiers of dwellings for which
the respective car parking space Is to be provided;
and

»  Where off-site car parking is shared with other
uses, the total aggregate parking requirement
far all such uses, as required by the R-Codes
and the scherne being provided. The number of
required spaces may only be reduced by up to
15 per cent where the non- residential parking
occurs substantially between @ am and 5 pm an
weekdays.

The proposed variation is considered to be very minor,
being only 0.25 bays, and cansistent with the above
objectives given there is sufficient room for several cars
to park in Gwenyfred Road close to the development, at
the side of the site at the corner of Canning Highway.

In addition, many of the units will have their own two
bays. Indevelepments such as this, when units are only
designated one bay, wisitor parking is generally occupied
by permanent residents with a second car in any case
rather than actual visitors. In this developrment, 13 of the
larger units, will have access to a second bay and will
therefare nat need to accupy the visitor parking, freeing
it up far actual visitors. The visitor parking will also be
clearly delineated from the exclusive use residential bays
through marking on the bays themselves

Visual Privacy

Minar variations to the visual privacy requirements are
sought in relation to the setback of several of the upper
level balconies, as identified in the table above. Along the
south eastern boundary, screening to balconies and the
communal walkway ensures that there is no overlooking
over this more sensitive single dwelling.
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The R-Codes allow for visual privacy to be considered
in line with the ‘Design Principles’ of clause 4.4.1 of the
R-Codes which states:

P11 Minimal direct overlooking of active habitable spaces
ond outdoor (iving areas of odjocent dwellings achieved
through

o building layout, location;

o design of major openings;

+ landscape screening of outdoor active habitable
spaces; and/or

» locaotion of screening devices.

The City of South Perth then have a Visual Privacy Policy
(P350.8) which provides further guidance in determining
compliance with these Design Principles, stating that:

Where an applicant seeks approval via the Performance
Criteria path, this Policy requires the written justification
and detailed drowings to demonsirate thot:

i, thereis no sensitive area within a 25.0 metre
‘cone of wision' from an active habitable space or
outdoor living area on the development site; or

I where there is g sensitive area within o 25.0
metre 'cone of visian which would be averlooked,
effective screening measures will be implemented
to prevent overlooking of such area.

The Paolicy also defines a 'sensitive area’ as:
o) includes

(it any private courtyord, swimming pool areq,
barbecue area, ouldoor eating or entertaining
areq or other area used reqularly or
intensively for outdoor recreational purposes,
not visible from the street; or

{ii) any habitable room window which does not
face the street, whether or not such window (s
visible from the street.

bl does not include:

i) any portion of the adjoining lot which is visible
from the street;

fii) extensive back gardens unless usedin the
manner described in (a)i) above; or

{1} any habitable room windows, balconies,
terraces or front entrances which foce and
are visible from the street,

Refer to Figure & — Cone of Vision Diagram

We understand that the multiple dwelling developrent

to the rear of the subject site does not have any major
openings or outdoor living areas which would be
considered ‘sensitive areas’ in accardance with the above
which are visible from the subject site and within 25m

of the balconies. Overlooking onto this rear property

s therefore considered to be compliant with the City's
Policy. Avery minor portion of the 7.5m cone of vision
does impinge on the residential property to the directly to
the south, however due to a very large evergraen tree on
this property and other vegetation, the outdoar living area
of this property will be well screened from the proposed
balconies

On the north western side of the subject site, averloaking
from the proposed balconies of Units 11 and 14 is indirect
(Le. from the sides of the balconies only) and the 25m
cone of vision only includes extensive back gardens which
do nat appear to include any courtyard, alfresco areas or
the like. Overlooking from these balconies is therefare
considered to be compliant with the City's Policy

Also along the north western side, the balconies to

Units & and 13 are just within a 25m cone of vision of
the rear facing windows of the adjoining property, with
the remainder of the 25m cane of vision being over an
extensive backyard area. Itis not know whether these
windows are to living areas, where screening would
ordinarily be required under the City's Policy, or to
laundries and bathrooms or the like, where no screening
would be required.

In determining whether screening should be required

to these balconies, it is important to firstly note that this
property s zoned R80 and 15 likely to be redeveloped
soon for commercial or mixed use purposes. Future
developrnent is likely to face Canning Highway and
Gwenyfred Road rather than the subject site, may
incorporate setbacks from the boundary, or could
otherwise have regard for existing developrment to
ensure there is no overlooking between the properties.
In addition, the overlooking requirernents of the R-Codes
reflect that differential levels of privacy are expected in
high density areas compared with low density areas,
thraugh reduced setback requirements for balconies
and windows. This is a relatively recent addition to the
R-Codes, and is not reflected in the City's Visual Privacy
Policy. Itis considered that the same principles can be
applied to the extended cone of vision in the City's Policy,
which if reduced by even a few metres would exclude
these potentially sensitive windows.

No. 1-3 €
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Figure é - Cone of Vision Diogrom
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On the basis of the above, it 1s considered that the
proposed overlooking is reasonable in the context of
the use of these adjoining properties, and likely future
redevelopment.

Sustainability

It is noted that the City's Sustainability Policy does not
provide any set requirements which developrment must
meet, except that the development must meet the
statutory requirement under the Building Code, which
will be assessed at the Building Permit stage. The Policy
does however require that wherever practicable, the site
planning and design of proposed residential development
should employ sustainable design elements.

I'he development has been designed with north facing
outdoor areas where possible, to allow for access to
northerm winter sunlight. Shading along the north western
elevation is provided through the use of deep balconies
and awnings for the summer months. Single depth units
and the open walkways to the south also provide excellent
opportunities for cross ventilation minirmising the reliance
on mechanical cooling

Landscaping will be designed as low water use with
further detail to be provided prior to a building permit
being sought. Landscaping areas have been minimised
and there area no water features or pools proposed from
which evaporation constantly occurs, Materials used are
rendered masonry, brick, treated metal and glass which
are proven building materials to stand the test of time with
imited maintenance,

In relation ta the operation of the building, natural
ventilation to the carpark will reduce reliance on electrical
systems. On this basis it 1s considered that the proposed
development in generally well aligned with the City's
Sustainability Policy.
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Conclusion

This application has been prepared by TPG Town Planning,
Urban Design and Heritage in conjunction with architects
Zuideveld Marchant Hur, on behalf of Gwenyfred Holdings
Pty Ltd. It proposes the redevelopment of the site into a
high quality, architecturally designed residential building,
comprising 17 multiple dwellings and associated car
parking

The design is of & contemporary nature which frames

the street and complernents the character of the
streetscape, providing an appropriate step down from
future high density mixed use development along Canning
Highway to the residential neighbourhood of Kensington
beyond. The development will retain both existing street
trees, including a significant gum tree in the verge. The
proposed dwellings either address the street, of the north
west, taking advantage of the site’s solar orientation, and
opportunities for views from the balconies at upper levels.

The proposal is strongly compliant with the cbjectives
and intent of the City of South Perth's Town Planning
Scheme Na. &, Directions 2031, the Capital City Planning
Framework and other relevant local planning policies the
development will provide a valuable addition to the area
and dwelling diversity, providing housing for younger
people and downsizers wanting to remain close to their
existing networks.

It is considered the developrment is highly consistent wath
the intent and vision for the area, and on this basis, we
therefore respectfully request the approval of the City and
the Metrapolitan Central Joint Developrment Assessment
Panel
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Certificates of Title
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REGISTER NUMBER
8/P2172
DUPLICATE DATE DUPLICATE ISSUED
EDITION
WESTERN AUSTRALIA | N/A N/A

RECORD OF CERTIFICATE OF TITLE 861 42
UNDER THE TRANSFER OF LAND ACT 1893

The person described in the first schedule is the registered proprietor of an estate in fee simple in the land described below subject to the
reservations, conditions and depth limit contained in the original grant (if a grant issued) and to the limitations, interests, encumbrances and

notifications shown in the second schedule, §

% 3
REGISTRAR OF TITLES  “eise®

LAND DESCRIPTION:
LOT 8 ON PLAN 2172

REGISTERED PROPRIETOR:
(FIRST SCHEDULE)

GWENYFRED HOLDINGS PTY LTD OF LEVEL 5. 160 ST GEORGES TERRACE. PERTH
(T M721938 ) REGISTERED 31 JULY 2014

LIMITATIONS, INTERESTS, ENCUMBRANCES AND NOTIFICATIONS:
(SECOND SCHEDULE)

1. *M721939 MORTGAGE TO WESTPAC BANKING CORPORATION REGISTERED 31.7.2014,

Warning: A current search of the sketeh of the land should be obtained where detail of position, dimensions or area of the lot is required,
E 1

* Any entries preceded by an astensk may not appear on the current edition of the duplicate certificate of title.

Lot as described in the land deseription may be a lot or location,

END OF CERTIFICATE OF TITLE

STATEMENTS:
The statements set out below are not intended to be nor should they be relied on as substitutes for inspection of the land
and the relevant documents or for local government, legal, surveying or other professional advice.

SKETCH OF LAND: 861-42 (8/P2172).

PREVIOUS TITLE: 599-118,

PROPERTY STREET ADDRESS: 1 GWENYFRED RD. KENSINGTON.
LOCAL GOVERNMENT AREA: CITY OF SOUTH PERTH.

NOTE 1. DUPLICATE CERTIFICATE OF TITLE NOT ISSUED AS REQUESTED BY DEALING
K937692
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ltem 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED
ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).

Attachment (C) Applicant supporting report
L.T. 9
i
CERTIFICATE OF TITLE
VOL 86l  FOL «L
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ltem 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED
ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).
Attachment (C) Applicant supporting report
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Item 10.3.4

PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED
ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).

Attachment (C) Applicant supporting report
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Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED

ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).
Attachment (C) Applicant supporting report

.

mmsﬂﬁ AND sucuu&mmgs R‘ERE:RRED TO.

7
illian Wik s Lo

‘-unrnlr-'e.lr_;rm: n bnrl
5 Aok 190 UJ;_' [,i tha

PHro vl gn g ) DAL ST P LD ANl o ianrs AIOM e g Ao oty

7 ra - o B
P A Y- i S - LA U —— &

ra address A E e - = . Fa
sk egeahal W GTE AP O e at ety S s A

Ay ke of Vielo e 7 - 7 eIt ‘.
Gt k

iu -“ntum pep \Hftllrln

@ ;7.;3 @l X e

Assistant f{en:'atrar af Tithes.

Vil n
. . '\C%(S}u«f—w ’

ﬁ!b !..‘I.;n'.iE f-f(/,’?/;f"!ﬁff 1/ //4{,‘ :yf AEE IS ST Moitgage W354064 to Rustralia & New Zealand Banking Greup Led. /]
Registered 19th Septembar 2000 av 8,27 hrs.

R !‘}"‘fm‘d/'} rigsat Ao A G!l’ Jﬂ-; l{("—(‘

glh-m«m -F

>

St

235 g0 554065 to Australia & MWew Zealand Banking Group Ltd.
b s 055 ,;/4, i Hortgage HSSAD6S
]bilﬂﬁn! "IL AFA /9 ¥ / i / s ————

Rapiceged o ffr/(.éw s #55 Saidl Sr &
3 | ;

i —

TERCHTERe CIB1TL6 of Morbmmge BIS0G
RAeglstared 29th June 1382 at 2.25 o'c.

Mortgage C3B17LE to The W.4, nlrnpe' Credit Society Limited,

. ST ARERT) ,

TRETY

Raglatered 294

S .
Dischargs CTLB18L of Mortgage CIHITLE. Registered 11'th
April, 198l at 9.02 o'e.

i Mortgige CTLO1S6 to A.C.C. (ADVANCES) Limited,  Hegistered
| Yith April, 198 at 9,02 o'c.
lDrsrna.lg.L CO5TB16 of [‘jl_::r"l.lgg_ge CT4BIB6. © Feglstered 13th February 1985, .. == -
: lat 2.45 o'e.
. "'!: }
K :r ar lgemlz C?l"?ﬂ 8 'la _ngys‘_ﬂuim ng Society Registered 13th
" February, 1985 at 2.45 o'c. B]smmn"vn
| ' =
Horlgage FE30941 to Home 8u1ld|ng Society Ltd. l'te;;is;é:e::_f&{;ﬁ;}ch
1895 at 16.00 hrs, r ﬂ
DISCHARCE
‘Discharge 662307 of Mortgage C957418. flegistered 21st December
(1995 [at 19,05 hrs.
Digehardge 662308 of Mortgage GBI0MI. Hegistered 21st December
19957 a€79.05 hrs.
MordGaqe 662309 to Bamk of Western Australia Ltd.
Registered 215t December 1995 at 9.05 hrs.
-~
Mortguge 662310 Lo Bank of Western Australia Ltd.
Registewed 215t December 1995 at 9.05 hrs.
Dlschatye WSS4061 of Mortgage G62309. Reglstered 19th Septomber i
| 2000 ati8.22 his..
Discharge HS54062 of Mortgage GB2310. Registeged 19th September -
2000 at B.22 hra. '
; CERTIFIOATE oF Trrie,
Registered Vol. fﬁ(’loi.fé‘g'
LANDGATE COPY OF ORIGINAL NOT TO SCALE Thu Apr 16 12:09:54 2015 JOB 47458908 (

I andnate

Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 — DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 98 of 396



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED
ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).

Attachment (C) Applicant supporting report
REGISTER NUMBER
9/P2172
DUPLICATE DATE DUPLICATE ISSUED
EDITION
WESTERN AUSTRALIA 1 18/7/2002

RECORD OF CERTIFICATE OF TITLE %66 47
UNDER THE TRANSFER OF LAND ACT 1893

The person described in the first schedule is the registered proprietor of an estate in fee simple in the land described below subject to the
reservations, conditions and depth limit contained in the original grant (if a grant issued) and to the limitations, interests, encumbrances and

notifications shown in the second schedule, §

% 3
REGISTRAR OF TITLES “eise®

LAND DESCRIPTION:
LOT 9 ON PLAN 2172

REGISTERED PROPRIETOR:
(FIRST SCHEDULE)

GWENYFRED HOLDINGS PTY LTD OF LEVEL 5. 160 ST GEORGES TERRACE. PERTH
(T M254159 ) REGISTERED 29 APRIL 2013

LIMITATIONS, INTERESTS, ENCUMBRANCES AND NOTIFICATIONS:
(SECOND SCHEDULE)

1. *MT723793 MORTGAGE TO WESTPAC BANKING CORPORATION REGISTERED 1.8.2014.

Warning: A current search of the sketeh of the land should be obtained where detail of position, dimensions or area of the lot is required,
£ 1

* Any entries preceded by an astenisk may not appear on the current edition of the duplicate certificate of title.

Lot as described in the land deseription may be a lot or location,

END OF CERTIFICATE OF TITLE

STATEMENTS:
The statements set out below are not intended to be nor should they be relied on as substitutes for inspection of the land
and the relevant documents or for local government, legal, surveying or other professional advice.

SKETCH OF LAND: 966-47 (9/P2172).

PREVIOUS TITLE: 896-601,

PROPERTY STREET ADDRESS: 3 GWENYFRED RD. KENSINGTON.
LOCAL GOVERNMENT AREA: CITY OF SOUTH PERTH.

NOTE 1. DUPLICATE CERTIFICATE OF TITLE NOT ISSUED AS REQUESTED BY DEALING
M254160
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ltem 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED

ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).
Attachment (C) Applicant supporting report
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ltem 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED
ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).
Attachment (C) Applicant supporting report
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ltem 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED
ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).
Attachment (C) Applicant supporting report

Appendix B

Architectural Drawings
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ltem 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED
ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).
Attachment (C) Applicant supporting report
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Item 10.3.4
Attachment (C)

PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).

Applicant supporting report
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Item 10.3.4
Attachment (C)

PROPOSED |7 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).
Applicant supporting report
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Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).
Attachment (C) Applicant supporting report
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PROPOSED |7 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING.

LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).
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PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).

VIEW 1

ZUIDEVELD HUR
AULTIPLE DWELLING DEVELOPMENT
-3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON ;LIZL‘.‘.‘.LL‘.":.'.".L;. o T

Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 — DAP Attachments for Consideration

FORLAUATRATITS PORFOLIS ONLY

Page 119 of 396






Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).
Attachment (C) Applicant supporting report

5 _—
N s 1 s o P
~ ~ e e S o e ——
P e et ———
2 - ~ibac. - S ) - -
e R s S
R -~ DR fog

= T ;.v_;-z',-,.’

ZUIDEVELD HUR
AULTIPLE DWELLING DEVELOPMENT : £ DLAN : :
-3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON el ey

F 6189227 0600

THES 05 TRE COPTRIGMT MATERIAL OF 200 OLYELD MARCHARY NUK P17 LT

FOR LLUSTRATIVE PUMPOLLS ONLY

Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 — DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 121 of 396






Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).
Attachment (C) Applicant supporting report

ZUINDEVELD HUR
AULTIPLE DWELLING DEVELOPMENT J ECTUR
-3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON w o 268

THIS S TG COPYRICHT MATERIAL OF 200 04VELD MARCHMANT MUR PIVY (70

TOR AUNTRATINE PURPOTEY ONLY

Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 — DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 123 of 396



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED
ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).
Attachment (d) Applicant further information report

PERTH

Your Reference: 11.2015310.1
Qur Ref: 715-402

3 Septernber 2015

. . . ® [
Chief Executive Officer )

City of South Perth i" L Q)
Civic Centre N
TOWMN PLANNING

Crn Sandgate Street and South Terrace URBAN DESIGH AND HERITAGE  ANNIVERSARY
SOUTH PERTH WA 6151

Attention: Trinh Nguyen

Dear Trinh,
DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION - LOTS 8 & 9 (NO. 1 & 3) GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON

| write in relation to the City's letter of the 18 August 2015 requesting additional information regarding the
development application for the above rmentioned property, and your subsequent meeting and discussions
with Eleanor Richards from our office. We are pleased to provide the following information to assist with the
City's determination.

The City's letter was divided by dot point into several different issues. Each point is addressed below.

1. Retention of existing verge trees

The City's letter states that with the current crossover design, the existing gum tree in the verge of No. 3
Gwenyfred Road will need to be removed, as the crossover is proposed within 3m of the trunk. The
cormnments received from the public during the cansultation period (further discussed below) expressed a
strong preference for the retention of the tree, which we agree is a strong feature of the street and worthy of
retention. To avoid the need to remove the gum tree the crossover has been reconfigured with a 3m setback
now provided to the trunk,

The amendments do result in the crossover being pushed further west, closer to the trunk of the other,
smaller tree in front of No. 1 Gwenyfred Road. This tree is much smaller then the gum tree, and would have
much less of an impact on the streetscape of Gwenyfred Road if it did need to be removed and replaced,
however our preference again is to retain the existing tree, which is likely to be possible as the crossover
remains over 2m from the trunk. If the City requires that this tree be removed, is it requested that a
condition to this effect be imposed.

2._Public Consultation Comments

It is understood that the City received a number of objections during the consultation period for the proposed
development. The concerns raised are addressed in the attached table.

3. Survey Plan and Building Height Calculation

A survey plan has been provided as requested. The building height limit has also been shown on sections AA
and BB for clarity.

PERTH OFFICE

Level 7, 182 St Georges Tee PO Box 7375 Cloisters Square Telephone +41 8 9287 8300 The Planning Group Wa. Pty Ltd
Perth Western Australia 000 Perth Western Australia 6850 Facsirmile +61 8 9321 4786 ABN 36 097 273 222
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4. Street Montage

As requested, a street montage has been prepared to show the proposed development in its street context.
Future potential development along Canning Highway is shown indicatively, to demonstrate how this
building aligns with the future planning intent for the area. It is important to note that this elevation cannot
illustrate the wider site context within which the building sits, including the large, two storey corrmercial
buildings which sit directly opposite the site on the northern side of Gwenyfred Road.

5. Residential Boundary Walls

The R-Codes currently allow for a boundary wall, with a maximum height of 7m and average height of ém
along two thirds the length of a side boundary. The City's Residential Boundary Walls Policy 350.02 replaces
the deemed to comply provisions of the R-Codes, stating that boundary walls will not be approved where

* .the City considers that such wall would adversely affect the armenity of on adjoining property or the
streetscape in relation to the following amenity factors:

i streetscape character;
i, outlook from:

a.  the front of an adjoining dwelling or its front garden, if the proposed boundary wall is located
forward of that adjoining dwelling; or

b.  any habitable room window of an adjoining dwelling;

i visual impact of building bulk where the proposed boundary wall is situated alongside an outdoor
living area on an adjoining lot; and

v, amount of overshadowing of a habitable room window, or an outdoor living area, on an adjoining lot.
The omenity impact of the boundary wall will be deemed to be acceptable where the portion of the
proposed dwelling which conforms to the R-Codes Acceptable Development setback will overshadow
this window or ouidoor living area to an equivalent or greater extent than would the proposed
boundary wall.”

The Policy goes on to state that where a proposed boundary wall is situated adjacent to an outdoor living
area on an adjoining lot, in addition to meeting the provisions of clause 5 of this Policy (as above), the wall is
to be no higher than 2 7m measured above the finished ground level of the adjoining lot, and that boundary
walls should generally be setback 6m from the street. The Policy also states that boundary walls will
normally only be permitted to abut only one side boundary of a lot, but the City may approve walls on both
side boundaries, Where the development site is wider than 12m, walls will only be permitted to abut both
side boundaries where one of the boundary walls is set back at least ém further from the street alignment
than the other.

Further discussions with the City have indicated that the boundary wall on the north western side of the
building is not considered to be a significant concern, given these properties have a commercial zoning with
the same R80 density coding as the subject site, and are likely to soon be redeveloped for the a similar type
of development to that proposed on the subject site. On the south eastern side however, the City has
requested further justification for the proposed boundary wall given it abuts a lower coded R15 site. This wall
is believed to be appropriate based on the following:

*  The solid portion of the wall is located completely below the fence height of the adjoining property,
being only 1.5in height. Above that, the boundary wall comprises a translucent glass screen, which
will allow light to pass through into the adjoining property, while still providing privacy.

»  Thewall is well setback from the street at over 8m, behind the main building line and is therefore
not anticipated to have a significant impact on the streetscape.

*  The boundary wall is not located forward of the adjoining dwelling which is also setback 8m from
the street. This section of the adjoining property is also used as a parking area, and it is not
anticipated the wall would have a significant impact on the outlook from these properties.
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*  The boundary wall is not located adjacent the outdoor living area of the adjoining property, which is
located at the rear. While the adjoining property does have a series of major openings along this
side, the overshadowing arises from the building itself, which is setback over 5m at this point,
greater than the minimum setback required by the R-Codes.

6. Dverlooking/ Vertical Cone of Vision Diagrarns

The plans have been amended to show screening to the south western side of the balconies of the rear units,
and the north western side of units 2, 8 and 13 to fully comply with the deerned to comply provisions of the
R-Codes on these balconies. On this basis it is understood vertical cone of vision diagrams are not reguired.

7. Driveway Gradient

The City's letter requests that the applicant prepare and submit a letter which acknowledges responsibility
for any access difficulties that may arise, without any future recourse to the City of South Perth. The
developer is happy to prepare such a letter and we request that a condition to this effect be placed on the
approval

8. _Car Bay Dimensigns

The City's letter requests further information demonstrating that the car parking dimensions comply with the
relevant Australian Standards. Additional clarification has been sought frorm the City's Engineering
Department and it is understood the City is now satisfied that the development will be able to cornply with

the relevant standards. No changes to the plans are therefore proposed in this respect.

9. Visitor Parking

The City's letter requests that an additional bay be provided as visitor parking, to fully comply with the
deemed-to-comply provisions of the R-Codes. The provision of visitor parking is discussed in the table
attached to this letter.

To accommaodate additional parking, we will construct an embayed car park in the verge in front of No. 1
Gwenyfred Road (where on-street parking is currently precluded), in the same location as the crossover
which is to be rationalised under this proposal. Clause 6.3.3 of the R-Codes allows for consideration to be
given to the ability of on-street parking. including whether such parking is located sufficiently close to the
development and convenient for use by residents and/or visitors, and it is considered that the embayed
parking achieves this objective.

10._Overshadowing

The overshadowing diagram submitted with the development application takes into account the ‘azimuth’ of
the sun reasurement, L.e. the angle from true north at which the sun actually sits, and therefore represents
a more accurate measure of the actual overshadowing that will occur than if the measure was taken from
magnetic north. Given the R-Codes state that buildings *..shall be so designed that its shadow cast at midday,
21 June onto any other property...” does not exceed certain limits, it is considered that this is the
measurement that should be applied. This overshadowing represents less than 25% of the adjoining site
area which is comnpliant with the relevant R-Code requirements.

11._Green Building Design

The City's letter requests confirmation that the building will comply with the sustainability requirements of
Policy P350.01, including meeting a 4 Star Green Star rating or equivalent. Further correspondence from the
City has indicated that the City would be prepared to accept a condition to this effect, and we therefore
propose that the following condition be placed on any approval:

Prior to the issue of a building permit, the owner is to submit to the Council a copy of documentation from
the Green Building Council of Australia or an appropriate alternative sustainability report certifying that the
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development achieves o Green Star rating of at least 4 Stars or an equivalent determined appropriate by
the City.

17 South East Elevation

The City's letter requests amended plans to show the windows to bedrooms of units 3, 4, 9,10, 15and 14 on
the South East elevation plans, This inconsistency was an oversight due to the windows largely been
screened, and the plans have now been updated as requested,

13. Proposed Boundary Fencing

The City's letter requests further information with respect to the proposed boundary fencing, stating that
open style, slat fencing is not acceptable and solid fencing is required. Open slat fencing was proposed along
the northern western boundary, however the spacing on the slats can be reduced via a condition of approval
should the City determine solid fencing necessary.

14. Photographic Record of Building

The City's letter states that the City will require the submission of a detailed digital photographic record of the
building prior to dernolition. The owner has no objection to preparing such a record and submitting it to the
City prior to demolition works commencing and we anticipate a condition to this effect would be placed on
any approval issued for the development of the site,

Plot Ratio and Setbacks

Further advice from the City has indicated that the City has concerns about the plot ratio and setbacks
proposed by the development, It is understood that the potential impacts on the property to the south east of
the subject site are of particular concern. The development does indeed propose a variation to the deemed
to comply provisions of the R-Codes with respect to plot ratio (1:1 or 1,088m?), proposing some 1.316m” of
plot ratio area, representing a plot ratio of 1.21:1. The corresponding design principle allows discretion to
vary these requirements, if the bulk and scale is in accordance with the local planning framework and is
consistent with existing or future desired built form of the locality.

TPG's original submission report contained justification for the plot ratio and setback variations sought. This
notwithstanding, since the application was lodged, the WAPC has released Planning Bulletin 113/15 which
armong other matters provides guidance with respect to granting variations to the multiple dwelling
standards, in particular plot ratio. The Planning Bulletin encourages local government to prepare and
implement a local planning policy to appropriately deal with multiple dwelling development proposals
seeking variation to the R-Codes ‘deemed-to-comply’ standards, and states that the WAPC supports a
maximum plot ratio bonus of 25 per cent for R30 to R8O codes, with which this development complies,

With respect to boundary setbacks on the south eastern boundary. the deemed to comply provisions of the
R-Codes require a 4m setback for majority of the building wall (excepting that portion which is permitted to
abut the boundary as discussed under point 5 above). This application exceeds this requirernent with a 5m
setback along the majority of the wall, excepting a portion towards the front of the site, and the stairway at
the rear that are both setback at 2.5m,

In considering whether the City should vary the deemed-to comply provisions of the R-Codes with respect 1o
plot ratio and the south eastern side setback we reguest that the following be taken into account;

»  |fthe plot ratio on the twa lots were calculated separately, the plot ratio area on No, 3 Gwenyfred
Road (where the property adjcins the lower coded R15 area) is some 566m’, which represents a
plot ratio of only 1.04:1 on that site, which is only a very minor variation, With the development
taking place over two sites, the plot ratio area is pushed towards the north western side of No, 3,
much further away from the adjoining residential property than would be the case if just the one
site was to be developed, such as under the previous proposal recommended for approval by the
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City's officers. A plan illustrating the proposed setbacks compared with the previous proposal
recommended for approval by the City's officers is shown below and demonstrates that greater
setbacks are able to be provided along the length of the boundary than this previous development
which was determined to be appropriate;

e Ifonly No. 3 was proposed ta be redeveloped, a 3m side setback would be fully compliant. The
proposed design with 5m setbacks along the majority of the length of the wall allows for more
articulation and less overshadowing of the sensitive private open areas at the rear of the building,
and on this basis is considered a better outcome than a compliant 4m setback;

*  The bulk and scale of development is highly consistent with the planning framework, being located
entirely within the building height limits set by the City's Scheme, The scale of the development is
also consistent with that anticipated for future development along Canning Highway, and the
existing large-scale two storey commercial development opposite the site;

*  The reduced setbacks at the front of the building are essentially for two storeys only (as viewed
from the street), allow for a strong streetscape appearance and also reinforce the established side
setbacks along Gwenyfred Road, The variation sought is for a minor portion only at the front of the
site, and with limited openings does not result in an overlooking or other amenity impacts; and

*  The subject site is an R80 development site with a permitted building height of 10.5m under the
City's Scheme, where there should be an expectation for a more intensive built form than the
reminder of Kensington Street.
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Based on the above, and the information contained within the original submission report, we respectfully
request the City's support for the proposed plot ratio and minor setback variations sought.

Design Advisory Commitlee

The proposed plans have also been considered by the City's Design Advisory Committee (DAC), who were
supportive of the proposed design, The DAC made the following comments in relation to the design:
+  The DAC agreed that the development provided graduated street setbacks.

«  DAC agreed that the landscaping obscuring the blank walls of the service reoms at the front of the
development and the provision of passive surveillance of the street was a.good design outcome.
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¢ ltwas suggested that visual relief be provided for two largely blank large walls. These walls are
noted to face the side boundaries and would be visible from the street.

*  The Advisory Consultants were suppartive of the side setback variations, as the building’s design
was observed to assist in providing articulation to the neighbouring properties and has a positive
contribution to the streetscape,

¢ The development was observed by the Advisory Consultants to be designed to mitigate impacts
upon the neighbouring properties, by design elements such as the provided street setbacks and the
submerged garage.

To address the third point raised by the DAC, additional highlight windows have been provided to the walls
along the south eastern side of the building. The other comments made by the DAC are supportive of the
development, and indicated that the DAC considered the overall building form and setbacks to be appropriate
for the area, and represent a good outcome for the developrnent of the site.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the public submissions and the City's concerns. Based on above
information, and the positive response to the application from the City's DRP, the proposed development is

considered 1o be a positive overall contribution to the area and worthy of approval.

Should you have any queries or require clarification on any matters please do not hesitate to contact Eleanor
Richards or the undersigned on 9289 8300.

Yours sincerely
TPG TowN PLANNING, URBAN DESIGN AND HERITAGE

/] /
Z {-’:}A f

David Read
Director

Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 — DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 129 of 396



PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED

Item 10.3.4

ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).

Applicant further information report

Attachment (d)

"3AOGE Z Juiod 0 J3jay

‘wajgoud ay) Buipunoduwiod osie (apebug ali4 ‘asuenquuy

'301)0g) SARIYBA SaIASS AUabIauIT UIim 193015 oimuag 01133115 ABpuodas e

SE pajeal] Si peoy pasiuamg 18a4s yoivuag o} 136 o) 519315 apis pue peoy pasfuame
NiU SINJ-LI0YS S¥e] 'Bale ay) SpISIN0 o) ‘(Sasng pue syonJ) Buipnul) sapdiyaa

40 Jagquinu AJeuipIoRX3 UB JaLN4 'uoiedo) siy) Joj ajeidosdde Jou si juawdojansp
pasodoud ay] 188.1s au) YBnouy) ssaoLL JBY) J1el} JO [2A3] pue paads au buiznpal

1B paLLIE UoNDas pajjoAuod aue) 31buls e <) wawidojansp pasodoud ay) 1e Ajlaalip

pecy palfuama au1 Jo UoN2as 3y 'SSa3e dudes 3y 03 anp AlIGISIA PalILUI BUI YIM
Aenadsa 2yjeu Jo 1xa Aua Syl yim 3dod 03 UoHeIO) SIU] 1B MOLIBU 001 SI18aNs3y] | £

"13Jes 552463 pue ssace Bunew

‘UMOp MOS 0} Juawidoansp siyy woyy Bunixa pue BuLsjua s3iya sBeInodus J)im suediyy

3y "sanss| uedyubis se AJusp! SUDISSILUGNS AU L21YM 133115 yIMuag 0] INd-LIoyS B Se 133J1S
SIU} SN 0} SI2NYSA JOJ IANUSDUI 3L} 30NPaL PUB J1jel] Umop mois diay o) aunseaw Buiued Jiyed
B SE PaeIsuUI U32q SBY LIy 2UBIYD 3UL 4O YNS3J B SI UOIIEI0] SIYY 1B 193435 U} JO SSaUMOLIBU
ay| uswaseq auy ul papinoad ale sheq ye Ajuo uanb moj aynb aq o) pajediue siuswdoiaasp
3yl wou) BulisLie SUaLUBACLU JO J3GUINU 3Y) uaudojassp au) Ag paiedausb diyen ay)
3lEpoUULUOIIE 0] )1 JoJ AYIGE SYI pue UOIED0] SILY] 18 13315 3U) JO SSsuMOoJIeU ay) o) spieBal Ui

"an0ge | Juiod o} Jajey

‘peoy paupfuama Buoie Bunyied 19a01s paiwi) Apealie ay) aonpal pue peo

s1y1 BuIssa00e S1B2 3oL OE 153 18 318340 |IM 'ABMBALP 3AIIaNIISqO pue snouafuep

B 21B2UD |)IM 2SNoYUmMO) Jad Snpe 7 15e3) 18 yim sbuiamp £ | Bunealsn “Aessadsu
SS3UN peod siY! Jo asn uaaa.d 0] pue Jiyje jo paads ainpal o} JiXa,/Aus aue) a\buis
e Buiaq peoy paujfuamg Jo Juiod 153moJIeU 150U BU) 1e paledo) sl Auadosd palgnsay) | 7

‘AEP YJEa SjusLUaAOLW

aPIYaA Jo Jaquunu i) Buianpal Jauuny ‘siseq Ajlep e Uo 123 I3y} 351N JoU pinom Sjuapisal Auewl
18Ul Aj3wN S1 1 suBaW salnod sng snouea pue A auyi jo Awxo.d sy Jed auo asn Aejnbal

1o aney Ajuo few syuspisal sased Auelu ul ybnouy) ‘'sheq om) aaey o) sbujjsmp jo Ajuolew sy)

Joy smolje papliaold sfeq jo Jsquunu ay] “Bunjied Jed Jo siunouue Juedlyiubis yim siuswudo)aasp
Buisnoy padnoub ab.e; pue jeinlallulod sapnjoul Apealle Udiym 13815 aU) Jo 1xS1uod

3y} ul Juedubis aq 0] paspisuod jou S| Juawdoaasp au) woyy Buisiie JyjeJ) jo Junouwe sy
"2npalqo

siy1 seaz1yde Bunied pafequua ay) 18yl paiapisuod si )l pUB ‘'SIOYISIA JO/PUE SJUapIsal Ag asn Joj
JUSIUAUDY pue Juawdo)anap aU) 01 35012 AlUapiyns paledo) si bunjed yans Jayiaym Buipn)oul
‘Buppied 1@a1s-uo jo Anige ay) o) uaalb aq o) UOIIBJAPISUOD JOJ SMOIB S3P0D-H 3yl JO ££'¢ 3sNe})
“JaN0S5013 1un)ap pasodosd au) Se UoIIed0) SUIBS aU) Ul ‘pRoy paljAusme | "ON Jo JuoJj u abian
3y} Ul yied Jed pafequua |BUONIPPE LB 1NJISU0d |jim am ‘Buled |uoIippe S1epoLUIUIcIIe 0]
“Buisued

JBD JO)ISIA O] UoNE|as Ul sjuawlalinbad Aduwioo-o0)-pawssp syl 0] uoleuea Aeq Gz' Jouiud fuan

B 51 343U "S5pod-Y 8yl Jo suoisiaoid Aldwod-o)-pauussp su) Japun palinba) wnuwiuiw Aeq 9
ay) Buipasoxa Ajenueisqns 'sheq enuapisal pajeubisap pe Sapinold JuaLudoanap pasodoud ay)

BNy pUodIsS /1S

Yaivdag Buipn)oul suoiaasialul Aquesu Asng Apeasie je aseauou) Auedyiubis osge fm
Juyjen ay| eapadsiad A)3jes peos e Woly S)gejdandeun 1sow si siy| (3ay paiyy ajqissod)
anuany puo2as pue AemybiH Buluue) usamiag peoy pauiuame Uo plezey J1yel)

ay Burseaunoul Jsyuny Bunped 19935 Lo JUEDYIUBIS 0) PES [)IM SIY | “2J0J3G SEM 1 1EUM O)
paJedwod saun 5'g payduse si wajgosd ay) 19a41s auy) oo Buned moytano o1 Buipes)
152nb pue sjuspisal ay 03 Bunpied oy 13183 Ajsienbape o] Jeadde 1ou saop jesodosd ay) | ¢

asuodsay

Jes) pue bBupped Jen

asiey anss
P =] I

Page 130 of 396

Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 — DAP Attachments for Consideration



PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED

Item 10.3.4

ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).

Applicant further information report

Attachment (d)

HJOMS B

Bujuued JuBAB|3 U1 JSpUN PSYSIIOBISS 81IS BLj| 10) UOISIA 81 Yim UBIe 11am 0] palapisuod

Si pue 'aNs 10algns au) 1oy 9541 Ag 18s spu) wyBiay Buipying aul uiyym faeduiod s ybiay
pasodoud ay | -Sieudoldde Aj3anus ase pasodoud jey se yons sjuawdojansp Bumamp sjdipnw
aJaym gy papod si alis 1slqns ay) pue Ajuo Jyblay ul sAzu01s aa.y) st Buipying pasodoud sy

‘Risuap winipaw o) mo) Buiuiewsas Ag sawoy

213U} Jo anjea 1eaLo1sIy pue ABa)ul US)oBIEYD BU) UIBIEL 0) YSIM Sluapisal Jo AjLolewy
15BA 3} pue LolbuIsUY Ul sBuIp|ing A3J0)1S-1N0j OU BB 813U) 198115 SIY) JO 3pIS
LI3IN0S ay) uo pajedo) wawdolansp Alsuap ybiy,/uunipsw suo jou si auay) sBunamp

‘anoge g ulod oy uajay | 1Buis aue peoy pasplusmg jo spis siy) Buoje ssipadoud e se ¢ Jaguunu paseyaand ap ol
‘Auadoud 133lgns
PRUIBIUIBW S| SS3308 Jes]d pue ABMaAP 8U) WoJ) uoisiA 3paduwi o) Se 36.€] 05 10U 3JB S3BJ13YL | ay; o) ssaa0e Aemanip Jea]d poch Mofje 10U op S3aJ1 853U ‘Aljeuoippy ‘adedsiaans aul
‘PAUIBIAL 2B 353U} 3INSUI 0} SPUSIUI usWIdojanap pasodoud auy) uo 1eduwl Aaanebau )M SILL UM PI2JSIUI IO PSADLUSS 3 10U PINoYS 3534 PEOY
pue adedsisauls ay) jo Wed Juepodur ue ulloj 'aal) wnb abue) auy Auenaued 'saal Sunsie ay) paJjfuama) £- | Jo Juoly ur 3Buaa ongnd auy uo saau) Jueoyubis abue) Auew ase aisy) 6
‘PUOA3Y Juswdojanap enuapisal ayy pue ‘femybiy Buiuue)) buoe
JUaLIdojeAap |BIRIawLI0d pue asn paxiw Ausuap Jaybiy ‘auniny usamiag soepsiul ue apinod
o] papuaiul si Juawdojanap pasedoad ay| “wuioy Jing Asu01s om] Ajaleulwiopaud e sasiduuod
pue 'sjuawudojanap buamp padnosf Joj padojasap AjaJ1ua 1SOWIE Uaaq Sey PeoYH paJjiuame ‘uebuisuay ol Buinow Joj sisyio Aueul pue
40 3pIs aysoddo ay) 1ey) pajou S1 )| ‘peoy paJjiuama Jo apis sIY) Jo Japuiwual ay) Buoje sbumamp | Ajuie) A UoSEal BU) SEM UDIUM QINGNS PUE 133115 3U) JO 193] 3y 133)4e A|asianpe pue
Aau03s 3)6uis sy uey) JuawdolsAasp Jo 8]E35 pUE LWIO) 1USJBYIP B Joj padojanap aq o) papuaiul | adedsiaalis sy o) abueys Apubisun ue sjuasaid sil] ‘esle Buipunolins sjeipauuull 3y
f)JEap auojaIay) S1 pue swaydg s A)0) ay) o) Juensind gy psuoz uasq sey alis Palgns ayl | ul sBumsmp Jo 18yl yiim JUs)SISUoD Jou S| uoipnnsuod pasodead ay) jo adueseadde ay| g

a0 pue adeasizans ¥ng wbisH Buiping

'3A0CE 7 1U100 0 J3jay 'eale Bupied aul Jo ubisap ayy yum Jeniuley
aq im oym s1uapisal Jusuewad Ag Auenoied 'asn Joj syenbape A)12841ad aq 0] palapisuoa

“Jado)aAsp au) Aq suop Asains dijel) e juem | 'asn siay) Buibeanoosip Agalay; pue asn

210913V} 3J8 puUe 'spiepuels uelensny syl yim Alduos o psubissp ussq asey sheq )y 0} 1NDIIp Wiy Bunjelu yipim WnWIUIW 8)mMosqe Ue je sAeq Jed jewsjul pasodoud ay) | 4
'5anss| DIyel] Busixa pue sNowUSS aY) 31egUa0exa 1,UOP UV} 'SIIUSA JO)
anoge | Juiod 0] Jaj2y Auado.d ay) uo wooJ 3, US 213y} §| '31ge1datdeun pue JGRUICYIRUN S| PEOY paliusme
‘321 18a11s Buiisixa syl anoLual 0 asodoud Jou Ssop uonedndde sy Jo wiod 15amoJseu au) Je abuan sy uo Bunped moje o1 sal ablej e o jerowal ayy | 9
‘umop sJe3 Buimos Ul 1sIsse Aewl pue 'may) Jied)
apadwi 0} pajediijue Jou osje s ) Buned pafequua Buisg “Jounu Jslemuwllo)s Jo adeas)aalis
auy) uo 1oedwi uedyubis Aue ag pinom 21ay) p3jedidiue 10U S111 UORE30] SIY) Ul JSADSS0LD
Bunsixe ue s| auau) uang ‘woneandde sy AQ panowal 3 0) S| LPIUM ‘pey pasiuamg | oN "SaNSS| JIYJEJ] U J3]eMULI0]S 35Ned
o) Janassoun Bunsixe aup jo oy ul ‘Aeq Buned padequua ue ur pasedold St Aeq 4B Ja)ISIA 3UQ pue adedsiaans ay) uo 1aedul 1jiv siU) se papioddns aq Jou pinoys abusa ayy ul Buued | g
‘31IS U0 paulRjuod aq |)im SAeq wiapue) ay)
Buissaooe yym paieinosse sauul jiem AUB 05 13A8] JUBLLZSE] aU) uiylim 3Je seale Bulansouew
IV "SPI0YaSNoY UMo J1au} uiyim juswabuelse siy) abeuewu jm sjuednaoo pue uawiuede
auo o] paiebajap aq Im Aeq wapue) yze3 ‘Buiisia ase Asy) siuspisal sy Aq ease Bupjed ted ayy "BaJe pauyuod e u) Bused ajgnop - jeanesd
01Ul p3ZZNQ 20 0] SJONISIA JOJ MOTIR 1]IM LDILIM ‘LUCDIIUI U BIA PISS028 aq 1)im Bured Jousin ay) | 1ou siueneunBiyuod Buied -sa1eb pasop puiyaq - 3)qissadde 1ou S| Buyied aysuo sopsip | &

asuodsay

pasiey anss|

Page 131 of 396

Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 — DAP Attachments for Consideration



PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED

Item 10.3.4

ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).

Applicant further information report

Attachment (d)

-fanod nem Auepunog s A7) aui jo suoisinold |essuab au) pue
S3p07-H 3Y3 ylog Yum juie|duwucd 8¢ 0f paAsi|aq S )|em ay | PayIele si 3jgel SIYl ydiym o) Jens)

uo 19edull asebau e aney 1M Niem Aepunog pasodo.d ay ] “aduspisal BUNSIXa auy Jo
WwawhAofua pue ‘Aaeaid ‘Aluswie ay) 1oeduw Apueaiiubis v Sy '8snoy SN Jno se
ybiy se 1souwne siybiay jlem siu “sauapisas Bunsixs sy jo sseds Buiuiepsiua Joopino
pue saoeds Buiag Auewiud au) o) Juadelpe py paJjiuamg g o Auepunoqg syl uo Apoaup
Nem ybiy wz | g e siynsad |im doj uo Usauas wg'| jeuoiippe ue yum jiem Buiuielss ybiy
wizg'| pesodoud 8y ‘saipadoad Buipunouuns auy uey) Jaybiy wzg | 19A9) Jooy punolb

ay) Ul passaJppe si Ajjedynads nem Auepunoq ay) jo pedw) ay] anoge g| pue g|'gjulod 03 Jajey TERIIUE UE Ul S)NS3J yed Jed Juswiaseq punoJb mojag-1was syl Joy jesodoud ay) 8l
luawdo)anap |enuspisal Busixa Jo 2)eds pue Ja1eleyd
3y} Yyim AuoULIBY UL S| JUSLUGD]SASP M3U JBY) SUNSUS pUe SBaJe |enuspisal jo Aluaue
ay aoueyus pue pienbajes, ‘g'on awayds Builueld umo] Yuadg yinos Jjo A1) syl jo
BNOQE £ | pue O|'g juiod 03 133y | 4 anipdalg Ssniinalgo swayds, (7) 9| 85Me)) Uiim Spojuod juawudoiassp pasodoud siy| 1Al
JusLIUOJIAUS Y|INg Bunsixe
'BNOGE €| pUe p1'g julod 0] Jajay 3} YN 3)gnedulod JoU S| pUB YNg SAISSSIXS JO SULIS) Ul 8]EDS-1an0 Siiesedoid siy, 91
SECT) S
ay) Buoje Juawidojansp Jayuny 1o Juapatasd e ULI0) 10U 310J213U) ||IM pue ‘peoy pauiluame 133415 a3y} Jo Ja1Ieseyd
40 Japuiewal ay) ol Buiuoz 1uasayip Asn B Sey aYIS 193lgns auU) SAoge 9| pue g lulod 03 J3j3y | 3ul Jo 3siuap ay) oy Suipes) 193)y3 oulwop e o} pesa) 1w uoneandde syl jo 1enoldde ay| Gl
‘sadnod J3ylo pue (ssdwod AN Juswidojsasp
au yamym yiisa syiwun yBiay Buipping sy Buipnpul awsyas s Al au) yim souerduiod
sannbas isnl Afesauab yium Yyuad uinoes jo A1 ayl ul Juswdoasp (enuapisas e Joy Aned 3]e2s pue ¥ng Buip)ing pue ‘aunjaauyale uispoul auy) 'adh) Buniamp 2yl 01
1esauab e s1°zpgd fonod ‘(einaiued ui 6z abed) Lodal uoissiuugns 1eulblo 5,941 Ui passaippe | psebas yum Aueinoiued *Juawdojaaag 1enuspisay Joy saunsping ubisaq 1e43usg, Zoed
3.e suonelapIsuod Aluswe jessusb pue Ayignedutod adeis1aalls 'sacde (| pue g lulod 0] Jajay fanod 1o 954 Jo (u) pue ()52 Sasne)] yim Ajdulod jou op sbuliamp pasodaud ay) 71
“alis 122(gns auy) Jo} a1eidoudde ag o) paJspISUOD 310j1aL)} S| pUB S3p0J-Y 3U) Jo sjuswalinbal ‘eaJe fysuap
4l 5pa20xa “Auepunog 1583 yinos au) jo Lybus) au jo Alofew ay) Buole pue 's3POJ-H | mo) e yons Ul Aueww oo AdWIS SI SHUN ([) UBSIUBASS 10045 UBIH 193415 Juay 0} dn
auy) Jo siuswIaliNbal YIBgas JU0l) 3} SPasdXa ‘swlsuds syl Jo 1biay sqissiwilad wnwixew au) pue jaau1s 261039 Jano peos aanus ay) Janod pue jenuapisal 21Buis g1y aie sbumamp
J3pun §| JuaWdo)aAsp aU | 'B3.e PIPO3 JaM0) 3l Lol Aeme ‘PRoy paljiuama | 'ON Lo p1edo) 35341 JO I PApUBIUI S1 1es0doud SIU] 3JaUM SNUSAY PUODSS O} PROY PALJAUIME JO
Aj3B.e) s1¥1nq jeuUonippeE SIYL “MOTje pinom SSpo-y aU jo suoisiaoud Ajdwiod o) pawaap aul 3pIS LINos sy} uo sbulllemp (g 1) UsapIul Ajuo aJe a1y ‘adedsissuls aul Uim Juasisuod
1eum Uey) wbsgzz jeuoiippe ue Buiaq 'eale ollel jojd jo wbsy | ¢'| awos Buisodoud juswidojaasp 50 10U )M SBUINaMP SANNW pasodoud 3U} "3pIS LIBLINOS 3U) Uo Aueindied
3U) Y)im 'S3p0D-y SY1 Jo onel 10]d pasodoud U} ) UONIBLIEA JOUILU © %335 S30p JUBWIAOJaASP 8UL | sBuipying jenuapisa: 36uIs J0 pasidwied Ajaleuiwopaid si peoy pasjiuame) ‘ssipadoid
‘anoqe (| pue g juiod o] J3J8y G1Y Buoqybisu o) uoiuodoud o Ino ApSea 51 juawIdo)aA3p SILY Jo JRIS pue yINgaY] | €|
"SaWoY Ja1aeleyd AUIBW 3U) JO SMjEA |BILI0ISIY 3U) SuILLISpuUn
AINpun piNom pue eJ0]) pUe euney Jo Uonanpal e sLus1qosd bupyied ‘asiou pue dilel
paseasoul o] 2np Ajualue Jo Sso) ybnouy) uawdoianap iyl Aq Ajasianpe paldage ag
‘BAOGE ()| pUB g 'Z wiod 0] J3jay 1|E PINoMm peoy aumopsue] pue peoy palAusme Yiog Ul SNUSAY pUo2as o ¥201q 8yl Zl

‘anoge p| pue g juiod 0] 135y

asuodsay

JUaWIUOIIAUS Ying Bunsixa U yim s)qnedulod jou S| pug Sjiun Jo Jaquanu
pue az15 auy} sMd ®NG SNISS30X3 JO SWIS) Ul 3]8as-Uan0 SI jesodoud Siy) 3A3130 I

pasiey anss|

Page 132 of 396

Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 — DAP Attachments for Consideration



PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED

Item 10.3.4

ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).

Applicant further information report

Attachment (d)

‘peOY payiuame) Buoje syIBq1SS SpIS PaYSIIGRISa Ay} dJojula)

0s)e pue soueleadde adeds)zans Buolys e 1oy moje '(18311S aU) W) pamaia se) Ajuo shaiols
0] Joj Aenuassa ale Buipling ay) Jo 1UoJy ay) Je SHIBJIes Padnpal ay] iead 3yl I8 lamiels

au 0] pue BunEmp auy) Jo 1U0J) 3U) 0} SUOND3S J|eLUS Joj Ajuo pasadold ale suoneles Jouly
waeqgias Wi juenduiod e ueyl Buiping sy jo Jeas 2yl Je seale usdo ajead aalisuss

3y Jo BUIMOPBUSISAC S53] puUE Uonenaiue asow Joj Buimonie *Buipying ay; jo Aluolew au) Joj wg
13A0 JO YIBQISS B UM “uBpuncog ay: Jo Yi1Bus) sy Jo Aluolew syl Joj sluswwuaininbal yoeqias uwy

a3y} paadxa SYIeqIas |aad) Jaddn sy Jiem Aepunog ay) o) 199dsal yim sacge g| Julod o) J3jsy "sBumsmp Ausuap Jamoj uadelpe auyy o) paebas Buiney Jusiiynsw ale syoeqies ayl | vz
‘Buiping ay) Jo apis wIsisea yinos sy buoje Buipino.d Aluo Aemsiem pauazuds e yum ‘uonnjjod SSI0U PUB |ENSIA SWOS JDU1Sal 1SES) 18 pinom yoiym Aemybi Buiuuen
'sawoy |eluapisal 3)6uis ayl uey Jayies femybiH Buiuue] pue 19a.1s sy aey s1ea9) Jaddn ay| By JaUIe] S3LU0Y |BNUBpISa) 3BUIS aU) 938) 0] SWS3S |aA3) Jaddn 8y enuassa
Jnogubiau Buiuolpe au) Jo ubiay 20uay SI 9IS SIY) U0 28 135 Juenduled e aA3I12q 3z Tenuapisal 2)6uis o) Joop 1xau 1ybi s)

31 MOjaq 10 punoJB mojaq AaUnua 1SOUE PaUIRIUCD S YIBAISS 1L 34Y] '3A00E g| tuiod 0 Jajay | Y2Iym JaAs0sIBYM yDBY 13S ou S| aJay) ley) sueadde 1l lesodosd syl jo spis yinos s up | g7

#eqas buipiing

‘B3se 3y}
Ul AYsuap au 03 aseaunul jeuouodoldsip Ajuo Jou SISIY] ‘905, AQ AISUSP SUY) asealoul
ancqe £| pue pl'g wiod o] 133y PINoA 11 Y1 18Y) sueawl Yaiym sBuimamp 1ua.ina om) acejdal pinom sbumamp /1 zZ
ZWivg jo abelane ue aq 0} pasu |Im SHUN Su) ey
uanb soiel jo)d o} spuebad ul 0gy Joj sluswialinbal apod-1 aU) J@aL JouU S30p ZWERs0|
"anoge g1 wiod o} Jajey Uo S)IUN £ | 1BY} 3431130 am SUB)d aul Ul peiou JoU 31E SEaI. JIun |enpialpul yBnouy \Z
sanss| ApJedoal ul 3q piNo2 sHun 3sauy) Jo SIUSPISaL Jo Uleay
. . ) 1BlUSL 31 pue Juedyubis S| asealaul 0} SwLD Joy jenusiod ay] ewds aq o adinbas
Uijeay |BIuaL Jo SLUIID Ul 3SB3dUl AUB UL NS pinom JUSWAdo|aAsp siy) Jey] 33Uspins ou 1 sl AISS303U §0 PNOM SA1j3t 21Enbs gg0|. 10 3R PUE] IEUIS 3] USAIG UM SyUn
“syjomiau Bunsixa iayy 03 3sop ulewsu oy Buiuem siszisumop pue sjdoad tsbunok 353U} JO 3215 24} JO UONUSLU OU puly 05)8 PIN02 ap), ‘Baue AjISusp mo) B Uans Ul Auewl
Buipnpu ‘syuednaoo jussayip jo sbues e Joy 13)ed 0 suondo buisnoy jo sbues ssianp e Jo 00 AdUUIS S1SJiUN (£ |) USSIUIASS 1BNUSPISas 2)BUIS S [ 118 2.8 3PIS SIY] UO |00UIS
uoisinald 3yl sauinbay pue sabesnodus Ydiym 'puodsg pue | £z suolaa.g Buipnpul yiomaule.y YBIH 199415 1U9Y 03 dn pue 139115 961089 JAAC PEOJ 3UNUS 3U) ‘PIIPU| TENUSPISA
Buruued 21Ba1e1s ay) Jo Sanaalgo auY) PUB 'S3Pod-Y AUl LM JUBdLUoD aJe Sazis Bunjamp auy] 2)6uis ‘5| 4 aJe sBunamp asay Jo [y Papuiul s jesadoud siy) alaym m_._c.m__&
"9AOOR £ PUE p1'g Wiod 01 Jagsy puol3S 0 peoy pasAuama) Jo 3pIS YINes auy uo sbumamp (¢ |) usauyl Ajuo ase alay) 0z
oney 1014
" adeasizans ayy yum )gnedulod 10U S| 31B3S | NG au)
% Jaleleyd sdedsiaslls ay) Saueyua Jo anissaud, o) buljiey Ag ueld 1punaly uoibuisuay
"aA00e €| puR OL'g Wiod 01 133y 3y} Jo sannaalgo ay) 138w Jou sa3op Juawidojasap pasodoud a4y 18U aA1jaq | &1

Auadoud Ino Jo spJeh yIeq pue JUoL) ay) pUe SWooJ SgelIgel LU MaIA aU)

pasiey

anss|

Page 133 of 396

Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 — DAP Attachments for Consideration



PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED

Item 10.3.4

ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).

Applicant further information report

Attachment (d)

#zdosd wiayinos auy 01 3leawiad | e e smopuim 3S3U) UDRAI [[IM UNS OU 3I3UM SUIUOLL JSIUIM Ul AJENJILIEY “SMOPUIM
01 yB11Aep Mmopje |m ainjeu Juadnisues syt ‘Auadosd ay) 03 saul ybis aandsqo im Buipensnieq asau) ybnoay) 1yBiuns jeaNieU Jo 1wnowe S4) SanpPaJ A13I8ASS |IM pue (UooJpaq
3U) IslIyM 'ssa0e bnAep alenbape nsus o} (jamlels 8u) Bundadxa) WNWILIL WO | jgisewy auy pue sw0os Buinl Z) S30e0S Aqelgey Ulew ) SIeduul MOPEYS 3y} Jo Jie se
pajeIndils Ay} WoJ) Q' | |BUOilppe Ue yoeqias uaag aaey Auadosd Buunogybisu sy uo sease Buipying Bunsixa auy 1Dedwi ApueaLIuBIS M SIY) Se (IPunad AQ payRaLd AuBnolouy ag
m.C___P__ Q] HCWUW.—EW @C_ﬂ.__ﬂﬂ ayl jo mCD_tOn_ .‘__CMUCDDQ W2)SES-UIN0S 24 Q1 22u=ia)a. _m_uwn_m UM SIYL 1IN} SILUI 8p02-1 3yl mr__ﬂmmuxm 0] 3502 Kan DU 3457 S13I0]q ZUWIHG B JO ZLWIEE |
"BMOQR 7 Juiod 01 Jalay A1p3.1100 py pasyAuamg G Jo MopeySJIaA 3Y) PaIEIN2IE sey Jadojanap auy Buiwnssy |£
“Jamod Jejos
Jo &s5n 3y} 1Peduwl AeluswLIsp pinom yaiym Jybnuns oy ssadde Bunsinsal Ag siuspisad
"anoge 4z Juiod 03 358y ‘fuoys sjgnop uans Jo “uois 3)Buis Buunoqubiau 1paye Ajaianss pinom jesodoud siu) 0c
‘Aadod uaselpe ay) jo eale A)IS AY) JO GHSZ PRI
10U Sa0p Juawdoaasp ay) wol) saiadoud Juatelpe ojuo 1sed mopeys ay) Buunsua £q sapon 'saneds Buian Buniaui-un pue yep ul Sumnsal 'saiadold asayl
-y 83U} Jo sjusawalinbal Aduuod-0)-pawasp syl ulm juenduied si jusuido)sasp pasodoud ay) Jo Buimopeysiaao Ul jnsau pue sbulamp s1oqubiau suj uo ssodwi [iw jesodoud ay| &7
BuimopeysJsang
‘auun Aue 1e BuININ0 S1aA3)
asiou Buuiepaiua pue aley ybnoloy) jesausb Ulog yim ‘sauapisal Huiolpe oedw
0SIE M SABM Yjem uado asay wioyy Buisopd pue Buiuade sioop Buinea) pue Buinle
*BunyBi ds mo) alelodiosul pinom Uaiym Nwisd Buipiing | s1doad Jo Sjsas) asiou 8y -aouspisal Bulisixa aul Jo SWooJ S)GBNgey Syl 01Ul SUIYS J)IM
2 Jo uoIssiuugns ayi o Joud Ai7) auy 03 papiwigns aq o) ueid Bunybi e Bulinbal \eacidde Aue 'D3leAllIe JOSUSS Jo Lo Apusuewussd ale Aau) ssuyiaum 1Bl 1e shem yjem usdo asau)
U0 UoRIpUOD B asodul pinom A0 3y pajedidnue sty Bunjooliaao dois o) (Buiuasids auinbai Jou woyy Bunybn Aunoss sy esuspisal Bunsixa sy Jo S83eds S|QENGEY SU} UO HOOUSAD
Op Y21uym $3p07J)-Y U} Jo siusulaslinbas Busoopiaso su) Buipssdxs) paussuds aie skemyem au] pue yaeduw weayiubis e aey 1)im pi paajiusme) 6 o) uo Buidey shem syjem uado sy a7
‘(apis AemyBiy Bujuue)) ayy ojuo 1) saipadozd Bunsixe woy) Aeme pays
3q pinoys siy] 'seale Buia) pue woolpaq uiew Jno o) Juadelpe Aj@ieipauiull Siuydiym
£3J8 Y23p |BUNLILLED 3Y) 85N 0} 3pidap 21doad Jo J3guinu e J 13A3] 3siou auy) auibewl|
noA ue) “Aoeaud jeucnippe ou iayo |jim spelismeq ssejb we'| e jo uoippe ay | “foeaud
‘Buroo)aso Aue ugiyun ing Auadoud Buunoqubiau ayy ojul pue Ajuawe ay) uo Pedwi Haanebau [m ps payAuamg ¢ Jo SWooJ Sjgelgey ay)
B Mo i yaiym 'sseld Jusdn|suel) s1 usauds /apelsnieq sselb sy anoge 9z Juiod o) Jspsy | 01 Jusdelpe A)1Rauip pue sAcqe LUZG | BaUR 3238p JeunuIWoD pasodo.d auy) jo uoneso) au| 1z
'SaP0J-Y AUl O |9 3sne)D Jo siuswanbal Adulod-01-pauusap auy)
YIM 30UBpJodoe Ul 'saluadoud 1enuapisal Juadelpe o] saul 1ybis 3un2sqo ()i yaium Aiepunog ay)
Jo yibua) sy Buiuuru spesisnieq sselb 1Wsonjsues) Wwe| e yim pallly 89 o} ae Juepunoq ulsisea
-Inos ay) o} jusdelpe Aemyjem pue ¥2ap jeunwiulod pasodoud au] “Buip)ing syl Jo SjaAs] Jaddn
ay) 0] sa0inap BUIUSBIIS JO UCIENEISUI Ul UBnoJy) passalppe udaq aney suJaduod Bupoopang ‘passalppe Ajsienbape usaqg Jou sey Aoenid |Bnsip 97
AJBALId 1BNSIA
‘fuadoud Suiuiolpe au Jo spieAYdeq pue Jucl) Syl pUB 'SUIoos
‘anoge g Juiod 0] Jajay S1qelIgey Wy mala 34 uo 1eduw aaebau e aaey 1im iem Asepunog pasodosd ay) c7

Page 134 of 396

Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 — DAP Attachments for Consideration



PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED

Item 10.3.4

ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).

Applicant further information report

Attachment (d)
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ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).

Applicant further information report

Attachment (d)
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ltem 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED
ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).
Attachment (€) Engineering Infrastructure comments

Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 — DAP Attachments for Consideration

Application for Planning Approval Sdﬁthl’ —
Requiring Engineering Comments T —

GENERAL COMMENT: Yes
VEHICLE MOVEMENTS: Yes
ONSITE PARKING: Yes
STREET TREES: No
CRrossoVER DESIGN: Yes
VERGE TREATMENTS: No
GROUND LEVELS: No

LOWEST POINT OF STREET: No
(DRAINAGE ISSUE)
Bus STOP RELOCATION: No
OTHER: No

ENGINEERING COMMENTS IN RELATION TO ABOVE:

General Comment

Vehicle parking is provided in an under croft garage serviced by a double width ramp.
Ramp gradients are at the maximum recommended grades at 1:12 and 1:4 respectively
(AS2870.1). The dlgebraic grade change is 16.5% on the ramp. However at the interface with
the footpath the “summit grade change” at 15% exceeds the recommended grade change
that ensures the underside of the vehicle does not scrape on the ramp. The ramp grades are
oufside of the requirements of TPS & 1.e. the first 3.6 metres to be at a gradient of 1:12 and 1:8
thereafter. The City will require some statement from the Applicant acknowledging the fact
that the ramp does not satisfy the requirement of TPS é.

As a residential development of 17 dwellings (referred to as a low vehicle volume
development] the peak hour generation of movements will be considerably less than the
number of movements typically serviced by a two lane driveway. A combined movement of
30vph or more would result in two vehicles needing to pass (at some time in thaf hour) and a
ramp/driveway width of at least 5.5 metres would be expected. With the crossing being
restricted in width fo the minimum of 3 metres fo maintain a clearance around the verge
free as determined by City Environment [nominally 3metres clearance) the excess width in
the ramp could be marked as a shared area for cyclists and pedestrians.

Car Parking Layout

The plans as submiffed do not provide any dimensions for the bay modules. There is every

reason to believe that the bay module would satisfy the requirements of AS28%90.1 af 2.4

mefres width, 5.5 metres length and a central aisle of 6 metres. Provision has been made:

« af the columns for extra width/clearance between bays;

= 1o position the columns towards the rear of the bay and away from any door opening;
and

+ for the addifional one metre length in the "blind aisle™.

The parking bay module in TPS 6 is only marginally wider at 2.5 metres. There are no issues
with the layout that meets the minimum requirements as recommended in AS28%0.1.

Property Line/Boundary Level

The Property Line/Boundary Level is set by the existing footpath and is not to be alfered to
accommodate the development unless it is determined otherwise by Engineering
Infrastructure.

Stormwater Drainage Design Requirements

The development is located within the South Perth Drainage Precinct and classified as a
Type 2 Residential Building as defined in Policy P354 [Stormwater Drainage Requirements for
Proposed Buildings) and Management Practice M354.

1/é
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PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. | & 3 GWENYFRED

ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION).

Attachment (€) Engineering Infrastructure comments

Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 — DAP Attachments for Consideration

Application for Planning Approval Sﬁﬁfhl’crth
Requiring Engineering Comments

A separate stormwater disposal application is required to detail all condifions relating to the
design and installation of stormwater apparatus, as well as a Certificafion from the designer
that the treatment safisfies contemporary standards and/or the requirements of the
Management Practice.

The general principle that applies to developments within this precinct and the City generdlly
is that all stormwater falling on the site is collected, contained and disposed on site.

Trees on private property

Existing trees are being removed for the development, and a requirement of the new
development should be the planting of a new free within the property, with a minimum
mature canopy of 3-4m diameter. Location and species of this tree should be indicated on
the plan.

Crossing

The proposed crossing is located at the eastern end and start of the slow point. The slow
point extends across the full fronfage of the combined lofs.

The crossing Is required fo be:

+ located at the specified distance from the trunk of the street free, and will be not less
than 3 mefres in width nor greater than 4.5 meftres;
will be a right angles o the footpath and in line with the ramp/driveway;
consfructed in concrete with the apron curved to maintain the continuity of the slow
point. The apron will be constructed with a "lip” not greater than 25mm above the guiter
level;

« afleast 125mm above the gutter level at 300mm and 150mm at 500mm from the face of
kerb;

« consfructed with the path section through the crossing be refained in concrefe and
clearly defined as being confinuous; and

s generdlly in the form of the crossing as defined in the Policy P353 and Management
Practice M353. The radius turnouts will be as determined by Engineering Infrasfructure on
receipt of the “Crossing Application Form™.

As with the stormwater approvals a crossing applicafion must be submitfed and approved
by Engneering Infrastructure prior to construction. The crossing will be checked for
compliance during and post construction,

Planning Approval or the subsequent issuing of a Building Permit by the City is not consent for
the construction of a crossing. As described in Management Practice M353 a ‘Crossing
Application’ form must be formdlly submitted to Infrastructure Services for approval prior to
any works being underfaken within the road reserve,

Flease see the link below fo reference the above mentioned management practices:

hitp:/ficosp/SitePages/Governance-Management-Practices.aspx

LES CROXFORD
Name: quqg?r Date: 23 July 2015
Engineering
Infrastructure
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Requiring Engineering Comments T —

ENGINEERING COMMENTS IN RELATION PROPOSED CAR PARK IN THE VERGE IN FRONT OF
NO. 1 GWENYFRED ROAD:

See Engineering Infrastructure response to the original proposal (10 January 2013). In
essence the development as proposed at that time could not be supported without
substantial changes to the traffic management measure. The development was
subsequently modified (considerably modified) to retain the existing crossing location
to #3 Gwenyfred Road which then largely removed the need to modify the “slow
point":

"Possible retention of current crossing

If an approved redesign of the infernal structures leads to the retaining of the existing
crossing locafion, upon review by Engineering it would be anficipated that the Traffic
Managemeni Device could be largely retained in ifs current form.”

Also referenced in that response was the Proposed Verge Parking. The intent of the
El response was unrelated to crossing location but to the traffic management
measure: “The proposed formalised verge parking arrangement in this location is not
permitted and due to the possible road safety ramifications it must be presumed by
the Developer that no formal/informal parking of any description will be permitted
within the road reserve abufting the property. As a result of this finding any statutory
requirements relating to the number of required parking bays must be fulfiled within
the property".

The Cities Street Verges Policy P210 states in part: “The City's preference is for verge
freatments fo be predominantly planted lawn and/or garden, however other
treatments such as brick paving and synthetic turf may be approved in cerfain
circumstances (refer to Street Verge landscape Guidelines)'.

Brick paving or other hard stand for the purpose of establishing a verge parking bay
would not normally be the circumstance intended above.

The Guidelines referenced in the Policy (Greening Streets — Street Verge Landscape
Guidelines — part only) details the requirements:

“Approvdl for Paving or Other Hardstand and/or Synthetic Turf

Trees can be severely damaged by soil compaction, damage to their roots, 'collar rot’
and lack of water and nutrients. Our sfreef frees are a valuable asset that need fo be
protected. In order fo protect our sfreet frees, and aid sformwater management, the
following verge freatments require individual assessment by the City.

These treatments require a written application fo the City. They must NOT be installed
PRIOR to receiving wriften approval by the City.

Paving

* Public amenity and streetscape aesthetic will be taken info account as parf of each
assessment.

* Paved areas should nof provide formal verge parking, unless approved in wrifing by
the City.

*Verges cannot consist of more than 50 per cent of hardstand area. This includes
driveway crossovers + foofpaths + all hardstand materials including concrete, asphalt,
paving, and synthetic turf. (The excepfion is for verges of less than 1.5 mefres wide, not
including the width of the footpath: and isolated remnant portfions of verge less than
om?2; where it is not practical to maintain a natural lawn or garden).”

The City has not approved paving of a street verge for the parking of vehicles. The City
as part of fraffic calming works have paved a portion of a street verge to replace off
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Application for Planning Approval SouthPerth
Requiring Engineering Comments

street parking lost as a result of retrofitting the traffic measure to the streetf. The City
has also enabled the widening of the road cariageway to accommodate a street
parking bay. In this location it would a complete redesign of a very effective entry
and slow point.

The plans as submitted marked the crossing to former #1 Gwenyfred Road “fo be
removed" as it no longer provides access to the property and therefore redundant.
This is consistent with the Local Law that requires all redundant crossings to be
removed.

If the expectation is to widen the slow point to accommodate a pardllel to kerb on
street parking bay then El will require a more detailed plan of the variation before
approval could be considered.

46
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SouthPeLth
L TTEE—

MEMORANDUM
To: Mark Scarfone, Senior Statutory Planning Officer
From: Paul Edwards, Traffic & Design Coordinator
Date: 10 January 2013
File ref: N/A

Subject: Proposed Four Multiple Dwellings - #3 Gwenyfred Road, Kensington

Hi Mark,
Flease see comments below, regarding the above mentioned Planning Application.

Stormwater Drainage Design Requirements

The development is located within the South Perth Drainage Precinct and classified as a Type 2
Residential Building as defined in Policy P354 (Stormwater Drainage Requirements for Proposed
Buildings) and Management Practice M354.

A separate Stormwater disposal application is required o detail all conditions relating fo the
design and installation of stormwater apparatus, as well as a Cerfification from the designer
that the treatment satisfies contemporary standards and/or the requirements of the
Management Practice.

Although a separate stormwater disposal application is not required at this stage, it is worth
noting the importance for the designer/ Architect to provide proposed external levels on the
Site Plan. Without this information, it is impossible for the City’s fo determine overland flow paths.
This level of detail is not required at the Planning stage but would give an excellent opportunity
to provide the developer with direction on ifs stormwater design.

Street Tree
The removal of the existing street free must only be undertaken upon the completion of the
necessary application and subsequent approvals provided by City Environment.

Trees on private property

Existing trees are being removed for the development, and a requirement of the new
development should be the planting of a new tree within the property, with a minimum mature
canopy of 3-4m diameter. Location and species of this tree should be indicated on the plan.

Crossings
The proposed Crossing dimensions and dlignments do not comply with the requirements of the
City's Management Practice, M353 Crossing (Crossover) Construction.

Please refer to the link below
(hitp:/fmwww southperth.wa.gov.au/Services/Crossovers/)
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Traffic Management Device (Slow Point).

For Engineering to endorse the proposed location of the crossing it would require a condifion of
development that the existing single lane (one way) fraffic management device be removed
inits entirety and replaced with a newly constructed “two way” road section which would then
be complemented by a Main Roads endorsed raised pavement freatment located directly
outside of the property.

These broad guidelines are provided to give the Developers appointed Traffic Engineer an
initial scope for the required works and if would be a further requirement that all proposed
designs are presented to Engineering for comment and ultimate approval. All costs involved in
the design and subsequent construction of the road section and adjoining landscaping are to
be borne by the Developer as part of this condition of approval.

The identified reasons for the mandatory redesign and reconstruction of the slow point (and
associated section of road) are as follows;

1. Removal of existing street tree. The required removal of the Spotted Gum at the
entrance to the Device would diminish the effectiveness of the device for vehicles
fraversing through the slow point. This will increase the speed of vehicles fravelling
through the device and in furn increase the potential for conflict.

2. Increased volume of vehicle movements in this location. The proposed four unit
development would lead fo approximately 80 vehicle movements in and out of the
property daily.

3. Opposing Crossing. Directly cpposite to the proposed location of the crossing is
another crossing that services a unit on the other side of the street. The proposed new
location will now increase the possibility of conflict due to the very narrow road width
(approximately three metres) and the lack of formal controls requiring one vehicle to
give way to another.

4. Decreased sight lines in this location. Due fo the newly proposed crossing's location
within the slow point the sight lines for a vehicle exiting the property via a crossing in this
location have been determined to be less than the sight lines if exiting via the existing
crossing af the property. Due fo the “one way" (single lane) nature of the road section
any decrease in sight lines for drivers exifing the property would lead fo an
unacceptable increase inrisk of conflict with any through fraffic.

Possible retention of current crossing

If an approved redesign of the intermnal structures leads to the refaining of the existing crossing
location, upon review by Engineering it would be anticipated that the Traffic Management
Device could be largely retained in its current form.

Proposed Verge Parking

The proposed formalised verge parking arrangement in this locatfion is not permifted and due
to the possible road safety ramifications it must be presumed by the Developer that no
formal/informal parking of any description will be permitted within the road reserve abutting the

property.

As a result of this finding any statutory requirements relating fo the number of required parking
bays must be fulfiled within the property.

Regards
PAUL EDWARDS, TRAFFIC & DESIGN COORDINATOR
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South

Environmental Health Services

Planning Approval Comments

Details
Proposed Development: 8 & 9 (No.1 & 3) Gwenyfred Road,
(Property address) Kensington
Application: Proposed 4 -Storey Building - 17 Multiple
(Type) Dwellings
Officer: Jason Jenke
Department: Environmental Health Services
Date: 3 July 2015

Hi Trinh

Please be advised that the following comments apply:
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Attachment (f)

Environmental Health comments

Waste Management & Bin Enclosure
The bin enclosure indicates 16 x bins with no further details provided.

In assessing the volume of general waste and recycling required for o
development of this size, using the City of Melbourne guidelines for preparing a
waste management plan — 2014, The volume of waste produced by (4) x 1 bed

& (13) x 2 bed is as follows;

Units General Waste (Weekly) | Recycling (Forinightly)
1 bed 320 3201

2 bed 1300l 15601

Total 240l bins/week 7 8

Based on the calculations above, space for 16 bins is sufficient.

Please note: currently the City only collects general waste via 2401 or 1,1001 bins
and can only collect recycling via 240l bins.

In accordance with the City's draft Waste Guidelines for New Developments
"The space required for collection from the verge must not exceed one third of
the property fronfage or 15 receptacles”.

With a frontage of 24m the space for bin collection must not exceed 8m.
Please provide a waste management plan to the City that demonstrates how the

above requirements will met, including bin size and collection details. If the 8m
space required cannot be met, onsite waste collection must be undertaken.

Noise Generally

All mechanical ventilation services, motors and pumps e.g. air conditioners to be
located in a position so as not to create a noise nuisance as determined by the
Environmental Protection Act 1986 and Environmental FProtection (Noise)
Regulations 1997.

Regards

Jason Jenke
Environmental Health Officer
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