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

(3) 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. 

(4) 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. 

(5) 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. 

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

(7) 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’.  

(8) 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. 

(9) 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: 

(a)    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; 

(j)   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 



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 

& 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT 

PANEL DETERMINATION). 

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

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 4 of 396 

(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: 1088m2 (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 1342m2.   
 
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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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 
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 Some of the submissions raised 
concerns that the extent of 
consultation was not long enough, 
was during school holidays and did 
not adequately cover enough area 
given the scale of the development. 

- Officers advise that the “Area 2” 
consultation method is one of the 
largest consultation methods 
available in the policy for 
development applications, hence 
consider that this matter has been 
adequately addressed. Provision 
9(e)(iv) of Policy P301 stipulates 
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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C
ar

 P
ar

ki
n

g
 a

n
d

 T
ra

ff
ic

 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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Visitor onsite parking is not 
accessible - behind closed gates. 
Parking configuration is not 
practical - double parking in a 
confined area.  

The visitor parking will be accessed via 

an intercom, which will allow for visitors 

to be buzzed into the car parking 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. 

Visitor car parking is discussed in 

further detail in the body of this 

report. Comments noted. 

 Parking in the verge should not be 
supported as this will impact on the 
streetscape and cause stormwater 
and traffic issues.  

One visitor car bay is proposed in an 

embayed parking bay, in front of the 

existing crossover to No. 1 Gwenyfred 

Road, which is to be removed by this 

application. Given there is an existing 

crossover in this location it is not 

anticipated there would be any 

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 City’s Manager Engineering 

Infrastructure Services has 

provided advice in relation to this 

matter which is discussed in 

further detail in the body of this 

report. 

Comments noted.  

The removal of a large tree to allow 
parking on the verge at the 
narrowist point of gwenyfred road is 
unfathomable and unacceptable. If 
there isn’t room on the property for 
vehicles, then don’t exacerbate the 
serious and existing traffic issues.  

The application does not propose to 

remove either existing street tree.  

Refer to point 1 above. 

The City’s Parks Department has 
advised that the separation 
distance of the revised crossover 
between the street trees on either 
side is sufficient for them to be 
retained. 
Comments noted.  
 

The proposed internal car bays at 
an absolute minimum width making 
them difficult to use and thereby 
discouraging their use. I want a 
traffic survey done by the 
developer. 
 
There is not enough room for large 
cars, 4WD, trailers etc. to 
maneuverer within the compound. 

All bays have been designed to 

comply with the Australian Standards, 

and are therefore considered to be 

perfectly adequate for use, particularly 

by permanent residents who will be 

familiar with the design of the parking 

area. Refer to point 2 above. 

The City’s Manager, Engineering 

Infrastructure, advises that there 

are no concerns with the parking 

arrangement as proposed taking 

into account the Australian 

Standards for parking. 

Additionally, concerns in relation 

to the traffic volume are discussed 

further in the body of this report. 

Comment noted.  
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The appearance of the proposed 
construction is not consistent with 
that of dwellings in the immediate 
surrounding area. This present an 
unsightly change to the streetscape 
and adversely affect the feel of the 
street and suburb which was the 
reason my family and many others 
for moving into Kensington.  

The subject site has been zoned R80 

pursuant to the City’s Scheme and is 

therefore clearly intended to be 

developed for a different form and 

scale of development than the single 

storey dwellings along the reminder of 

this side of Gwenyfred Road. It is 

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 is 

intended to provide an interface 

between future, higher density mixed 

use and commercial development 

Issues related to building height, 

bulk, streetscape and context are 

discussed further in detail in the 

body of this report. Comments 

noted. 
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along Canning Highway, and the 

residential development beyond. 

 

We purchased number 9 as all 
properties along this side of 
Gwenyfred Road are single 
dwellings. There is not one 
medium/high density development 
located on the southern side of this 
street. There are no four storey 
buildings in Kensington and the 
vast majority of residents wish to 
retain the character, integrity and 
historical value of their homes by 
remaining low to medium density. 

Refer to point 8 above.  

The proposed building is three storeys 

in height only and the subject site is 

coded R80, where multiple dwelling 

developments such as that proposed 

are entirely appropriate. The proposed 

height is completely within the building 

height limits set by TPS6 for the 

subject site, and is considered to well 

align with the vision for the site 

established under the relevant 

planning framework. 

 

We believe this proposal is over-
scale in terms of excessive bulk 
plus the size and number of units 
and is not compatible with the 
existing built environment. 

Refer to point 8 and 10 above. 

The block to Second Avenue in 
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.  

Refer to point 2, 8 and 10 above. 

The Bulk and scale of this 
development is vastly out of 
proportion to neighboring R15 
properties. Gwenyfred Road is 
predominately comprised of single 
residential buildings, particularly on 
the southern side. The proposed 
multiple dwellings will not be 
consistent with the streetscape. 
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 and cover 
the entire road over George Street 
and up to Kent Street High School. 
Seventeen (17) units is simply too 
many in such a low density area.  

 

Refer to point 8 and 10 above.  

The development does seek a minor 

variation to the proposed plot ratio of 

the R-Codes, with the development 

proposing some 1,316sqm of plot ratio 

area, being an additional 228sqm than 

what the deemed to comply provisions 

of the R-Codes would allow.  This 

additional bulk is largely located on 

No. 1 Gwenyfred Road, away from the 

lower coded area. The development is 

under the maximum permissible height 

of the Scheme, exceeds the front 

setback requirements of the R-Codes, 

and along the majority of the length of 

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 
comply with Clauses 7.5(i) and (n) 
of TPS6 or Policy P302 “General 
Design Guidelines for Residential 
Development”, particularly with 
regard to the dwelling type, the 
modern architecture, and building 
bulk and scale.  
 

Refer to point 8 and 10 above. 

Streetscape compatibility and general 

amenity considerations are addressed 

in TPG’s original submission report 

(page 25 in particular). Policy P302, is 

a general policy for all residential 

development in the City of South Perth 

which generally just requires 
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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.  

I 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. 

P
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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 
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 

Refer to point 13 above. 

 
B

u
ild

in
g

 S
et

b
ac

k The proposal for the semi -below 
ground basement car park results 
in an artificial ground floor level 
1.52m higher than the surrounding 
properties. The proposed 1.52m 
high retaining wall with an 
additional 1.6m screen on top will 
result is a 3.12m high wall directly 
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.  
 
The proposed boundary wall will 
have a negative impact on the view 
from habitable rooms, and the front 
and backyards of the adjoining 
property. 

Refer to point 8,10 and 13 above. The 

impact of the boundary wall 

specifically is addressed in the letter to 

which this table is attached. The wall is 

believed to be complaint with both the 

R-Codes and the general provisions of 

the City’s Boundary Wall Policy. 

Issues related to the proposed 

boundary wall are discussed in 

further detail in the body of this 

report in accordance with Council 

Policy P350.2. 

Comments noted. 

On the south side of the proposal it 
appears that there is no set back 
whatsoever, which is right next 
door to single residential. We 
believe a compliant set back on this 
side is essential. The upper level 
seems to face the single residential 
homes rather than Canning 
Highway which would at least 
restrict some visual and noise 
pollution.  

 

Refer to point 18 above, the nil setback 

is contained almost entirely below 

ground or below the fence height of the 
adjoining neighbour. 

The upper levels face the street and 

Canning Highway rather than the 

single residential homes, with a 

screened walkway only providing 

along the south eastern side of the 

building. 

Proposed variations to the 

deemed to comply setbacks of the 

R-Codes are discussed in further 

detail in the body of this report. 

Comments noted. 

 

The setbacks are insufficient, 
having regard to the adjacent lower 
density dwellings.  

 

Refer to point 18 above with respect to 

the boundary wall.  The upper level 

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. 

V
is

u
al

 P
ri

va
cy

 

 

Visual privacy has not been 
adequately addressed.  

 

Overlooking concerns have been 

addressed through the installation of 

screening devices to the upper levels 

of the building. The proposed 

communal deck and walkway adjacent 

to the south-eastern boundary are to 

be fitted with a 1.6m translucent glass 

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 deemed to comply 

requirements of the R-Codes for 

visual privacy have been satisfied 

via the revised drawings and are 

discussed in further detail in the 

body of this report. 

Comments noted. 

The location of the proposed 
communal deck area 1.52m above 
and directly adjacent to the 
habitable rooms of 5 Gwenyfred rd 
will negatively impact on the 
amenity and privacy. The addition 
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).  

Refer to point 26 above. The glass 

balustrade/ screen is translucent 

glass, which will allow light into the 

neighbouring property but inhibit any 

overlooking. 

The open walk ways facing on to 5 
Gwenyfred rd will have a significant 
impact and overlook on the 
habitable spaces of the existing 
residence. The security lighting 
from these open walk ways at 
night, whether they are 
permanently on or sensor 
activated, will shine into the 
habitable rooms of the existing 
residence. The noise levels of 
people arriving and leaving doors 
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.  

The walkways are screened 

(exceeding the overlooking 

requirements of the R-Codes which do 

not require screening) to stop 

overlooking. It is anticipated the City 

would impose a condition on any 

approval requiring a lighting plan to be 

submitted to the City prior to the 

submission of a building permit, which 

would incorporate low spill lighting. 

The City’s Health Services 

advises that residential lighting is 

to comply with the relevant health 

legislation. 

Comments  noted. 
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O
ve
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The proposal will impose on the 
neighbors’ dwellings and result in 
overshadowing of these properties, 
resulting in dark and un-inviting 
living spaces.  
 
This proposal would severely affect 
neighbouring single story, or even 
double story, residents by 
restricting access to sunlight, which 
would detrimentally impact the use 
of solar power. 

The proposed development is 

compliant with the deemed-to-comply 

requirements of the R-Codes by 

ensuring the shadow cast onto 

adjacent properties from the 

development does not exceed 25% of 

the site area of the adjacent property. 

Issues relating to the level of 

overshadow from the proposed 

development is discussed in detail 

in the body of this report. 

Comments noted. 

Assuming the developer has 
calculated the overshadow of 5 
Gwenyfred Rd correctly 133m2 of a 
544m2 block is 24.4% and very 
close to exceeding the r-code limits 
(will this be thoroughly checked by 
council) as this will significantly 
impact the existing building as all of 
the shadow impacts the main 
habitable spaces (2 living rooms 
and the master bedroom) and will 
severely reduce the amount of 
natural sunlight through these 
windows. Particularly in winter 
months where no sun will reach 
these windows at all.  

Refer to point 29 above.  

With special reference to the south-

eastern boundary, portions of the 

building adjacent to living areas on the 

neighbouring property have been 

setback an additional 1.0m from the 

stipulated 4.0m minimum (excepting 

the stairwell) to ensure adequate 

daylight access. Whilst the 

balustrading will obscure sight lines to 

the property, its translucent nature will 

allow daylight to permeate to the 

southern property. 

4 storey development will remove 
the afternoon sunlight from at least 
all the homes along this side of 
Gwenyfred Road and those behind 
in Lansdowne Road - all the way to 
Second Avenue intersection.  

 

Refer to point 29 above and the 

overlooking plans submitted with the 

application. The overshadowing will 

not have anywhere near this level of 

impact on adjoining properties, and 

this comment is incorrect.   

In accordance with the R-Codes 

overshadow provisions, the only 

properties affected by overshadow 

from this development are No. 5 

Gwenyfred Rd, No. 2-4 

Lansdowne Rd and No. 10 

Lansdowne Rd. 

Comments noted. 

D
es

ig
n

 

There does not appear to be any 

outdoor clothes drying areas. We 

believe in our climate this should 

be essential. 

The R-Codes do not require the 

provision of outdoor drying areas, but 

just require that any such areas be 

screened from view from the street. 

Each dwelling will be provided with an 

mechanical clothes dryer, though it is 

envisaged that most residents would 

use a clothes horse or similar. 

The R-codes do not have any 

provisions relating to outdoor 

clothes drying areas. 

Comments noted. 

There is little space remaining on 

the lot that is not built form for 

vegetation. 

 

Lack of adequate landscape. 

Landscaping does not 

demonstrate that it contributes to 

the streetscape and is 

predominantly hard landscape 

Landscaping areas across the 

development are maximised, including 

greater front setbacks along the 

eastern corner of the development to 

allow for more soft landscaping. The 

proposed landscaping is believed to 

be consistent with what could 

reasonably be expected for an R80 

development. 

The level of landscaping is 

considered by officers to meet 

with clause 6.3.2 ‘Landscaping’ of 

the R-Codes. 

Comments noted. 

Unsustainable redevelopment Maximising the provision of higher 

density developments in appropriate 

locations is a key consideration to 

reduce urban sprawl and encouraging 

the use of alternative transport options.  

The development itself has been 

designed with north facing outdoor 

The development is to comply with 
Council Policy P350.01 
‘Environmentally sustainable 
building design’.  
Comments noted. 
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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 

shown on plans. Where does the 

rain water go? Where are the 

soak wells or maybe it’s to be 

flooded out into the street? 

Stormwater disposal will be dealt with 

at the Building Permit stage and it is 

anticipated the City will impose a 

condition to this effect. It is likely that 

stormwater will be retained on site 

through the use of soak wells. 

In accordance with the provisions 

of Clause 6.8(2) of Town Planning 

Scheme No. 6, all subsoil water 

and stormwater from the property 

shall be discharged into soak 

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 

going to be removed! Does the 

proposal fail to demonstrate 

compliance to Local Planning 

Policy P350 relating to tree 

retention. 

Policy 350.5 outlines the City’s intent 

to preserve mature trees where 

possible. Trees within development 

sites are required to be retained only 

where they will not unreasonably 

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. 

The proposal is considered to 

comply with Council Policy 

P350.5.  

Comments noted. 

P
ro

p
er

ty
 P

ri
ce

s This development could 
conceivably have an adverse 
Economic Impact on neighbouring 
properties  

 

It is not understood what particular 

component of the development this 

concern is in relation to, however a 

general comment in relation to 

property prices in provided under point 

42 below. 

Impact to property values is not 
assessable under the relevant 
planning provisions. 
Comments noted. 
 

 

The proposal will result in a loss in 
property values.  
 
The proposal will lower house 
prices in the area as people buy 
into Kensington for its single 
residential appeal (ideal for 
families).  

The potential loss of property values is 
not a relevant planning consideration.  

This notwithstanding, the proposed 

development is not envisaged to have 

any adverse impact upon property 

prices in the area being a high quality 

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 

consistent with that vision. 

G
en

er
al
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o

m
m

en
ts

 

Fictitious future built building shown 
on both sides. Realistically no one 
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.  

These diagrams are intended to 

demonstrate how the proposed 

development fit within the future vision 

for development in the area. 

Comments noted. 

I 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
  

Plan level  South-east 
elevation level 
(FFL)  

1
  

RL 8.7m  8.7m  

2
  

RL 10.3m  11.7m  

3
  

RL 13.3m  14.7m  

4
  

RL 16.3m  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.  

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. 

 

The proposed 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 
concern.  

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 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 

recreation 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: 

 Will generate between 4 to 7 trips per day i.e. maximum movement 119 
vehicles per day.   

 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 

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

 Typically the morning peak is 7.45am to 8.45am.   
The following is an extract from the WAPC document – “Liveable 
Neighbourhoods – A WA Government sustainable cities initiative”.  

 
Street Characteristic Street 

Name 
Max. Design 
Speed 
Target 
Operating 

Indicative 
Volume 
Range  
vehicles per 

Indicative 
Street 
Width 
Range  

Indicative 
Pavement 
width  
metres  
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Speed  day (vpd)  metres  

The most typical and 
most common 
residential street will be 
Access street C – Yield 
street  

Access 
street C – 
Yield or give 
way street  

50kph  
40kph 

3,000 15.4 to 17.6  7 to 7.5 

Access street D is for 
short, low volume and 
low parking demand 
streets  

Access 
street D – 
Narrow yield 
or give way 
street 

50kph  
30kph 

1,000 14.2  5.5 to 6 

 
Gwenyfred Road: 

 Is an Access Road C; 

 Had an Average Daily Traffic (ADT) movement in 2011(the most recent 
counts) of 745vpd with a peak hour of 70vph; 

 Has a pavement width of 7.2 metres in a 20 metre reserve; 

 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: 

  
 The Design Advisory Consultants agreed that the development provided 

graduated street setbacks.  

 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.  

 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.  

 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: 

 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); 

 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); 

 Utilities and facilities (R-Codes clause 6.4.6); 

 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’); 

 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 (1088m2), 
and the proposed plot ratio for the proposed development is 1.23 (1342m2). 
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 (1316m2). 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 
• 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 1,088m2), proposing some 1,316m2 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 566m2, 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;  

 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 
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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.  

 

 
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 façade 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.” 

 
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) 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.  

 
(ii) 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). 
 

 
 
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 façade, 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 façade with 
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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. 

 
(iii)  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 
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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 – Unit 8 & 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.   
 

(ii) 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 – Unit 11 & 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. 
 

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

 Level 1 – Store (setback 2.5 metres); 

 Level 2 – Unit 1 & stairwell (setback 2.5 metres & 1.4 metres 
respectively); 

 Level 3 – Unit 7 & stairwell (setback 2.5 metres & 2.4 metres 
respectively); 

 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 “Residential Boundary Walls”. The applicant provides the following comments 
in relation 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; 

iii. 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: 
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 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.  

 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.  

 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.  

 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) 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. 
 

(ii) 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 (136m2 of No. 5 
Gwenyfred Road and No. 6 Lansdowne Road) and 50% of the adjoining R80 site 
(543m2 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% (166m2) 
of overshadow to No. 5 Gwenyfred Road, whereas the applicant provided a 
calculation of 24.4% (133m2). 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: 
 

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

 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: 

 Sixteen (16) occupier car bays and five (5) visitor car bays; and  

 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. 
c) 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. 
 





Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION). 

Attachment (b) Development plans 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 35 of 396 





Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION). 

Attachment (b) Development plans 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 37 of 396 





Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION). 

Attachment (b) Development plans 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 39 of 396 





Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION). 

Attachment (b) Development plans 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 41 of 396 





Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION). 

Attachment (b) Development plans 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 43 of 396 





Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION). 

Attachment (b) Development plans 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 45 of 396 





Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION). 

Attachment (b) Development plans 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 47 of 396 





Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION). 

Attachment (b) Development plans 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 49 of 396 





Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION). 

Attachment (b) Development plans 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 51 of 396 





Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION). 

Attachment (b) Development plans 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 53 of 396 



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 54 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 55 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 56 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 57 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 58 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 59 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 60 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 61 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 62 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 63 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 64 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 65 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 66 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 67 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 68 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 69 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 70 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 71 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 72 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 73 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 74 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 75 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 76 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 77 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 78 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 79 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 80 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 81 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 82 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 83 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 84 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 85 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 86 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 87 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 88 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 89 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 90 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 91 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 92 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 93 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 94 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 95 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 96 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 97 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
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. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 99 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 100 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 101 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 102 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 103 of 396 





Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION). 

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 105 of 396 





Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION). 

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 107 of 396 





Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION). 

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 109 of 396 





Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION). 

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 111 of 396 





Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION). 

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 113 of 396 





Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION). 

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 115 of 396 





Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION). 

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 117 of 396 





Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION). 

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 119 of 396 





Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION). 

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
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. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED ROAD, KENSINGTON (METRO CENTRAL DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT PANEL DETERMINATION). 

Attachment (c) Applicant supporting report 
 

 
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. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (d) Applicant further information report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 124 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (d) Applicant further information report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 125 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (d) Applicant further information report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 126 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (d) Applicant further information report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 127 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (d) Applicant further information report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 128 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (d) Applicant further information report 
 

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

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (d) Applicant further information report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 130 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (d) Applicant further information report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 131 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (d) Applicant further information report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 132 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (d) Applicant further information report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 133 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (d) Applicant further information report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 134 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (d) Applicant further information report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 135 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (d) Applicant further information report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 136 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (d) Applicant further information report 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 137 of 396 

 



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (e) Engineering Infrastructure comments 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 138 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (e) Engineering Infrastructure comments 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 139 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (e) Engineering Infrastructure comments 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 140 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (e) Engineering Infrastructure comments 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 141 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (e) Engineering Infrastructure comments 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 142 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (e) Engineering Infrastructure comments 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 143 of 396 

 



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (f) Environmental Health comments 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 144 of 396 

 
  



Item 10.3.4 PROPOSED 17 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS WITHIN A FOUR STOREY BUILDING. LOTS 8 & 9 NO. 1 & 3 GWENYFRED 

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

Attachment (f) Environmental Health comments 
 

 
Ordinary Council Meeting - 22 September 2015 – DAP Attachments for Consideration Page 145 of 396 

 




	Blank Page

