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6. COMMITTEE ACTING AS PLANNING AUTHORITY

6.1 APPLICATIONS UNDER THE HOBART INTERIM PLANNING
SCHEME 2015
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100x’s
(Council)

The General Manager reports:

“In accordance with the provisions of Part 2 Regulation 8(6) of the Local
Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2005, this supplementary
matter is submitted for the consideration of the Committee.

Pursuant to Regulation 8(6), | report that:

(@) information in relation to the matter was provided subsequent to the
distribution of the agenda;

(b) the matter is regarded as urgent; and

(©) advice is provided pursuant to Section 65 of the Act.”
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HOBART

CITY COUNCIL

Type of Report
Committee:
Council:

Expiry Date:
Application No:
Address:

Applicant:

Proposal:
Representations:

12/05/2015

APPLICATION UNDER HOBART INTERIM PLANNING SCHEME 2015

Council

4 April 2016

11 April 2016

14 April 2016
PLN-15-00971-01

40-44 Montpelier Retreat, Adjacent Road Reservation, Battery
Point

Circa Morris Nunn Architects, IXL Atrium,

27 Hunter Street, Hobart

Demolition and Redevelopment for 31 Dwellings
77 plus petition (302 signatures)

Performance criteria:  Development standards and historic heritage code

1. Executive Summary

1.1. Planning approval is sought for demolition and redevelopment for 31
dwellings. The proposal includes:

Demolition of the existing buildings on the site.

Two new buildings containing 31 dwellings - one on the corner of
Montpelier Retreat and Knopwood Street and the other one fronting
James Street.

The dwellings are comprised of one one-bedroom apartment, 25 two-
bedroom apartments, and five three-bedroom apartments.

The proposal extends over six levels, including basement, ground and
floors 1 to 4. The upper level occupies only part of the overall
development.

The Montpelier Retreat/Knopwood Street building is at its highest point at
the corner of the respective streets. The building then tapers down to
four storeys in height facing Montpelier Retreat and three storeys plus
basement facing Knopwood Street.

The James Street building is two storeys with a pitched roof facing
James Street.

The basement level provides parking spaces for up to 34 vehicles.
Bicycle parking is also provided.

Minor encroachment of a section of ‘user road’ footpath on Montpelier
Retreat which is within the developer’s title, and minor encroachment
over the Montpelier Retreat and Knopwood Street road reservations for
external window shutters are also proposed.

Author: Richard Bacon 40-44 Montpelier Retreat, Adjacent Road Reservation File Ref: 5669846 P/40-44/683
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1.2. The proposal relies on performance criteria to satisfy the following standards

and codes.

1.2.1. Residential Density for multiple dwellings - Clause 11.4.1 P1.

1.2.2.  Setbacks and Building Envelope - Clause 11.4.2 P1

1.2.3.  Site coverage and private open space - Clause 11.4.3 P1 and P2.
1.2.4.  Sunlight and overshadowing - Clause 11.4.4 P1, P2 and P3.

1.2.5. Privacy Clause - 11.4.6 P2 (windows).

1.2.6. Sign - Clause E17.6.1 P4

1.2.7. Historic Heritage Code Clause E.13.8.2: P1, P2, P3

1.2.8.  Historic Heritage Code Clause E.13.8.4 P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7,

P8, P9

1.3. Atotal of 77 objections and a petition (302 signatures) objecting to the
proposal, were received within the statutory period 12 to 26 February 2016.

1.4. The proposal is recommended for refusal on heritage grounds.

1.5. The final decision is delegated to the Council.

Author: Richard Bacon

40-44 Montpelier Retreat, Adjacent Road Reservation File Ref: 5669846 P/40-44/683
-2
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2. Site Detall

3. Proposal

3.1. Planning approval is sought for demolition and redevelopment for 31
dwellings.

Demolition of the existing buildings on the site.

Two new buildings, containing 31 dwellings - one on the corner of
Montpelier Retreat and Knopwood Street and the other one fronting
James Street.

The dwellings are comprised of one one-bedroom apartment, 25 two-
bedroom apartments, and five three-bedroom apartments.

The proposal extends over six levels, including basement, ground and
floors 1 to 4.

The Montpelier Retreat/Knopwood Street building is at its highest point at
the corner of the respective streets. The building then tapers down to
four storeys in height facing Montpelier Retreat and five storeys facing
Knopwood Street.

Author: Richard Bacon 40-44 Montpelier Retreat, Adjacent Road Reservation File Ref: 5669846 P/40-44/683

-3-
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J The James Street building is two storeys with a pitched roof facing
James Street.

. The basement level provides parking spaces for up to 34 vehicles.
Bicycle parking is also provided.

o Minor encroachment of a section of ‘user road’ footpath on Montpelier
Retreat which is within the developer’s title, and minor encroachment
over the Montpelier Retreat and Knopwood Street road reservations for
external window shutters are also proposed..

4. Background

4.1. Council landlord (General Manager) consent was issued dated 17" September
2015 to grant permission for the making of the development application only.
A separate approval will be required under Section 14 of the Local
Government (Highway) Act 1982 for the closure of the footpath on Montpelier
Retreat prior to the commencement of any works (if approved).

4.2. As stated, Council landlord (General Manager) consent is required with
respect to the proposed minor encroachment of Montpelier Retreat ‘user road’
footpath which is within the developer’s title, and minor encroachment for
external shutters on windows that will be over the Montpelier Retreat and
Knopwood Street road reservations.

5. Concerns raised by representors

5.1. Atotal of 77 representations plus a petition containing 302 signatures were
received to the latest of three rounds of advertising. The following table
outlines the issues raised by representors over all periods of advertising.
Concerns raised with respect to the discretions invoked by the proposal will be
addressed in Section 6 of this report.

Scale and height, and density

¢ Size and height of great detriment to adjacent pub (Preachers): loss of

sunny open area with mountain views from courtyard,;

too high;

too large;

overdevelopment of site

density too much

‘development of this magnitude will greatly impact the area’;

‘Negative visual impact caused by scale, bulk and proportions of the

dwelling when viewed from Preachers’;

Loss of mountain views from Preachers;

Would create precedent;

Conflict with height and style;

Objected to on grounds of scale, form and streetscape relationship;

Far in excess of scale and height of existing development under the Hobart

Interim Planning Scheme 2015;

¢ Do not reflect established character of single and two storey development
in the vicinity under the Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015;

Author: Richard Bacon 40-44 Montpelier Retreat, Adjacent Road Reservation File Ref: 5669846 P/40-44/683
-4 -
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While some transition in scale from Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015
to the two larger office buildings may be appropriate, those buildings are
within a different planning scheme area and not reflective of the intended
scale of development on this site;

The proposal does not ‘scale down’ from those larger office buildings, and
in fact surpasses the height of Knopwood House;

‘completely out of scale’;

Comparison with density in lower Montpelier Retreat and Salamanca Place
is not relevant, as a different scheme applies;

Density would have detrimental effect on amenity of neighbouring
properties and within the site itself;

Height excessive compared to scale and height south along Montpelier
Retreat;

Building would make uncharacteristic ‘strong statement’ on exposed corner
site;

‘This is the gateway to Battery Point. Such a large structure should not be
envisaged on this piece of land in this historic precinct’;

‘This is the tourist trail to Narryna and Battery Point. No building higher
than two storeys should be countenanced on the parcel of land under
consideration’;

Too massive;

Only a low density development should be considered;

‘will extremely dominate and distort the streetscape’;

Will ‘ruin’ the gateway to Battery Point’;

The number of units is excessive;

‘It is important to preserve the integrity of Battery Point and two storeys
max is preferable’;

Concern it could create a wind tunnel and it could be oppressive;

‘black monolith on Montpelier Retreat’;

‘will set precedent well above the two storey limit and destroy the beauty of
Battery Point;

‘high rise precedent’;

Increases number of high rise buildings;

‘oppressive’;

‘too grandiose for site’;

Would impose ‘high density’ living on Hobart;

Do not want to make ‘canyons of our streetscapes’;

‘Density and height far too great for site and the height of nearby office
buildings should not provide an argument that it has set a precedent for
this and future developments’.

Privacy

Loss of privacy;

‘great reduction in privacy’;

Would not meet Clause 10.4.2 of the Scheme: unreasonable loss of
sunlight and overshadowing on the Preachers lawn dining area and bus’;
Would ‘destroy all privacy’ to rear of my property (James Street);
Balconies of proposal would overlook neighbours bathroom.

Author: Richard Bacon 40-44 Montpelier Retreat, Adjacent Road Reservation File Ref: 5669846 P/40-44/683

-5-
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Overshadowing

Loss of natural light to neighbouring property;

Overshadowing of neighbouring property;

Loss of light and solar heat to neighbouring property;

Loss of sunshine to Preachers;

Loss of light all year round;

Do not believe shade drawings supplied are accurate;

Small cottages deserve the limited light we get from our small windows;
‘will totally block out our sun’;

Garden will die through lack of sun’;

Loss of sun to surrounding houses;

Loss of sun to rear deck;

Overshadowing will make neighbouring property less attractive to tenants
resulting in significant losses to the owner.

Visual intrusion

e Loss of mountain view to neighbouring property;

Light and privacy must be protected;

‘we will be looked down on from new development’;

Would ruin views and sunlight for a number of surrounding houses;
‘disaster for Preachers’.

Traffic and pedestrian flow

e James and Knopwood Streets will not be able to cope with increased
population;

e excessive traffic;

e James Street already has enough traffic problems;

Do not see how James Street can cope with increased demand by so

many people;

Traffic noise will detrimentally effect resident amenity;

Insufficient parking space provided;

Proposal will create undue traffic issues;

Increase in traffic flows on narrow streets adjacent to Narryna;

Safety concerns due to additional traffic;

Adding an ‘apartment building will add to the chaos’;

Huge traffic impact.

Impact on adjacent business

¢ ‘Preachers Restaurant (No.5 Knopwood Street) derives almost all of its
income from the outdoor alfresco area’. ‘The proposed development on
the adjacent block would have a catastrophic impact on Preachers and
would not only destroy the business (and livelihood of its operators) but
would also ruin something that has become such a fantastic spot to relax
in the sun and enjoy Tasmanian produce with a view of our beautiful
mountain’;

e ‘My understanding is the current interim planning code for the site is two
storeys high. We considered this information when deciding to spend
$50,000 upgrading the outdoor area. | would have no issue with a two
storey development as it would (have a) minor impact on the business, not
destroy it'.

Author: Richard Bacon 40-44 Montpelier Retreat, Adjacent Road Reservation File Ref: 5669846 P/40-44/683
-6 -
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Heritage impact

Does not fit in with heritage buildings in the area;

Totally out of character with historic Battery Point area;

Concern at loss of heritage building on site (the corner building). Existing
building and fabric remain;

Possible damage to historic property from traffic vibrations;

Exterior finishes not sympathetic to surrounding character;

‘We believe that the development should be assessed in the context of the
Battery Point Heritage precinct in accordance with the local community’s
wishes’.

Inconsistent with established pattern within the Precinct and would detract
from cultural heritage significance;

Dramatic impact on Montpelier Retreat and Knopwood Street
streetscapes; particularly the building proposed on the corner of those
streets;

Angled roof form uncharacteristic of hipped roof forms prevailing, would
detract from heritage values;

Encroachment of James Street apartments on historic stone boundary wall
of Narryna and Narryna itself;

Severe effect on Narryna complex;

Will spoil tourist enjoyment of Narryna;

‘nearby historic sites such as Narryna will be compromised’;

‘Proposal fails any test on height, density and, particularly, heritage’;
Increased traffic on narrow streets adjacent to Narryna will impact on
heritage setting;

Building finishes not compatible with nearby heritage;

Loss of visual curtilage to Narryna due to unsympathetic development;
Loss of visual curtilage to Narryna as viewed from Hampden Road and
within the northern part of the Narryna property;

The Construction Environmental Management Plan does not include data
relating to the geological assessment of the site, concerns at potential
blasting and drilling in dolerite: concern at impact on surrounding heritage
buildings.

Loss of character

Proposal ‘totally lacks respect for any aspects of Battery Point history,
quirkiness and destroys my home’;

‘No longer will one of Hobart's premier tourist meccas be safe from
rapacious developers hell-bent on maximising profit at the expense of the
community’;

At odds with the character of one of the main ‘entry portals’ to Battery Point
for tourists;

Adjacent tall buildings not an excuse for allowing further intrusion;

Design does not reflect neighbourhood character;

Angled roof form would be unsympathetic to hipped roof forms found
elsewhere in the precinct;

Proposal is not at all sympathetic with residential Battery Point;

Small cottages in James Street will be compromised by both the scale and
increased traffic flow, as will Preachers Cottage in Knopwood Street;

Will damage Battery Point character;

Author: Richard Bacon 40-44 Montpelier Retreat, Adjacent Road Reservation File Ref: 5669846 P/40-44/683

-7-
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e Materials, density, massing all non compliant;

e ‘proposal fails on all grounds’;

¢ Will impact negatively aesthetically;

e ‘eyesore’;

o ‘totally inconsistent with integrity and cultural heritage’ of surroundings;

o ‘will greatly diminish the beauty and heritage values that make Battery
Point special’;

e ‘our city will start to look like other cities (and) will lose its special appeal to
tourists;

e Loss of Battery Point character;

e ‘People live in this area because of the houses and the small community
atmosphere. (They) want the exclusivity, the character and the history.
(Please) do not take away from what makes Battery Point unique. Please
leave Battery Point as it is, beautiful in its rich history, quaint homes and
narrow windowing streets’;

e ‘more aesthetic and imaginative scheme required’;

¢ Angled roof form uncharacteristic of hipped roof form in vicinity;

¢ Would ruin authenticity of this significant area;

e Site is gateway to historic Battery Point village and ‘should not be an
overpowering bulky structure which is out of context for residential Battery
Point’;

e Timber cladding design; would better suit the slopes of kunanyi or the
gloomy rainforest hills of the west coast'.

Parking

e |Impact on limited parking in this area;

e Lack of visitor parking;

¢ Increase in demand for street parking;

e Parking impact on Narryna visitors.

Planning Scheme provisions

Proposal does not comply with heritage provisions under E13.8.2; in terms
of values of dwellings on their own allotments;

Proposal does not comply with heritage provisions under E13.8.4; proposal
is more than 7 times the required 350sgm per dwelling, at 46sgm only;
Proposal does not comply with height provisions under E13.8 A3; up to 6
storeys proposed in a one to two storey area; incompatible with pattern of
development within the heritage precinct;

Proposal does not comply with site coverage provisions under E13.8 AG;
75% as opposed to a 40% allowance;

Historic Heritage Code E13.8.4 P1: makes reference to ‘attached’
dwellings, which is considered to be the ‘terrace style, conjoined dwellings
found elsewhere in the Precinct, rather than the multi storey, modern
apartment form proposed’;

Individual dwellings with their own private open space are the preferred
form;

Does not comply with planning provisions on height, heritage or density;
‘well outside of Planning Scheme provisions’;

‘It's unique planning has preserved the character of this historic precinct’.

Author: Richard Bacon 40-44 Montpelier Retreat, Adjacent Road Reservation File Ref: 5669846 P/40-44/683

-8-
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Noise impact
¢ Impact from traffic noise, also general noise (air conditioners, garage door
operation etc).

Tourism and employment

e ‘our city will start to look like other cities (and) will lose its special appeal to

tourists, (and) will thereby undermine the State economy;

Loss of employment given overshadowing of adjacent business;

Loss of casual employment at ‘Preachers’;

‘Will ruin one of the best bars in Hobart’;

Detriment to ‘Preachers’: ‘not just a bar but a social hub for so many young

Tasmanians’;

Detriment to family restaurant (loss of sun to ‘Preachers’);

e Detriment to ‘great beer garden’ (loss of sun to ‘Preachers’);

e ‘don’t jeopardise a locally owned business’ (‘part of Hobart's evolving food
and drink culture’) (‘Preachers”);

e Loss of tourism potential (detriment to ‘Preachers’);

¢ Proposal will broaden the commercial region of Salamanca Place into
Battery Point;

e Potential to impact negatively on Narryna as a listed heritage item and
tourist destination.

Other

e ‘What is there at the moment is an eyesore. However, we would prefer a
4 storey development. On the other hand, anything would be better than
what'’s there’;

¢ We don’t want any more apartment blocks in Battery Point;

e Structural concern from proposed excavation near boundary;

e Concern at no geologist report stating nature of underlying rock and how it
will be excavated;

e Excavation setback should be minimum of 1.2 metres;

e The Construction Environmental Management Plan does not include data
relating to the geological assessment of the site, concerns at potential
blasting and drilling in dolerite;

e ‘Concern that Council should request more detailed analysis regarding
maximum total concentration and leachable concentration values permitted
for waste classification on this site that has been used for heavy industrial
machinery for over 100 years’.

Other comment

e ‘The current proposal is inappropriate and should be rejected by
Council’.

e ‘Please ask the applicant and their architect to respect and read your
document’ (Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015 2015).

e Precedent of Empress Towers led to former Battery Point Planning
Scheme 1979, concern at proposed ‘despoliation of the area’.

Author: Richard Bacon 40-44 Montpelier Retreat, Adjacent Road Reservation File Ref: 5669846 P/40-44/683
-9-
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e Proposal is inappropriate and should be rejected by the Council.

¢ that 6 storey development has ‘the potential to minimise sunlight into
the surrounding areas’.

e ‘Height limits are in place for a good reason, and to think that this could
be relaxed by the HCC for a developer whose purpose is to make as
much profit as possible, is unthinkable’.

o ‘Density and height far too great for site and the height of nearby office
buildings should not provide an argument that it has set a precedent for
this and future developments’;

Suggestions

e ‘The building development in order to comply should be two storey near
adjacent terraces to James Street, leading down to storey and a half to
that side of James and Knopwood Street, single storeyed to the corner
of Montpelier Retreat and leading up to a storey and a half as it returns
back up Montpelier Retreat. Or a maximum of two storeys, with forms
and types sympathetic to those already existing structures’.

¢ ‘Although some degree of exceedance may be acceptable in the
context of existing larger Knopwood and Kirksway House buildings in
the vicinity, those buildings are within a different planning scheme area.
In my opinion any reliance on the scale of those buildings would only be
relevant to the extent that the proposal would transition down in scale.
The proposal however is in fact substantially higher than those
buildings and in my opinion is at least two storeys too high’.

¢ ‘Alow density housing development has never been opposed by the
local community, (but) this ambit claim is outrageous and should be
refused’.

e ‘We believe that the development should be assessed in the context of
the Battery Point Heritage precinct in accordance with the local
community’s wishes’.

e Historic Heritage Code E13.8.4 P1: makes reference to ‘attached’
dwellings, which is considered to be the ‘terrace style, conjoined
dwellings found elsewhere in the Precinct, rather than the multi storey,
modern apartment form proposed’.

e ‘What is there at the moment is an eyesore. However, we would prefer
a 4 storey development. On the other hand, anything would be better
than what's there’;

o ‘If it must be built, limit it to the 2 storey limit, as elsewhere in Battery
Point'.

¢ ‘Anything over 3 storeys would ruin the historical appeal of this village
precinct’.

e ‘Expect a minimum 1.2 metre side setback from No. 46 Montpelier
Retreat and a similar building height to No.46".

Author: Richard Bacon 40-44 Montpelier Retreat, Adjacent Road Reservation File Ref: 5669846 P/40-44/683
-10 -
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Consultation
There has been ongoing applicant and representor consultation.

The applicant has granted extensions of time to allow for the Council to
consider the proposal.

6. Assessment

6.1. The site is located within the Inner Residential Zone of the Hobart City Interim
Planning Scheme 2015.

6.2. The proposed use is residential which is permitted within the Zone.
6.3. The development has been assessed against:

6.3.1. E13.0 Historic Heritage Code
6.3.2. Part D-11 Inner Residential Zone

6.4. The proposal relies on the following performance criteria to comply with the
applicable standards.

6.4.1. Residential Density for multiple dwellings - Clause 11.4.1 P1.

6.4.2.  Setbacks and Building Envelope - Clause 11.4.2 P1

6.4.3.  Site coverage and private open space - Clause 11.4.3 P1 and P2.

6.4.4.  Sunlight and overshadowing - Clause 11.4.4 P1, P2 and P3.

6.4.5. Privacy Clause - 11.4.6 P2 (windows).

6.4.6. Sign - Clause E17.6.1 P4

6.4.7.  Historic Heritage Code Clause E.13.8.2: P1, P2, P3

6.4.8.  Historic Heritage Code Clause E.13.8.4 P1, P2, P3, P4, P5, P6, P7,
P8, P9

6.5. Each performance criteria is dealt with separately below.

6.6. Residential Density for multiple dwellings - Clause 11.4.1 Al: site area
200sgm to 400sgm per dwelling (46.77sqm proposed).

6.6.1. Performance Criteria P1 states site area per dwelling may be less
than 200sgm if any of the following applies:
()  The development contributes to a range of dwelling types and
sizes appropriate to the locality;
(i)  The development provides to a specific accommodation need,
such as aged care, special needs of student accommodation.

6.6.2. The proposed development would be for dwellings serving general
rather than specific accommodation needs. The applicant
submission (Planning Consultant Town Planning Report) states as
follows.

Author: Richard Bacon 40-44 Montpelier Retreat, Adjacent Road Reservation File Ref: 5669846 P/40-44/683
-11 -
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6.6.3.

6.6.4.

Author: Richard Bacon

To meet the Acceptable Solution only seven dwellings could be
built. This is simply untenable economically on an inner city site
of this value. There is no standard in the Scheme as to how
large each of these dwellings could be and therefore the
number of dwellings does not ultimately equate to an actual
bulk of building.

The proposal contributes to the range of dwelling types
available in Battery Point/ Salamanca Place/Sullivans Cove.
There is a shortage of residential accommodation in the area
and the services and community facilities in the area are more
than adequate to accommodate 31 additional households. The
apartments are designed with a variety of floor areas, layouts,
orientation, outdoor spaces and facilities and will contribute to
the range of apartments available in the locality. They will also
have the highest environmental credentials so setting a new
standard for apartments in Hobart city. The Performance
Criteria P1 (a) (i) of Clause 11.4 are therefore met. It is noted
that in the vicinity (specifically in Battery Point) the following site
area per dwellings exists:

» 13-21 James Street - 5 houses on site area 553m2 = 110.6
m2 per dwelling

» Hampden Road Terraces — 4 houses on site area 401m2 =
100 m2 per dwelling

» Portsea Terrace in Montpelier Retreat — 5 houses (1xtwo
storeys and 4 each 3 storeys) on 609m2 = 121m2 per dwelling.

The site is at the northern edge of the Inner Residential Zone under
the Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015 (to the other side of
Montpelier Retreat and Knopwood Street is the Sullivans Cove
Planning Scheme 1997). Multiple level and multi dwelling
development exists in close proximity within that Planning Scheme
area (Salamanca Square, Salamanca Mews). The site to a degree is
considered a transitional one, in terms of an upward change of scale
and density at the Scheme boundary towards Salamanca Place and
the more distant City Centre. The distance of the site to Salamanca
Place itself, is of the order of 200 metres.

The proposal would provide for and enhance the range of dwelling
types and sizes available within this reasonably central
neighbourhood. The proposal is considered acceptable in terms of
performance Criteria P1.

40-44 Montpelier Retreat, Adjacent Road Reservation File Ref: 5669846 P/40-44/683
-12 -
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6.7.

Clause 11.4.2 Setbacks and Building Envelope Objectives state as follows:

‘To control the siting and scale of dwellings to:

)

(b)

(€)

6.8.

provide reasonably consistent separation between
dwellings on adjacent sites and a

dwelling and its frontage; and

provide consistency in the apparent scale, bulk, massing
and proportion of dwellings;
and

provide separation between dwellings on adjacent sites to
provide reasonable

opportunity for daylight and sunlight to enter habitable
rooms and private open space’.

Setbacks and building envelope Clause 11.4.2 Al: states a front setback of 3
metres, or, not less than neighbouring frontage setbacks. A front setback of
0.5m is proposed to the Montpelier Retreat and Knopwood Street frontages,
and 2.0 metres to James Street (this being level 00 on DA04 rev B dated
28/8/2015, comprising the lowest level of proposed dwellings). The carpark
level on DAO3 ref F dated 14/9/2015 would have nil setback to the James
Street frontage but would be effectively underground with relation to that
frontage. Note: Council landlord (General Manager) consent has been
obtained for a section of ‘user road’ footpath in Montpelier Retreat which is
within the developer’s title and for external shutters on windows that would be
over the Montpelier Retreat and Knopwood Street road reservations.

6.8.1. Clause 11.4.2 P1 states the front setback of a dwelling must (a) be
compatible with the relationship of existing buildings to the road in
terms of setback in response to slope or other physical constraints of
the site, and (b) have regard to streetscape qualities or assist in the
integration of the new development into the streetscape.

6.8.2.  The applicant submission (Town Planning Report P13) states ‘The
proposal meets these criteria as the dwellings and other buildings in
the block are all (with only slight variations) built to the street
alignment or close to the street’.

6.8.3.  The existing former Elliot’s building on site is built to the respective
Montpelier Retreat and Knopwood Street frontages. The
neighbouring building at 5 Knopwood Street is built to the James
Street frontage.

6.8.4.  Buildings in the vicinity are generally sited at or close to street
frontages in this inner residential/fringe city centre location. Office
buildings built close to or on the site frontage (the multi storey
Kirksway House and Knopwood House) are sited immediately to the
north and west within the area of the Sullivans Cove Planning
Scheme 1997.

6.8.5. The proposal is considered acceptable in terms of the front setback
provision.

Author: Richard Bacon 40-44 Montpelier Retreat, Adjacent Road Reservation File Ref: 5669846 P/40-44/683
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6.9. Setbacks and building envelope Clause 11.4.2 A3 states ‘The Acceptable
Solution does not apply to Heritage Precinct BP1'. Council legal advice is that
Clause 11.4.2 A3 is not applicable, as the site is located within BP1.

Consideration of the proposal with respect to setbacks and building envelope
is therefore solely under the provisions of the Historic Heritage Code.

6.10. Site coverage and private open space Clause 11.4.3 Al (a), (b) and (c):
respectively; site coverage exceeds 50%, private open space less than 50sgm
per dwelling, site area free of impervious surfaces less than 25%.

6.10.1. Site coverage and private open space: Performance Criteria 11.4.3
P1 states as follows:

Dwellings must have:

(a) private open space that is of a
size and dimensions that are
appropriate for the size of the
dwelling and is able to
accommodate:

(i) outdoor recreational space
consistent with the projected
requirements of the
occupants and, for multiple
dwellings, take into account
any communal open space
provided for this purpose
within the development; and

(ii) operational needs, such as
clothes drying and storage;

unless the projected
requirements of the occupants
are considered to be satisfied
by public open space in close
proximity; and

(b) reasonable space for the
planting of gardens and
landscaping.

Author: Richard Bacon 40-44 Montpelier Retreat, Adjacent Road Reservation File Ref: 5669846 P/40-44/683
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6.10.2.

6.10.3.

Nearly all dwellings on site would have outdoor private space.
Dwellings 1 to 18 facing Montpelier Retreat would all have decks
facing west/northwest with a size of generally upwards of 10 square
metres. Dwelling 18 would have a deck area of 50 square metres.
In the James Street building, dwellings 19 to 22 would each have a
ground level private open area of from 15 to 18 square metres in
area. Dwellings 23 to 30 would have west/northwest facing decks
again generally upwards of 10 square metres. The sole dwelling with
no external space would be No.31 on level 2 of the James Street
building. It would be of single bedroom size, with windows/shutters
facing east/southeast over James Street.

The applicant submission (Town Planning Report P15) states the
proposed central courtyard would be a shared green space. The
applicant states the open areas would be suited for operational
needs including clothes drying. As an inner city residential
development, it is noted that there would be a high degree of site
coverage. This would result from the basement carpark covering a
large portion of the site beneath both proposed buildings. The
‘shared green space’ for the use of all residents, would be above (at
the lowest residential level).

There is substantial public open space existing in the vicinity,
comprising Salamanca Place lawns and nearby open waterfront
areas, St David’'s Park and Princes Park.

The proposal is considered acceptable in terms of Performance
Criteria with regard to site coverage and private open space.

6.11. Site coverage and private open space Clause 11.4.3 A2 (a): dwelling 31: no
private open space.

6.11.1.

Author: Richard Bacon

Clause 11.4.3 P2 states as follows:
A dwelling must have private open space that:
(a) includes an area that is capable of serving as an extension of
the dwelling for outdoor relaxation, dining, entertaining and

children’s play that is:

(i) conveniently located in relation to a living area of the
dwelling; and

(i) orientated to take advantage of sunlight;
unless the projected requirements of the occupants are

considered to be satisfied by communal open space or public
open space in close proximity.

40-44 Montpelier Retreat, Adjacent Road Reservation File Ref: 5669846 P/40-44/683
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6.11.2. As stated previously, the sole dwelling with no external space would
be N0.31 on level 2 of the James Street building. It would be of
single bedroom size, with windows/shutters facing east/southeast
over James Street. As stated previously, there is substantial public
open space in the vicinity, and some communal open space would
be provided on site. Flat 31 is likely to maintain a reasonable
standard of amenity.

6.11.3. The proposal is considered acceptable in terms of Performance
Criteria with regard open space amenity for dwelling 31.

6.12. Sunlight and overshadowing Clause 11.4.4 Al: habitable rooms facing north.

6.12.1. Sunlight and overshadowing Acceptable Solution Al states a
dwelling must have at least one habitable room window (other than a
bedroom) facing within 30 degrees west and 30 degree east of north.
Performance Criteria P1 states ‘A dwelling must be sited and
designed so as to allow sunlight to enter at least one habitable room
(other than a bedroom).

6.12.2. The applicant submission (Town Planning Report P 17) states as
follows:

If the apartments were to be designed to meet the Acceptable
Solutions, the building would face away from the main streets
being James and Montpelier Retreat. This would be contrary to
the streetscape and heritage requirements of the Scheme.

The site is also overshadowed by the tall building to the north
across Knopwood Street, so facing apartments to the north
would be counterproductive and would not ensure sunlight was
achieved.

Facing the apartments to the east and west respectively
ensures they can maximise the sunlight penetration to the living
areas either morning or afternoon and retain a relationship to
their surroundings.

6.12.3. Performance criterion11.4.4 P1 states:

A dwelling must be sited and designed so as to allow sunlight to
enter at least one habitable room (other than a bedroom).

Author: Richard Bacon 40-44 Montpelier Retreat, Adjacent Road Reservation File Ref: 5669846 P/40-44/683
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6.12.4.

The dwellings in the main building (Nos. 1 to 18) and those in the
James Street building (Nos. 19-30) would all have living room
windows and decks facing west/northwest at the alignment of
Montpelier Retreat and James Street. The angle to north would be
58 degrees. The remaining dwelling 31 in the James Street building,
would face that frontage in an easterly/south easterly direction with
an angle to north of 122 degrees. Dwellings 1 to 30 would capitalise
on afternoon sun, although to a degree obscured by the nearby 4
and 6 storey office buildings. Dwelling 31 would face morning sun
only. The degree of sun exposure is to a degree considered
inevitable with any multiple storey dwelling development of an inner
city site, constrained by the surrounding road system and built
environment.

6.12.5. The likely amenity of the proposed dwellings is considered to be within

reasonable limits. The proposal is considered acceptable in terms of
11.4.4 P1.

6.13. Sunlight and overshadowing Clauses 11.4.4 P2 and P3: state respectively as

follows:.

6.13.1.

6.13.2.

6.13.3.

Author: Richard Bacon

P2: A multiple dwelling must be designed and sited to not cause
unreasonable loss of amenity by overshadowing a window of a
habitable room (other than a bedroom), of another dwelling on the
same site, that faces between 30 degrees west of north and 30
degrees south of north.

P3: A multiple dwelling must be designed and sited to not cause
unreasonable loss of amenity by overshadowing the private open
space, of another dwelling on the same site, required in accordance
with A2 or P2 of 11.4.3.

With relation to P2, the applicant submission (Town Planning Report
P17) states as follows:

The dwellings are apartments. They are in alignment. They have
been designed to catch morning or afternoon sun across the site as
best they can when the site is already overshadowed to the north.
No one apartment causes a loss of amenity to another apartment in
terms of overshadowing.

With relation to P3, the applicant submission (Town Planning Report
P17) states as follows:

The east/west orientation of the two buildings with the open space
between them maximises the sunlight available to not only the living
areas of the apartments but also the open spaces which are directly
appurtenant to those living areas.

40-44 Montpelier Retreat, Adjacent Road Reservation File Ref: 5669846 P/40-44/683
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6.13.4.

As previously stated, the dwellings in the main building (Nos. 1 to 18)
and those in the James Street building (Nos. 19-30) would all have
living room windows and decks facing west/northwest at the
alignment of Montpelier Retreat and James Street. Dwelling 31
would face morning sun only. The degree of sun exposure is to a
degree considered inevitable with any multiple storey dwelling
development of an inner city site, constrained by the surrounding
road system and built environment. The standard of amenity to
habitable rooms and open space of dwellings within the proposed
complex are considered likely to be reasonable, given the constraints
of the site, the nature of the proposed development and built
surroundings.

6.14. The likely amenity of the proposed dwellings is considered to be within
reasonable limits. The proposal is considered acceptable in terms of Clauses
11.4.4 P2 and P3.

6.15.

Privacy Clause 11.4.6 P2 (windows): requirement - 3 metres; proposed - less

6.15.1.

6.15.2.

Author: Richard Bacon

than 3 metres.

Clause 11.4.6 P2 states:

A window or glazed door, to a habitable room of a dwelling, that
has a floor level more than 1 m above the natural ground level,
must be screened, or otherwise located or designed, to
minimise direct views to:

(a) a window or glazed door, to a habitable room of another
dwelling; and

(b) the private open space of another dwelling; and

(c) an adjoining vacant residential lot.

The applicant submission (Town Planning Report P18) states as
follows.

(@) There are specific points within the complex where
second bedrooms have windows into the same light -
well/hanging garden as windows of adjoining units. In all
these cases the hanging garden and offset of the
windows ensures no direct privacy issues.

(b) The design has ensured that no window of any dwelling
looks into the private open space of another dwelling.
This is done principally by orientation of the apartments
and secondarily by screens and landscaping. Therefore
(b) is satisfied.

40-44 Montpelier Retreat, Adjacent Road Reservation File Ref: 5669846 P/40-44/683
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6.15.3.

6.15.4.

6.15.5.

Author: Richard Bacon

(c) The site has no adjacent vacant blocks (and is) therefore
not applicable. As previously stated the distance
between the two apartment buildings is in excess of 8
metres and the balconies and windows all have movable
screens to maximise privacy when needed while still
maintaining ventilation and outdoor space.

With regard to the main building, dwelling windows would face the
respective Montpelier Retreat and Knopwood Street frontages.
Facing the neighbouring site at No.5 Knopwood Street (the
restaurant) would be screened communal lobby and walkway areas.
There would be no side windows facing the neighbouring property at
Nos. 46-48 Montpelier Retreat. This section of the proposal is
therefore compliant with acceptable solution 11.4.6 A2 and does not
rely on any performance criteria.

With regard to the James Street building, main windows would face
the street and rearwards. The rear facing windows on the James
Street buildings would be set back well in excess of the required 6
metre setback to the rear of the dwellings in the main building. The
street and rear-facing windows within the James Street building are
therefore compliant with acceptable solution 11.4.6 A2 and do not
rely on any performance criteria.

To the part of the north facing wall of the James Street building
(facing the neighbouring site at No.5 Knopwood Street (the
restaurant/bar)), would be ‘vertical timber battens in front of a glazed
wall'. Itis unclear whether acceptable solution 11.4.6 A2 is intended
to have regard to the relationship between habitable room windows
overlooking commercial neighbours. However, looking at the
wording of that provision, which states:

A window or glazed door, to a habitable room, of

a dwelling, that has a floor level more than 1 m above
the natural ground level, must be in accordance with (a),
unless it is in accordance with (b):

(@ the window or glazed door:

(1) is to have a setback of at least 3 m from a
side or rear boundary; and

(i) if the dwelling is a multiple dwelling, is to
be at least 6 m from a window or glazed
door, to a habitable room, of
anotherdwelling on the same site; and

(iii) if the dwelling is a multiple dwelling, is to
be at least 6 m from the private open
space of another dwelling on the
same site.

(b) the window or glazed door:

40-44 Montpelier Retreat, Adjacent Road Reservation File Ref: 5669846 P/40-44/683
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6.15.6.

6.15.7.

6.15.8.

Author: Richard Bacon

(1) is to be offset, in the horizontal plane, at
least 1.5m from the edge of a window or
glazed door, to a habitable room of
another dwelling; or

(i) is to have a sill height of at least 1.7 m
above the floor level or has fixed obscure
glazing extending to a height of at least
1.7 m above the floor level; or

(iii) is to have a permanently fixed external
screen for the full length of the window or
glazed door, to a height of at least 1.7 m
above floor level, with a uniform
transparency of not more than 25%.

it is arguable that the north-facing glazed wall behind vertical timber
battens doesn’t meet the acceptable solution and therefore warrants
assessment against performance criteria 11.4.6 P2 (stated above).
Adopting a precautionary approach is recommended and
assessment against the performance criterion follows.

There may be some overlooking of the neighbouring commercial
property. That building is built up to the side property boundary with
a one to two storey side wall abutting the applicant site. There is
unlikely to be any excessive impact. Noting that the timber battens
will provide a reasonable degree of screening and that the intent of
clause 11.4.6 is to reduce the potential for loss of privacy for
dwellings, this glazing meets performance criterion 11.4.6 P2.

Lastly, with regard to the James Street building, there would be
south/southwest facing side windows, facing in the direction of
No0s.9-11 James Street. The windows would be over three levels
opening from the living and/or bedroom areas of three separate
dwellings. The neighbouring dwelling at No.9 James Street has
three side facing windows of small size, two at the lower level and
one at the upper dormer level. The separation between the applicant
and neighbouring walls would be over 5.2 metres. Clause 11.4.6 A2
(b)(i) states a 1.5 metre offset requirement. Based on the submitted
plans showing proposed window openings in this wall, there would
appear to be an offset of windows although not likely to be as much
as 1.5 metres. These windows therefore require assessment against
performance criterion 11.4.6 P2.

There may be some overlooking of the neighbouring property at
No0s.9-11 James Street. On the other hand, given the likely offset
and the overall 5.2 metre separation between walls (given the
intervening right of way), impact is not considered likely to be
excessive. Itis noted that the lower level dwelling on level 01, would
have a floor level of less than one metre above ground facing this
neighbour. The level 01 windows would therefore comply with 11.4.6
A2.
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6.15.9.

The proposal is considered acceptable with regard to Privacy Clause
11.4.6.

6.16. Clause E17.6.1 P4 - Sign.

6.16.1.

6.16.2.

6.16.3.

6.16.4.

6.16.5.

6.16.6.

6.16.7.

The applicant states the sole sign would be a wall sign facing
Knopwood Street, ‘backlit’, stating ‘Elliotts Apartments’, with
dimensions 150mm (0.15 of a metre) high by approximately two
metres long.

Clause E17.3 of the Signs Code defines the proposal as a wall sign.

Clause E.17.6.1 A4 states an illuminated sign must not be located
within 30 metres of a residential use.

Clause E.17.6.1 P4 then states:

An illuminated sign within 30 metres of a residential use must not
have an unreasonable impact upon the residential amenity of that
use caused by light shining into windows of habitable rooms.

The proposal is considered to meet Performance Criteria P4 as it
would be of low key deign and illumination, and would face a multi
level office building.

Table 17.2 Sign standards states for a wall sign: message on front
face only minimal projection from face or height of wall, and sign area
no more than 2 square metres.

The proposal would meet the Sign Standards and is considered
acceptable.

6.17. Heritage.

6.17.1.

6.17.1.1.

6.17.1.2.

Author: Richard Bacon

The following heritage criteria have been assessed by Council’s
Senior Cultural Heritage Officer:

Historic Heritage Code Clause E.13.8.2: A1, A2, A3: no acceptable
solution.

Historic Heritage Code Clause E.13.8.4: buildings and works in
Heritage Precinct BP1: Al: site area per dwelling not less than
350sgm (46.77sgm proposed).
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6.17.1.3.

6.17.1.4.

6.17.1.5.

6.17.1.6.

6.17.2.

Historic Heritage Code Clause E.13.8.4: buildings and works in
Heritage Precinct BP1: A2, A4 and A7: no acceptable solution.

Historic Heritage Code Clause E.13.8.4: buildings and works in
Heritage Precinct BP1: A3: maximum height 2 storeys (6 storeys).

Historic Heritage Code Clause E.13.8.4: buildings and works in
Heritage Precinct BP1: A5: rear setback requirement of 5 metres (nil
proposed).

Historic Heritage Code Clause E.13.8.4: buildings and works in
Heritage Precinct BP1: A6: lot coverage would exceed 40%.

The comment of the Council’'s Senior Cultural Heritage Officer is as
follows:

The proposal is similar to the previous application reviewed in 2015.
Assessment of the various modifications to that earlier proposal has been
undertaken. The conclusion is that, in terms of the Historic Heritage Code, the
proposal still fails to meet requisite performance criteria.

There is nothing in the revised scheme which requires modification to the
previous appraisal. The comments apply equally to the revised proposal.

Fig. 1

Fig. 2

Fig. 1 shows the planning scheme and zoning boundary; the green is Sullivans Cove Planning
Scheme 1997 — Mixed Use Zone, and the brown is Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015 —
Inner Residential Zone.

Fig. 2 shows the boundary of the Heritage Precinct BP1.

Author: Richard Bacon
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The proposed development is located within the planning area of the Hobart
Interim Planning Scheme 2015. The site of the proposed development is
wholly contained within the Heritage Precinct BP1.

The application is therefore subject to consideration under the E13.8 of the
Historic Heritage Code of the planning scheme (Development Standards for
Heritage Precincts) — specifically E13.8.2 (Buildings and Works other than
Demolition) and E13.8.4 (Buildings and Works in Heritage Precinct BP1).

The following relevant provisions apply to Heritage Precincts:
E13.8.2
Objective:

To ensure that development undertaken within a heritage precinct is
sympathetic to the character of the precinct.

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria
Al P1
No Acceptable Solution Design and siting of buildings

and works must not result in
detriment to the historic
cultural heritage significance
of the precinct, as listed in

Table E13.2.
A2 P2
No Acceptable Solution Design and siting of buildings

and works must comply with
any relevant design criteria /
conservation policy listed in
Table E13.2, except if a
heritage place of an
architectural style different
from that characterising the

precinct.
A3 P3
No Acceptable Solution Extensions to existing

buildings must not detract
from the historic cultural
heritage significance of the
precinct.
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A4

New front fences and gates
must accord with original
design, based on
photographic, archaeological
or other historical evidence.

A5

Areas of landscaping
between a dwelling and the
street must be retained.

Supp. Item No. 6.1.2 Page 27

P4

New front fences and gates
must be sympathetic in
design, (including height,
form, scale and materials),
and setback to the style,
period and characteristics of
the precinct.

PS5

The removal of areas of
landscaping between a
dwelling and the street must
not result in the loss of
elements of landscaping that
contribute to the historic
cultural significance or the
streetscape values and
character of the precinct.

The significance of the Heritage Precinct is described in Table E13.2:

BP1

Battery Point

This precinct is significant for reasons including:

1. The wide variety of architectural styles and historic features ranging
from entire streets of 19th century Colonial Georgian cottages, to
Victorian, Edwardian and Pre and Post War examples of single and
attached houses that are of historic and architectural merit, many of
which demonstrate housing prior to mass car ownership.

2. It is primarily a residential area with a mix of large substantial homes
and smaller workers cottages on separate lots, gardens, an
unstructured street layout, and lot sizes that show successive re-
subdivision into narrow lots that demonstrate early settlement patterns

of Hobart.

3. The original and/or significant external detailing, finishes and
materials demonstrating a high degree of integrity with a homogenous

historic character.

Specific development standards apply in Heritage Precinct BP1:
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Supp. Item No. 6.1.2

E13.8.4 Buildings and Works in Heritage Precinct BP1

Objective:

To ensure that development undertaken within Heritage Precinct BP1 is

sympathetic to the character of the precinct.

Acceptable Solutions
Al

Site area per dwelling unit in
Heritage Precinct BP1 must
be not less than 350m2.

A2

No acceptable solution.

A3

Building height (not including
the basement or attic floor
space with dormer windows)
must not be greater than two
storeys, or one storey if most
buildings on the same side of
the street in the immediate
vicinity are single storey.

Performance Criteria
P1

Site area per dwelling may
be less if the development
does not detract from the
pattern of development that
is a characteristic of the
cultural heritage significance
of the precinct in the vicinity
of the site.

P2

Buildings should be close to
the street frontage except
where the prevailing setback
on the same side of the
street is substantial, in which
case the setback shall
conform to the general
building line.

P3

The height of development
must neither be obtrusive in
the streetscape nor detract
from the pattern of
development that is a
characteristic of the cultural
heritage significance of the
precinct in the vicinity of the
site.
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A4

No acceptable solution.

A5

The rear setback of the
principal building must be at
least:

(a) 6 m for lots of up 14
m in width;

(b) 5 m for lots greater
than 14 min width.

A6

A site where the principal
building, excluding the
basement, in part or whole is:

(a) not more than one
storey in height, or
one storey
comprising attic floor
space with dormer
windows, must have
a site coverage of
not more than 50%;

(b) two or more storeys
must have a site
coverage of not
more than 40%.

Supp. Item No. 6.1.2

P4

Where reasonable and
practicable, a dwelling must
substantially occupy the
width of the frontage of a lot,
except where the prevailing
setbacks from side
boundaries on the same side
of the street are substantial
and not so as to exclude a
driveway or car parking at
the side of the building.

PS5

The rear setback of the
principal building must not
detract from the layout
pattern of development that
contributes to the cultural
heritage significance of the
precinct and its contribution
to private amenity facilitated
by the *house and garden’
form of development.

P6

The building must not detract
from the pattern of
development that is a
characteristic of the cultural
heritage significance of the
Precinct in the vicinity of the
site.
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A7

No acceptable solution.

A8

No acceptable solution.

A9

Maximum of 1 parking space
per dwelling.

Characteristics of Precinct

Supp. Item No. 6.1.2

P7

Land directly between a
dwelling and the street shall
not be designed or paved or
used for the manoeuvring or
parking of vehicles except to
gain access.

P8

Each lot must have not more
than one crossing over the
footpath per frontage and
have a maximum width of 3m
unless it can be
demonstrated that the
crossing and its width is
essential and will:

(@) not detract from the
historic cultural
heritage significance
of the precinct;

(b) provide a net benefit
in parking quantum
taking into account
any loss in on-street
parking required to
facilitate the
additional or wider
access.

P9

Parking must not detract from
the cultural heritage
significance or the setting of
existing dwellings.

Page 30

The planning scheme articulates the significance of the Heritage Precinct BP1
(see above). The present suburb of Battery Point evolved from a series of
subdivisions in the mid nineteenth century.

Author: Richard Bacon

-27 -

40-44 Montpelier Retreat, Adjacent Road Reservation File Ref: 5669846 P/40-44/683



CPC Agenda 4/4/2016 Supp. Item No. 6.1.2 Page 31

The area contains several large houses from the 1830s such as Secheron,
Narryna and Stowell, which were built on large estates with access from the
primary roadway, Hampden Road, which runs as a spine through the centre of
the suburb. When these larger estates were subdivided, the smaller streets
such as Kelly Street, South Street and many others were established, with
many Georgian style (though Victorian period) cottages, conjoined
townhouses and terraces springing up. This pattern of evolution continued
into the twentieth century.

The block bounded by Knopwood Street, James Street, Hampden Road and
Montpelier Retreat has always been part of Battery Point, and its buildings
relate to the pattern of development within the neighbouring streets of Battery
Point. The buildings within this block are either single or two-storey, and the
majority date from the nineteenth or early twentieth century — much like the
remainder of Battery Point. The tallest building within the block, Portsea
Terrace, is essentially a two storey structure with a basement.

The characteristics of the precinct and this particular block are starkly
contrasted with the nature of the adjoining precinct (and planning area). On
the opposite side of Montpelier Retreat is a six storey office structure, while on
the opposite side of Knopwood Street is a four storey office building. These
buildings represent a dramatic departure from the low level residential scale
buildings within the block of the proposed development.

The proposed development relies on the existence of these incompatible
structures across the road to justify a significant departure from the standards
applying to the subject site.

The development requires an assessment against the criteria applicable to the
relevant site, which is within the Battery Point Heritage Precinct (BP1) of the
Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015.

Assessment
E13.8.2

The Objective of E13.8.2 is “To ensure that development undertaken within a
heritage precinct is sympathetic to the character of the precinct.”

Performance criterion P1 states:

Design and siting of buildings and works must not result in detriment
to the historic cultural heritage significance of the precinct, as listed in
Table E13.2.

The proposed development will result in detrimental impact upon the
significance of the precinct by virtue of the height, scale and building form of
the proposed structure. The proposed building is far higher than anything
nearby within the Heritage Precinct.
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Performance criterion P2 states:

Design and siting of buildings and works must comply with any
relevant design criteria / conservation policy listed in Table E13.2,
except if a heritage place of an architectural style different from that
characterising the precinct.

The proposed development represents a significant departure from the design
and siting of buildings typically found within the Heritage Precinct.

The significance of the Heritage Precinct is described in Table E13.2:

As stated previously, specific development standards apply in Heritage
Precinct BP1:

The objective of E13.8.4 (Buildings and Works in Heritage Precinct BP1) is
stated as:

To ensure that development undertaken within Heritage Precinct BP1
is sympathetic to the character of the precinct.

The proposed development must be assessed against Performance Criteria
including the following:

P1

Site area per dwelling may be less if the development does not detract
from the pattern of development that is a characteristic of the cultural
heritage significance of the precinct in the vicinity of the site.

P3

The height of development must neither be obtrusive in the
streetscape nor detract from the pattern of development that is a
characteristic of the cultural heritage significance of the precinct in the
vicinity of the site.

P6

The building must not detract from the pattern of development that is a
characteristic of the cultural heritage significance of the Precinct in the
vicinity of the site.

Does the development detract from the pattern of development that is a
characteristic of the cultural heritage significance of the precinct in the vicinity
of the site? (P1) The development represents a significant departure from the
pattern of development within the Heritage Precinct. The extent to which it
detracts is somewhat reduced by the proximity of incongruous buildings
across the road in the Sullivan Cove planning area. However, considering the
development site as part of the Battery Point Heritage Precinct BP1 (which it
is), the proposed development clearly detracts from the pattern of
development within this particular block and the precinct generally within the
local vicinity of the site.
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Is the height of development obtrusive in the streetscape or does it detract
from the pattern of development that is a characteristic of the cultural heritage
significance of the precinct in the vicinity of the site? (P3) The height of the
proposed development, accentuated by the geometry of the building form,
marks a dramatic departure from the pattern of development in the precinct,
within the vicinity of the site. In terms of height, the proposed building takes its
cues from existing incompatible structures outside the Heritage Precinct, and
extends beyond them. The proposed building on the corner of Knopwood
[Street] and Montpelier Retreat will be prominent and conspicuous, especially
when viewed from those public streets. The photomontages included within
the application documents are somewhat deceptive, as the wide camera angle
has the effect of reducing the visual impact of distant buildings.

P6 arises from consideration of building height also:

A6 P6

A site where the principal The building must not detract

building, excluding the from the pattern of

basement, in part or whole is: development that is a

characteristic of the cultural

(a) not more than one heritage significance of the
storey in height, or Precinct in the vicinity of the
one storey site.

comprising attic floor
space with dormer
windows, must have
a site coverage of
not more than 50%;

(b) two or more storeys
must have a site
coverage of not
more than 40%.

The proposed development does not meet the acceptable solutions (A6).
Does the building detract from the pattern of development that is a
characteristic of the cultural heritage significance of the Precinct in the vicinity
of the site? (P6) The proposed development is significantly higher than
neighbouring buildings within the block and within the Heritage Precinct. The
proposed development, by virtue of its height and form detracts from the
pattern of development that is a characteristic of the cultural heritage
significance of the Precinct in the vicinity of the site.
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Conclusion

The proposed development fails to meet critical performance criteria relevant
to the location of the subject site within Heritage Precinct BP1. It is as though
the application assumes that the development standards associated with the
nearby incongruous office buildings apply to the subject site. They don’t. This
site is within a different planning area, and within a Heritage Precinct. There
are specific standards within the planning scheme to protect the character of
the Heritage Precinct — which is one of the earliest developed parts of Hobart.

With an understanding of the relevant heritage provisions relating to the
subject site, approval of the proposed development in its current form is not
warranted.

Reasons for refusal:

1. The proposed development does not meet performance criterion
E13.8.2 P1, because the design and siting of the buildings and works
will result in detriment to the historic cultural heritage significance of
the precinct, as listed in Table E13.2

2. The proposed development does not meet performance criterion
E13.8.2 P2 as the design and siting of buildings and works does not
comply with relevant design criteria / conservation policy listed in
Table E13.2.

3. The proposed development does not meet performance criterion
E13.8.4 P1 as the scale and form of the proposed development will
detract from the pattern of development that is a characteristic of the
cultural heritage significance of Heritage Precinct BP1 precinct in the
vicinity of the site.

4. The proposed development does not meet performance criterion
E13.8.4 P3 because the height of the proposed development is
obtrusive in the streetscape and detracts from the pattern of
development that is a characteristic of the cultural heritage
significance of Heritage Precinct BP1 in the vicinity of the site.

5. The proposed development does not meet performance criterion
E13.8.4 P6 as the height and form of the proposed building detracts
from the pattern of development that is a characteristic of the cultural
heritage significance of the Heritage Precinct BP1 in the vicinity of
the site.
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6.18. Historic Heritage Code Clause E.13.8.4: buildings and works in Heritage

Precinct BP1: A8 : no acceptable solution.

6.18.1. Clause E.13.8.4 P8 states:
Each lot must have not more than one crossing over the footpath per
frontage and have a maximum width of 3 m unless it can be

demonstrated that the crossing and its width is essential and will:

(a) not detract from the historic cultural heritage significance of the
precinct;

(b) provide a net benefit in parking quantum taking into account
any loss in on-street parking required to facilitate the additional
or wider access.

6.18.2. A single entrance is proposed.

6.18.3. The Council’'s Senior Cultural Heritage Officer raises no concern with
regard to vehicular access to the site.

6.19. Historic Heritage Code Clause E.13.8.4 A9 requires a maxmimum of 1 parking

space per dwelling. 34 spaces would be provided on site for 31 dwellings.
6.19.1. Clause E13.8.4 P9 states:

Parking must not detract from the cultural heritage significance or the setting
of existing dwellings.

6.19.2. The Council's Senior Cultural Heritage Officer raises no concern with
regard to car parking provision at the site.

7. Discussion

7.1.

7.2.

7.3.

The proposal is recommended for refusal by the Council's Senior Cultural
Heritage Officer under the Historic Heritage Code of the Hobart Interim
Planning Scheme 2015.

Setbacks and building envelope Clause 11.4.2 A3 states ‘The Acceptable
Solution does not apply to Heritage Precinct BP1’. Council legal advice is that
Clause 11.4.2 A3 is not applicable, as the site is located within BP1.

Consideration of the proposal with respect to setbacks and building envelope
is therefore solely under the provisions of the Historic Heritage Code.

With relation to the Parking and Access Code (E6), the Council's Development
Engineer states conditional acceptance. The officer recommends conditional
approval of the proposal overall.
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8. Conclusion

8.1. The proposed demolition and redevelopment for 31 dwellings at 40-44
Montpelier Retreat and adjacent road reservation, Battery Point does not
satisfy the relevant provisions of the Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015,
and as such is recommend for refusal.

9. Recommendations

That: A. Pursuant to the Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015, the Council refuse
the application for a demolition and redevelopment for 31 dwellings at 40-
44 Montpelier Retreat and adjacent road reservation, Battery Point on the
following grounds:

1.

Author: Richard Bacon

The proposed development does not meet performance criterion
E13.8.2 P1, because the design and siting of the buildings and works
will result in detriment to the historic cultural heritage significance of
the precinct, as listed in Table E13.2

The proposed development does not meet performance criterion
E13.8.2 P2 as the design and siting of buildings and works does not
comply with relevant design criteria / conservation policy listed in
Table E13.2.

The proposed development does not meet performance criterion
E13.8.4 P1 as the scale and form of the proposed development will
detract from the pattern of development that is a characteristic of the
cultural heritage significance of Heritage Precinct BP1 precinct in the
vicinity of the site.

The proposed development does not meet performance criterion
E13.8.4 P3 because the height of the proposed development is
obtrusive in the streetscape and detracts from the pattern of
development that is a characteristic of the cultural heritage
significance of Heritage Precinct BP1 in the vicinity of the site.
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5. The proposed development does not meet performance criterion
E13.8.4 P6 as the height and form of the proposed building detracts
from the pattern of development that is a characteristic of the cultural
heritage significance of the Heritage Precinct BP1 in the vicinity of
the site.

(Richard Bacon)
DEVELOPMENT APPRAISAL PLANNER

As signatory to this report, | certify that, pursuant to Section 55(1) of the Local Government
Act 1993, | hold no interest, as referred to in Section 49 of the Local Government Act
1993, in matters contained in this report.

(Rohan Probert)
SENIOR STATUTORY PLANNER

As signatory to this report, | certify that, pursuant to Section 55(1) of the Local Government
Act 1993, | hold no interest, as referred to in Section 49 of the Local Government Act
1993, in matters contained in this report.

Date of Report: 30 March 2016

Attachment(s) Attachment A — Documents and Drawings List
Attachment B — TasWater form Reference No. TWDA 2015/01258-HCC
dated 26/8/2015.
Attachment C — Documents and Drawings (including drawings, shadow
diagrams, montages)
Attachment D — Amended Proposal Consultant Planners Report - Kate
Loveday, January 2016
Attachment E — Architectural Report to Accompany DA Proposal — Circa
Morris Nunn, Architects, February 2016

Supporting Document(s) Attachment 1 — photomontage from direction of Sandy Bay
Road, submitted 16 March 2016.
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| Attachment A |

40-44 Montpelier Retreat, Adjacent Road
Reservation, BATTERY POINT

Description

Drawing
Number/Revision/Author/Date,
Report Author/Date, Etc

Date of
Lodgement to
Council

Application Form and owner
notification, and Council General
Manager consent

17/9/15

Titles

13/8/15

Location Plan

Drawing No: 1413 DAOO
Revision No:

Drawn by:

Date of Drawing: 5/2/16

9/2/16

Site plan

Drawing No: 1413 DAO1
Revision No: B

Drawn by:

Date of Drawing: 5/2/16:

9/2/16

Demolition plan

Drawing No: 1413 DAO2
Revision No: D

Drawn by:

Date of Drawing: 5/2/16

9/2/16

Carpark plan

Drawing No: 1413 DAO3
Revision No: G

Drawn by:

Date of Drawing: 5/2/16

9/2/16

Level 00 plan

Drawing No: 1413 DAO4
Revision No: D

Drawn by:

Date of Drawing: 5/2/16

9/2/16

Level 01 plan

Drawing No: 1413 DAO5
Revision No: D

Drawn by:

Date of Drawing: 5/2/16

9/2/16

Level 02 plan

Drawing No: 1413 DAO6
Revision No: D

Drawn by:

Date of Drawing: 5/2/16

9/2/16

Level 03 + 04 plan

Drawing No: 1413 DAOQ7
Revision No: D

Drawn by:

Date of Drawing: 5/2/16

9/2/16

Roof plan

Drawing No: 1413 DAO8
Revision No: D
Drawn by:

9/2/16
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Date of Drawing: 5/2/16

North elevations

Drawing No: 1413 DAQ9
Revision No: B

Drawn by:

Date of Drawing: 5/2/16

9/2/16

East elevation building one

Drawing No: 1413 DA10
Revision No: C

Drawn by:

Date of Drawing: 5/2/16

9/2/16

South elevation

Drawing No: 1413 DA11
Revision No: C

Drawn by:

Date of Drawing: 5/2/16

9/2/16

West elevation

Drawing No: 1413 DA12
Revision No: E

Drawn by:

Date of Drawing: 5/2/16

9/2/16

East elevation building two

Drawing No: 1413 DA13
Revision No: B

Drawn by:

Date of Drawing: 5/2/16

9/2/16

Cross 01-03

Drawing No: 1413 DA14
Revision No: B

Drawn by:

Date of Drawing: 5/2/16

9/2/16

Shadow diagrams

Drawing No: 1413 DA15
Revision No: B

Drawn by:

Date of Drawing: 5/2/16

9/2/16

Montage Knopwood Street

Drawing No: 1413 DA16
Revision No: B

Drawn by:

Date of Drawing: 5/2/16

9/2/16

Montage James Street

Drawing No: 1413 DA22
Revision No: A

Drawn by:

Date of Drawing: 5/2/16

9/2/16

Montage corner of Kirksway
Place and Montpelier Retreat

Drawing No: 1413 DA17
Revision No: B

Drawn by:

Date of Drawing: 5/2/16

9/2/16

Detailed section

Drawing No: 1413 DA18
Revision No: A

Drawn by:

Date of Drawing: 11/2/16

11/2/16

Shadow diagrams

Drawing No: 1413 DA19
Revision No: B B

Drawn by:

Date of Drawing: 5/2/16

9/2/16

Montage up Montpelier Retreat

Drawing No: 1413 DA20
Revision No: A

Drawn by:

Date of Drawing: 5/2/16

9/2/16
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Drawing No: 1413 DA21 9/2/16

Montage down Montpelier Revision No: A

Retreat Drawn by:
Date of Drawing: 5/2/16

Town planning report Kate Loveday, Planning 28/1/16
Consultant, January 2016

Architectural report Circa Morris Nunn Architects 11/2/2016
February 2016

Hydraulic Drawings Project No: 15E19-3 10/8/2015
Drawing No: H50
Revision No: 0
Drawn by: SL
Date of Drawing: 28/7/2015

Hydraulic Drawings Project No: 15E19-3 25/8/2015
Drawing No: H51
Revision No: 1
Drawn by: SL
Date of Drawing: 25/8/2015

Traffic Impact Assessment Midson Traffic P/L 10/8/2015
August 2015

Construction Environmental GES Geo-Environmental Solutions 18/8/2015

Management Plan July 2015

Project Note No.01: sign Sign detail 13/8/2015
Job 1413
Project Note: No.01.

Documentation Applicant email 10.35am 28/8/2015
28/8/2015

Project Note No.02: shutters Shutters detail and explanation 28/8/2015
Job No: 1413
Project note No.02

Detail Survey Project No: - 28/8/2015
Drawing No: Q763U-1
Revision No: -
Drawn by: AC/MK PDA Surveyors
Date of Drawing: 19/12/2012

3 x Photograph/photomontages 17/9/2015

- existing and proposed,

including seat, Montpelier

Retreat frontage

Project Note No.3: road Road reservation explanation 14/9/2015

reservation Job No: 1413
Project note N0.03

Flythrough animation 1 40-44 Montpelier Retreat - 5/2/2016
flythrough 1 - 050216

Flythrough animation 2 40-44 Montpelier Retreat - 5/2/2016
flythrough 2 - 050216

Flythrough animation 3 40-44 Montpelier Retreat - 10/2/2016
flythrough - 3 100216

Flythrough animation 4 40-44 Montpelier Retreat - 10/2/2016
flythrough_4 100216

Flythrough animation 5 40-44 Montpelier Retreat - 10/2/2016

flythrough 5 100216
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Attachment B

Submission to Planning Authority Notice

Council Planning Council notice

porm PLN-15-00971 dote 13/08/2015
TasWater TWDA 2015/01258-HCC Date of response | 26 Aug. 15
Reference No.

TasWater Anthony Cengia Phone No. | (03) 6237 8243

Contact

Council name HOBART CITY COUNCIL

Contact details Development@hobartcity.com.au

Address 40-44 MONTPELIER RTT, BATTERY POINT Property ID (PID) | 5669846

Description of
31 New apartment + car spaces
development

Prepared by Drawing/document No. Revision No. Date of Issue
Aldanmark Pty Ltd 15E19-3 Sheet H51 1 25-08-15

SUBMISSION TO PLANNING AUTHORITY NOTICE OF PLANNING APPLICATION REFERRAL

Pursuant to the Water and Sewerage Industry Act 2008 (TAS) Section 56P(1) TasWater imposes the
following conditions on the permit for this application:

CONNECTIONS, METERING & BACKFLOW

1. A suitably sized water supply with metered connections / sewerage system and connections to the
development must be designed and constructed to TasWater’s satisfaction and be in accordance
with any other conditions in this permit.

2. Any removal/supply and installation of water meters and/or the removal of redundant and/or
installation of new and modified property service connections must be carried out by TasWater at
the developer’s cost.

3. Prior to commencing construction / use of the development, a boundary backflow prevention
device and water meter must be installed to the satisfaction of TasWater.

DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT FEES

4, The applicant or landowner as the case may be, must pay a development assessment fee to
TasWater for this proposal of:

a. $629.00 for development assessment as approved by the Economic Regulator and the
fees will be indexed as approved by the Economic Regulator from the date of the
Submission to Planning Authority Notice for the development assessment fee until the
date they are paid to TasWater. Payment is required within 30 days from the date of the
invoice.

Issue Date: August 2015 Page 1 of 2
Uncontrolled when printed Version No: 0.1
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For information on TasWater development standards, please visit
http://www.taswater.com.au/Development/Development-Standards

For application forms please visit http://www.taswater.com.au/Development/Forms

The developer is responsible for arranging to locate existing TasWater infrastructure and clearly showing
it on any drawings. Existing TasWater infrastructure may be located by TasWater (call 136 992) on site at
the developer’s cost, alternatively a surveyor and/or a private contractor may be engaged at the
developers cost to locate the infrastructure.

The drawings/documents and conditions stated above constitute TasWater’s Submission to Planning
Authority Notice.

Authorised by

Jason Taylor
Development Assessment Manager

Phone 13 6992 Email development@taswater.com.au
Mail GPO Box 1393 Hobart TAS 7001 Web www.taswater.com.au

Page 2 of 2

Issue Date: August 2015
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Drawings List

1413 - DAOO Location Plan
1413 - DAO1 Site Plan

1413 - DAO2 Demolition Pian
1413 - DAOG Car-park

1413 - DAD4 Leval 00

1413 - DAQS Level 01

1413 - DAD6 Level 02
1413 - DA 07 Levels 03 + 04
1413 - DADB Raot Plan

1413 - DAOS North Bavation

1413 - DA10 East Elevation Buikding 1
1413 - DA11 South Elevation

1413 - DA12 West Elevation

1413 - DA13 East Elevalion Building 2
1413 - DA14 Croes Sections

1413 - DA15 Shadow Diagrams

1413 - DA16 Montage

1413 - DA17 Montage

1413 - DA18 Detailed Saction
1413 - DA19 Shadow Diagrams
1413 - DA20

1413 - DAZ1 Montage

1413 - DA22 Montage

Supp. Item No. 6.1.2

Page 43—

Attachment C

2>
c
o
O)
IE
| o
L
Q.
p S
o
Yo



jacksonl
Attachment C


»® o o0m

’ CPC Agenda 4/4/2016

Supp. Item No. 6.1.2

s & H
MULTI-STOREY
BULDIG
&
Ll
hd T
- ToP
# * an 2L o Rook an
gy dpen Sl S “GUILD INSURANCE”
x P ¥ w
/ v 'r‘”?m-,
b i’ MULTI-STOREY
3 Ray s BUILDING
/ oo . e 1
= @ ‘“’M e R - mq'lk - u.‘r\\l"l:l
~ - Fy i 1
2, e By e W
é-“ “ - ey, w "KNGPWOOD HOLIDAY
& & nnalTi8200/1 e - T~ AT
§.- 1STOREY . . re o~
wig? RENDERED o3 CONC, n n o nu
1] 3. g | A T paare " ,%“’Uor\\
; LU RENDERED . L] ‘ff,“m &
BUDIG . an . 1 ‘PFET R4
T T OF WAY e I3
CARPAR ot P F s - iy s,",:, Cay B
& wnde e CONC. BLOCK pa e
5 e BDHG  rpsy € crieneen o e one,
é" W Fo fsRaveL) ’ & EAVE HS"ILI"“‘ s »
NS 251500 ~ (ONRETE & R ~. o WEo™ NS 251500
o -'-\\4-: Way « C.T.100680/1 ,,‘ \\’/)" R .
& ~ g5 g “BEER GARDEN" [ "PREACHERS” 'y,
K fonc & i M L
s ET ~ - - . 0 CHHNE v,
& won - e o N bl g
RS * crazonn L_F m My 027 s N &
S~ o 4 : 257086y Y £
e N s }' fre & BT BRICK HOUSE i~ s
A Y oan (8. WIONCRETE i & vl NS F
\ e o BORAVELI " “TowETS” \
Woxnn « 7 - - STen . L ~ . 'msm
4
No, 37 P L7 «ry 2 R0
astoney ne . 4,/ e b 2 s - & P gy s Tocormamen. - ,
BRICK HOUSE s/ ~~ e BT . /
’E, . VT - § X &> L ™ N/
P A€ a“’”t‘u N fox o~ g ° 4 Lx ~\ /
/ o e e, o - —n ~~ e
“ M“’A«,‘” e (L e D AN ; (29 , \',/’#,
i 1ROOE VER) ; o . 7;, i, / / e
STRATA CORP, €2 v </ s, P e J sRckHouse
No. 54593 PR . o & /
& P‘"fafq,, .z L N 5;/ E ::i
tr —
o B o S s
< 19 3841 D z
] 141 ~ i 12
. ‘.% Jt GRAVELL o .
nne * §
PARKING &n o F.) 5‘ &
Hawx KK ety . -~ 5
n Rogy ™ " e o £
.5 RS ;
e Oy A
BRICK HOUSE [, L
® x ~
2 "Nw,,” M BAsE -
é}" e ~  mwxx
~ 2o
& / / ! 7“
<« STOREY 7 w oz & i
oTIAGE  / Hod ® S / y
&1 Mo.52
,éj 3 g’ 5?” 2sT0dEY
Toe 207 o1} § ; BRiighuILONG
’
e e ! / N5 251059
ALE
o : " \L‘"
o~
LT S—
A
H ] [
[\ 5 5 3 (. \res
= b / v
noTEs: sun 3 e
763U
SCALE 0 w40 w0 @ DETAIL SURVEY
° v MK HC 40 - 44 MONTPELI R RETREAT, BATTERY POINT
s
e for ISSA GROUP
9 DECEMBER 2012

oate

AMENOMENTS

Page 44

No 46

an
e S .
S 'Y
No. 5 Mentpaliar Ret. | apce HULTI-STOREY
2 Storaybeitk hovse  gpyppy I BULONG
)ﬁ
Nos-11 .“(
2§tore P
sy o
: RL 645
(Canc)
™
- - RLIAT
e e
nas RLISAS (Gravely pe
% (Gravel) o R éé’ .
/%a +ran thard g?‘ . >
P ad landscapingl = L
LS ‘1‘\/’
wr BIRDS EYE PERSPECTIVE
house NOT TO SCALE
LEGEND LEGEND continued
Titls Y [ Grated Pit
Surrounding boundary L4 Unclassified pit
— . — . — . — Topitos of bank a Survey Mark
- ~— 1 — Fenca {description as shown) BH Menitoring bore hole
==—- Roof ines L Floor tevel
y—a Overhead powerline e Power pole
sv Stop valve
NOTES: P Fire plug

Date of Survay: 10 & 11 December 2012,
Bearing Datum Is GDAS4 per SPM 972 & SPM 874,

Horizonial Dalum Is MGAB4 par SPM972, with coordinates of

E 526952.012

N 5251546.131 per tha LIST.

All other coordinates have been treated as plane from this polnt.

Vertical datum is AHD per SPM 972 with reputed RL 23.467m.

While reasonable effort has been mads to locate all visible above ground services, there may
be other servicas which werse not located during survay.

Dy Sam Issa of issa Group have bsen located

Only thase pecifically
and subsequently shown on this plan.

Prior to any damwlition, excavation, final design or lion on this site, a pi
site | should ba 1o locate all above and balow ground service

infrasiructure.

All coordinates within this file, although stated to the nearest 0.001 metre, are approximats only
and are only within 0.015m of the stated coordinalte (horizontally and vertically). As heights of
surrounding builds have been Iocated by indirect measurements Accuracy of these points are
+0.100m Horizontally & vertically,

The boundaries shown on this plan are compiled from various cid surveys and, as such, are
approxi only. The *P building franting on to James Street encroaches anto the
subject property by up to 470mm also thers are same discrepancies between tilles at the
south-west comer of "Preachers” and subject tand. If any works are to be conducted on or near
the boundary a re-establishmenl survey will be required.

The land marked "ABCD" on C.T.197384/1 has a right of caniage way over the ROADWAY
adjeining the southem boundary.

Contour Interval 0.250m

Any DTM modeling that is to be done from the accompanying 3D digital file must be done using
only the layer TRIANGLE_1 SURFACE to ensure thal surface matches that verifiad by
Peacock, Darcey & Andersan. No responsibility is taken for the use or interpretation of this
data in any other format.

Some fealure levels are not shown on this plan for clarity. These can be found tumed on in
model space or on tha OFF Levels layer.

PDA Surveyors 1:200 (A1)
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| Attachment D |

AMENDED PROPOSAL : 40-44 MONTPELIER RETREAT

The amendments

The applicant has submitted amended plans following the previous two advertising periods of the application. The design has been modified for the
amenity of the immediate adjoining neighbours at 46-48 Montpelier Retreat and 9-11 James Street and to reduce the visual bulk of the building as viewed
from Montpelier Retreat adjacent to 46 Montpelier Retreat.

The amendments made are:

e A5 metre setback from the rear corner boundary of the James Street building to comply with Clause E 13.8.4 AS5;

e A 6.318 metre setback of the Montpelier Retreat building from its rear boundary to comply with Clause 13.8.4 A5;

e A 2.476 metre setback of the western corner of the Montpelier Retreat building to reduce visual bulk as viewed along Montpelier Retreat;

e A 1.352 metre setback of the Montpelier building from the dwelling at 46 Montpelier Retreat to reduce visual bulk as viewed from the rear garden;

e Redesign of the Montpelier building to become no higher than two storeys where it is adjacent to 46 Montpelier Retreat; and

e Modification to the architectural screening treatments of the western facades of both buildings to increase visual depth and articulation while
maximising screening and plantings to maintain mutual privacy between properties. The whole of the western wall of the Montpelier building will
be a green wall with plants grown on tension cables.

The following report provides comment on the Clauses applicable under the Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015. The Stormwater Management Code
and Potentially Contaminated Land Code are not revisited here as the application relative to these codes remains the same.

This is an abbreviated assessment only. Even without the above-mentioned Codes, there are 9 applicable clauses and 29 sub-clauses that apply.
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2
The Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015
CLAUSE SUBCLAUSE DESIGN RESPONSE
11.4.1 A1l and P1 - Density
P1 - Site area per dwelling may be: COMPLIES
The proposal provides apartments of high quality with various floor
(a) less than 200m? if any of the following applies: plans and floor areas in an inner city location where apartments are
appropriate and necessary.
(i) the development contributes to a range of dwelling
types and sizes appropriate to the locality;
(i) the development provides for a specific
accommodation need, such as aged care, special
needs or student accommodation;
11.4.2 Al and P1 - front setback
A1 - Unless within a building area, a dwelling, excluding protrusions
(such as eaves, steps, porches, and awnings) that extend not more COMPLIES with A1
than 0.6 m into the frontage setback, must have a setback from
a frontage that is:
(b) if for a vacant site with existing dwellings on adjoining sites
on the same street, not more than the greater, or less than
the lesser, setback for the equivalent frontage of the
dwellings on the adjoining sites on the same street.
A2 and P2 - garage setbacks Complies with A2 (if applicable)
A3 and P3 - Building envelope — Not applicable in BP1 NOT APPLICABLE BUT COMPLIES with P3
The siting and scale of a dwelling must:
The design of the James Street apartments has been undertaken with
(a) not cause unreasonable loss of amenity by: the principle that the impact of the side view of the building would be
(i) reduction in sunlight to a habitable room (other than no greater in visual bulk than that of a compliant two storey dwelling
a bedroom) of a dwelling on an adjoining lot; or with a pitched roof.
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(i) overshadowing the private open space of a dwelling
on an adjoining lot; or

(iii)  overshadowing of an adjoining vacant lot; or

(iv)  visual impacts caused by the apparent scale, bulk or
proportions of the dwelling when viewed from an
adjoining lot; and

(b) provide separation between dwellings on adjoining lots that
is compatible with that prevailing in the surrounding area.

Although the applicant is of the view that this clause does not apply
in the BP1 precinct as its standards would conflict with those of the
Code for BP1 addressed below, the amenity of the neighbouring
houses has been considered. Their amenity at present relative to the
subject site is low. This is due to the site being an unsealed public car
park.

James Street

The adjacent pair of dwellings in James Street are a contemporary
pair dwellings of one storey with a second storey partially in the roof
made to appear to be of older style.

They have a right of way of approximately 4 metres width running
along its side boundary that services a number of other properties
including a garage for Montpelier Retreat properties. There is no
fencing of the rear garden area and it is used for drying of washing
and parking of cars. The two dwellings have rear balconies which
look to the rear of the site and across to the rear of 52 Montpelier
Retreat.

The outlook from the side of these properties across the subject site
is from one second level window for No. 9 (which appears to be a
secondary window to a room facing the street or the rear). The

Drawing no. DA 11/ € shows the outline of such-a dwelling an the
elevation.

The Scheme permits a rear setback of 5 metres and full “occupancy” of
the street frontage.

The apartments have been setback by a minimum of 1.215 metres so
creating a 5.26 metre setback in total with the Right of Way. The 5
metre setback has been met. The wall of the apartments has been
made of timber screens which will rise to a sill height of 1.7 metres for
all windows. There will be planters and landscape systems to soften the
appearance of the building and these are not dependent upon the
individual owners maintaining them. It will be a landscape system
managed for the body corporate as it is an intrinsic part of the
architecture.

This appearance will be far less in visual bulk than the appearance of for
example the site brick walls of the Portsea terraces shown below.
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They look over the subject site towards the 4 storey building in
Knopwood Street.

Right of way next to 9 James Street

Side wall of 9 James Street

other “window style” opening is from the open upper level deck.

There is no unreasonable o'verlooking. There is no. unreasonable Joks of
sunlight that is caused on the 21" June as the whote blockis affected by
the 4 storey building and the dwellings in James Street are oriented east
to west.

The Montpelier apartments have been reduced to two storeys and are a
complete green wall design. This is a new form of architecture but one
that has been proven in other parts of the world far more severe in
climate than Hobart. The building will be encased in a fine mesh trellis
which will be planted from above and below to form a living structure.
The visual bulk of the two storey wall will be mitigated by the
vegetation and the unique appearance that results. There are no
overlooking issues from any side windows and the terraces all have
planter boxes to ensure occupants cannot look down into the
courtyards below.

This is a far more sympathetic treatment than a two storey brick wall.

Examples of two storey side walls in Battery Point
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Two storey side wall in James Street
Rear area of 9-11 James Street W ¥ SIEE Wat s

The rear area is not planted with any trees or shrubs and is generally
flat and open. The vehicular right of way is not sealed and has a sand
and gravel surface. The existing subject site is a public carpark which
overlooks this rear area. All people who park in it as they come and
go from their cars can see the rear of 9-11 James Street. There is no
obvious security between the site and the rear of 9-11 James other
than a metal fence.

Side wall of 46 Montpelier Retreat

The proposed development in both James Street and Montpelier
Retreat provides a setback from its boundaries similar to the setbacks
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Existing view from 9 James Street to the subject site

The rear area of these two dwellings is not a private open space- it is
mostly a car park. The area shown on the title which may have been
proposed as private open space is used for clothes lines and parking
cars. If this area where fenced a private open space could be
achieved.

The separation between the new building and this area is over 5
metres. This is a generous separation between dwellings and
gardens in Battery Point.

In terms of visual impact the new facade has no greater impact that a
compliant two storey building with a 30 degree pitched roof. This is
shown dotted on elevation DA 11(C).

Montpelier Retreat

46-48 Montpelier Retreat have rear garden areas immediately
adjacent to their back porch. The rest of the site is parking area and

found in Battery Point as a whole. In many instances in Battery Point
there are no side boundary setbacks while there are tall side boundary
brick walls.

The proposed green building will have a preferable appearance than a
two storey brick wall when viewed from all vantage points on the
adjacent site at 46 Montpelier Retreat. It will also have a preferable
appearance to the rundown semi industrial site which is the existing car
park.
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is sealed. No. 46 has no fencing of the area identified on the title and
it extends into the carpark area behind. No. 48 has walls around its
private open space with dense tree and shrub cover.

Rear courtyards of 46 — 48 Montpelier Retreat
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Example of two storey side walls in Battery Point

1143

A1l and P1 -ssite coverage
P1

Dwellings must have:

(a) private open space that is of a size and dimensions that are
appropriate for the size of the dwelling and is able to
accommodate:

(i) outdoor recreational space consistent with the
projected requirements of the occupants and, for
multiple dwellings, take into account any communal
open space provided for this purpose within the
development; and

COMPLIES with P1

Each apartment has at least one deck, in many cases more than one. All
are appropriate to the apartment’s size and orientation.

The surrounding area has many outdoor recreational opportunities.

All apartments will be complete with laundry facilities and drying
facilities.

The whole complex will be landscaped vertically as well as within the
central courtyard as part of the overall design of the building. Each
apartment will have balcony and deck planters for individual gardening.
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(ii)  operational needs, such as clothes drying and
storage;

unless the projected requirements of the occupants are
considered to be satisfied by public open space in close
proximity; and

(b) reasonable space for the planting of gardens and
landscaping.

A2 and P2 - POS
P2

A dwelling must have private open space that:

(a) includes an area that is capable of serving as an extension
of the dwelling for outdoor relaxation, dining, entertaining
and children’s play that is:

(i) conveniently located in relation to a
living area of the dwelling; and

(ii) orientated to take advantage of
sunlight;

unless the projected requirements of the occupants are
considered to be satisfied by communal open space or
public open space in close proximity.

COMPLIES with P2

Each apartment has a balcony or terrace or both. The outdoor areas are
accessed from living rooms directly and serve as an extension of the
living areas. The outdoor areas have the dimensions to enable outdoor
dining, relaxation and children’s play.

Each deck is oriented to take advantage of the available sunlight and
outlook.

1144

Al and P1 - sunlight

P1

A dwelling must be sited and designed so as to allow sunlight to enter
at least one habitable room (other than a bedroom).

COMPLIES with P1

A2 and P2 - overshadowing
P2
A multiple dwelling must be designed and sited to not cause

COMPLIES with P2
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unreasonable loss of amenity by overshadowing a window of a
habitable room (other than a bedroom), of another dwelling on the
same site, that faces between 30 degrees west of north and 30
degrees east of north (see diagram 11.4.4A)

A3 and P3 - overshadowing

P3

A multiple dwelling must be designed and sited to not cause
unreasonable loss of amenity by overshadowing the private open
space, of another dwelling on the same site, required in accordance
with A2 or P2 of 11.4.3.

COMPLIES with P3

11.45

Al and P1 - Garage openings

Al

A garage or carport within 12m of a primary frontage(whether the
garage or carport is free-standing or part of the dwelling) must have
a total width of openings facing the primary frontage of not more
than 6m or half the width of the frontage (whichever is the lesser).

COMPLIES with Al - entry to car park area is 6 metres wide.

11.4.6

A1l and P1 - privacy

P1

A balcony, deck, roof terrace, parking space or carport (whether
freestanding or part of the dwelling) that has a finished surface or
floor level more than 1m above natural ground level, must be
screened, or otherwise designed, to minimise overlooking of:

(a) a dwelling on an adjoining lot or its private open space; or

(b) another dwelling on the same site or its private open space;
or

(c) an adjoining vacant residential lot.

COMPLIES with P1
All balconies are screened to minimise overlooking to all dwellings and
private open space be it on the same site or on an adjacent site.

A2 and P2 - privacy
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P2

A window or glazed door, to a habitable room of a dwelling, that has
a floor level more than 1 m above the natural ground level, must be
screened, or otherwise located or designed, to minimise direct views
to:

(a) a window or glazed door, to a habitable room of another
dwelling; and

(b) the private open space of another dwelling; and

(c) an adjoining vacant residential lot.

COMPLIES with P2

All windows are screened or frosted and designed to minimise any
direct views to another dwelling or private open space.

A3 and P3 - privacy from shared driveways

COMPLIES with A3

11.4.7 Al and P1 - front fences COMPLIES with Al
Al
There is only one front fence and this is designed to be a modern metal
A fence (including a free-standing wall) within 3m of a frontage must | vertical picket fence consistent with the character of Battery Point
have a height above natural ground level of not more than: without mimicking any heritage style. It is low and due to slope of James
Street has a maximum height of 1.2 metres.
(a) 1.2m if the fence is solid; or
(b) 1.5m, if any part of the fence that is within 3m of a primary
frontage has openings above a height of 1.2m which provide
a uniform transparency of not less than 30% (excluding any
posts or uprights).
11.4.8 Al and P1 - waste storage

P1

A multiple dwelling development must provide storage, for waste and
recycling bins, that is:

COMPLIES with P1

The waste storage is in the car park and is in a separate area from the
dwellings and contained in a separate room contained away from any
adjoining property or dwelling.
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(a) capable of storing the number of bins required for the site;
and

(b) screened from the frontage and dwellings; and

(c) if the storage area is a communal storage area, separated
from dwellings on the site to minimise impacts caused by
odours and noise.

E 13.8.2
Heritage
Precincts
Buildings
and
works

P1 (no acceptable solution)
P1

Design and siting of buildings and works must not result in detriment
to the historic cultural heritage significance of the precinct, as listed
in Table E13.2.

COMPLIES with P1

Montpelier Retreat — The amended plans have the greatest impact on
the character of the development when viewed from Montpelier
Retreat. The green building creates a modern insert separating 46-48
Montpelier from the new apartments. It creates a strong visual space
between the two sites. It is important to keep in mind that the
dwellings at 46-48 Montpelier Retreat are not in themselves heritage
buildings and their character and architectural merit is not exemplary of
the architecture of the Portsea Terrace further up the road. The
proposed building is not seen in conjunction with or adjacent to any
heritage listed site in Montpelier Retreat and is balanced in scale and
form with all the buildings, heritage listed or otherwise in the street
which are outside Battery Point and within Sullivans Cove.

James Street - The apartments as viewed from James Street have a
“low profile”. The building will be a darker recessive tone and will have
timber and black metal detailing with extensive planting on its walls.
This will ensure the wall of Narryna remains the dominate streetscape
feature and is balanced by the terrace house grouping of 13-17 James
Street. The finishes of the new building will be of the highest quality.

Knopwood Street — The only streetscape feature of any heritage
significant in Knopwood Street is No. 5 Knopwood. It sits on the corner
of the block as one proceeds to and from James Street. Its visual
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DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION
DOCUMENT

This document is one of the documents
relevant to the application for a planning
permit No.PLN-15-00971-01 and was
received on the 28 January 2016

Planning Authority: Hobart City Council

presence is not disturbed by the proposed James Street apartments as
they sit behind a two storey wall at the back of No. 5.

Wall of building on subject site adjacent to 5 Knopwood.

Rear wall of 5 Knopwood Street as viewed from James Street
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The amenity of 5 Knopwood Street and its setting wil be improved by
the development. It is presently impaired by a concrete block wall on
the subject site. This will become a courtyard with landscaping set with
timber slatted facades and hanging gardens.

The bus and beer barrel storage and waste bin area is part of the beer
garden area and is not part of the subject site.

P2 (no acceptable solution)
P2

Design and siting of buildings and works must comply with any
relevant design criteria / conservation policy listed in Table E13.2,
except if a heritage place of an architectural style different from that
characterising the precinct.

See Clauses E 13.2 and E 13.4 : BP1 : Same requirement

P3 (no acceptable solution) — extensions to existing buildings

Not applicable

A 4 and P4 - front fences
A4

New front fences and gates must accord with original design, based
on photographic, archaeological or other historical evidence.
P4

New front fences and gates must be sympathetic in design, (including
height, form, scale and materials), and setback to the style, period
and characteristics of the precinct.

See Clause 11.4.7 above - COMPLIES

A5 and P5 - front landscaping

Not applicable

E13.8.4
Battery
Point

Al and P1 - site area per dwelling
Al

Site area per dwelling unit in Heritage Precinct BP1 must be not less

COMPLIES with P1 —The density of the development has no impact on
the on the pattern of development that is characteristic of the cultural
heritage significance of the precinct. The bulk of the building is not
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than 350m*
P1

Site area per dwelling may be less if the development does not
detract from the pattern of development that is a characteristic of
the cultural heritage significance of the precinct in the vicinity of the
site.

viewed from within Battery Point and it cannot be seen or appreciated
from the streets of Battery Point. The building is set within an area that
is severely compromised by the buildings in Sullivans Cove and a
townscape and form balance is created by the proposed buildings.

The aim of the architect was to create a strong statement on the corner
of the site facing into Sullivan’s Cove, delineating and creating a full stop
spatially to the area, behind which Battery Point is presented and
unfolds as one approaches either along Knopwood Street or along
Montpelier Retreat. This site will separate Battery Point and assist to
delineate it from its surroundings where at present its boundaries and
parameters are not easily defined and are blighted by the existing car
park and industrial buildings on site.

P2 (no acceptable solu"cion)
P2

Buildings should be close to the street frontage except where the
prevailing setback on the same side of the street is substantial, in
which case the setback shall conform to the general building line.

COMPLIES

A3 and P3 - Building height
A3

Building height (not including the basement or attic floor space with
dormer windows) must not be greater than two storeys, or

one storey if most buildings on the same side of the street in the
immediate vicinity are single storey.

P3

The height of development must neither be obtrusive in the
streetscape nor detract from the pattern of development that is a

COMPLIES with A3

The building is not obtrusive when viewed from any of the streets
within the heritage Precinct BP1. The building has been designed to
transition to meet the scale of development in both James Street and
Montpelier Retreat.

The character of Knopwood Street is dominated by a four storey
building within Sullivans Cove. It has no streetscape that is characteristic
of the “cultural heritage significance” of Battery Point.
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characteristic of the cultural heritage significance of the precinct in
the vicinity of the site.

P4 — (no acceptable solution) building width
P4

Where reasonable and practicable, a dwelling must substantially
occupy the width of the frontage of a lot, except where the
prevailing setbacks from side boundaries on the same side of the
street are substantial and not so as to exclude a driveway or car
parking at the side of the building.

COMPLIES with P4

The proposed two buildings occupy the width of the frontages on all
frontages with a setback in James Street and a setback in Montpelier
Retreat to minimise impact on adjoining residences. This arrangement
is characteristic of the surrounding streets.

A5 and P5 — rear setback
A5

The rear setback of the principal building must be at least:

(a) 6 m for lots of up 14 m in width;

(b) 5 m for lots greater than 14 m in width.

P5

The rear setback of the principal building must not detract from the
layout pattern of development that contributes to the cultural

heritage significance of the precinct and its contribution to private
amenity facilitated by the ‘house and garden’ form of development.

COMPLIES with A5 and P5

The rear setback is a complex issue when one considers a site which has
3 street frontages. If one looks at the pattern of lots that exist both on
site and on adjacent sites, the assessment is further complicated. It is
possible there are no rear boundaries from which the rear setback can
be assessed.

It is however clear that the lots have frontages greater than 14 metres
width therefore A5 (b) applies.

The rear setback of the two principle buildings has been shown on the
plans drawing no DA 01 C with a setback from the rear boundary of the
two main lots where they would meet the adjacent lots in Montpelier
Retreat and James Street

A6 and P6 - site coverage
A6

A site where the principal building, excluding the basement, in part or

COMPLIES with P6

In the vicinity of the site there is a mixed pattern of development, the
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whole is:

(a) not more than one storey in height, or one storey
comprising attic floor space with dormer windows, must
have a site coverage of not more than 50%;

(b) two or more storeys must have a site coverage of not more
than 40%.
P6

The building must not detract from the pattern of
development that is a characteristic of the cultural heritage
significance of the Precinct in the vicinity of the site.

majority of which is not of heritage significance. There are a number of
elements — 5 Knopwood, Narryna and the James St terraces and Portsea
Terrace only which contribute to this heritage significance and they do
not represent a strong pattern as such.

The pattern is in the street layout and orientation of the buildings and
their bold and solid form and bulk within narrow streets. The proposed
development repairs the subject site to fit in with this pattern with a
modern architectural form-and similarjpesitioning, also creating a new
laneway through the site.

P7 (no acceptable solution)
P7

Land directly between a dwelling and the street shall not be designed
or paved or used for the manoeuvring or parking of vehicles except to
gain access.

COMPLIES

P8 (no acceptable solution)
P8

Each lot must have not more than one crossing over the footpath per
frontage and have a maximum width of 3 m unless it can be
demonstrated that the crossing and its width is essential and will:

(a) not detract from the historic cultural heritage significance of
the precinct;

COMPLIES

The 6 metres width is essential and replaces various crossovers already
in existence across the total site therefore creating a net benefit and
reduction in crossovers.
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(b) provide a net benefit in parking quantum taking into
account any loss in on-street parking required to facilitate
the additional or wider access.

A9 and P9 — parking
A9

Maximum of 1 parking space per dwelling.
P9

Parking must not detract from the cultural heritage significance or
the setting of existing dwellings.

COMPLIES with A9

31 parking spaces provided for 31 apartments.

Kate Loveday B Arch

January 2016
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Summary of the Proposal

This proposal is to create a new premier residential development in the upper part of Montpelier
Retreat, at the edge of central Hobart and Battery Point.

The proposal is centred on the idea that it is possible to create a very ‘green’ quality residential
development on the former Elliott Bros crane hire depot, which is currently used as a carpark in
the interim period.

View looking up the middle of Montpelier Retreat from Salamanca Place (with the Sultan Holdings Development included)

The design approach is to create an overall building form that responds to both the scale of the
two office buildings on the opposite sides of the street, and conversely also relate to the low scale
traditional urban fabric of James Street with its row houses and historic wall which runs along as
the side boundary to Narryna, a historic property on Hampden Rd now used as a museum, and a
historic cottage on the corner of Knopwood and James, now operating as a wine bar, Preachers.

CIRCA MORRIS-NUNN PTY LTD ABN 68 143 641 847 Page 2 of 16
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This document is one of the documents
relevant to the application for a planning
permit no. PLN-15-00971-01 and was
CCL received on 11 February 2016.

Planning Authority: Hobart City Council

View of the project from the intersection of Montpelier with Kirksway Place, showing the adjacent office blocks
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The proposed development comprises two separate buildings above a podium, which is formed
by a semi basement carpark. It comprises:

CARPARK (Ground level Knopwood St Access)

* Main Entry lobby, with stair and lift to upper levels, main building

» Bike Store

e Bin Store

e 34 Carparks, including 3 tandem carparks and two disabled carparks
» Secure storage lockers for each apartment

e Lift and stair access to James St apartments

GROUND FLOOR:

» 5 two bedroom apartments, main building

e 4 two bedroom apartments accessed off central open space between buildings, with rear
semi basement courtyard adjacent James St.

FIRST FLOOR:

* 5 two bedroom apartments, main building

e 2 two bedroom apartments accessed off directly off James St
e 2 two bedroom apartments accessed off lobby from James St

SECOND FLOOR:

* 5 two bedroom apartments, main building

* lower level of 2 two bedroom apartments accessed off directly from James St lobby
* lower level of 2 three bedroom apartments accessed off directly from James St lobby
* 1 one bedroom studio apartment accessed off James St lobby

» shared outdoor terrace with BBQ facilities, main building

THIRD FLOOR:

* lower floor of penthouse apartment, main building

e main ground floor of three bedroom apartment, main building

* 1 three bedroom apartment, main building

e upper level of 2 two bedroom James St apartments with internal stairs
e upper level of 2 three bedroom James St apartments with internal stairs

FOURTH FLOOR:
e upper levels of penthouse apartment, main building
e upper storey, three bedroom apartment with outdoor terrace, main building

In summary there are 31 residential apartments (in total) in the proposed complex, comprising:

3 three bedroom apartments and 15 two bed apartments in the main building

CIRCA MORRIS-NUNN PTY LTD ABN 68 143 641 847 Page 4 of 16
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2 three bedroom apartments and 10 two bed apartments and 1 single bed studio in the James St
building

Each apartment has one carpark, three have 2, and there is a large secure bicycle store to be used

by all residents.

The historic cottage (now Preachers) in relation to the existing offices and the proposed apartments

CIRCA MORRIS-NUNN PTY LTD ABN 68 143 641 847 Page 5 of 16
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Description of the Proposed New Building

The basic tenet of the design was to try and create a new, high quality residential apartment
building at the edge of the Hobart CBD, at the city end of Battery Point that respected its
neighbours.

One of the main factors affecting the design was how it could be a visual foil to all its near
neighbours, which has perhaps the greatest contrast that any Hobart development could ever
have to deal with.

The site is one of extremes, as it is the very edge of Battery Point, with its heritage residential
character, and also located on the opposite side of both Montpelier Retreat and Knopwood St are
two very banal large commercial office buildings, with absolutely no aesthetic or grace
whatsoever.

There is also the historic Georgian house on the corner of Knopwood and James Sts, which had
been converted many decades ago into a famous seafood restaurant, initially known as Mures,
and currently operated as a boutique pub / wine bar (Preachers), (and as such, it is a commercial
property), and slightly further away, with its side boundary on James St is the very important
historic property Narryna, now run as a museum.

The difference between the massive looming bulk of Kirksway House, which has no relation to
anything other than corporate greed (with an extra story having been added illegally by the
developer) and the two-storey scale of Battery Point is the challenge we as architects have tried to
apply ourselves to. We have sought to create a development that relates in its massing and overall
scale to the change between these two extremes, realizing that whatever the planning guidelines,
the physical bulk of the commercial buildings and the historic buildings will always be there, and
creating a project that responds to this reality is of paramount importance.

The answer for us was to create a development that comprised two buildings on a podium that is
the carparking level. Because of the slope across the site in two directions, the entry to the
carpark is on grade at the lowest portion of the site (the corner of Knopwood and Montpelier) and
is then cut into the rising hillside.

On top of this podium we have created an inner shared open space. This space is part of a
pedestrian route where people can walk through the site from Knopwood St and emerge part way
along James St. Above this podium is two separate blocks each with their own lift up from the
carpark level. The scale of these two blocks is very different and responds to the immediate
surroundings adjacent to each.

CIRCA MORRIS-NUNN PTY LTD ABN 68 143 641 847 Page 6 of 16
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Respecting the cultural / heritage values

THE TWO STREETS AND THEIR DIFFERENT CHARACTERISTICS

Montpelier Retreat

The upper part of the slope of Montpelier Retreat is crowned by a collection of residential
structures, dominated on the SE side by the Portsea Terraces, a group of historic Victorian
terraces, which both accentuate the fall of the land down to Salamanca and also the perspective
up to where Battery Point meets Sandy Bay Road.

James Street

James St slopes gently down towards the north from Hampden Road. The site is almost at the
lowest end of the street, and the James St Apartments needs to be seen as a natural end to the
row of humble 19" century terraced houses that all sit hard on the street.

THE MAIN BUILDING AND MONTPELIER RETREAT
The mass / bulk of the main building is a response to its two neighbouring properties, the office

blocks on opposite sides of both Knopwood St and Montpelier Retreat, and as well, the residential
buildings that form the upper part of Montpelier Retreat.

Portsea Terrace (with their external stairs up to the front doors) with Kirksway House and the new apartment block.
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The new apartment building’s form and roof line responds to and accentuates this perspective,

and in doing so the resulting mass then also balances out the conflicting heights of the two office
buildings themselves.

Of the two offices, the bulk of Kirksway House is by far the most significant (and bulky — both in
its size and colour). For this reason, the scale of the main building rises up so that at its highest
point it is approximately the height of the roof of Kirksway House, but because the roof is pitched
rather than flat, it drops away in two directions to be far closer to the height of the adjacent 2
storey house on Montpelier Retreat, assisted as it is by the fact that the street is rising up the hill
at the same time. (Montpelier Retreat elevation below)
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There is an existing building on the corner of Knopwood and Montpelier, which we understand
may be reasonably old, has been very badly altered, to a point where there is now negligible value
in the structure, but the foundation plinth is sandstone whereas the upper walls were brick, now

rendered. We intend to retain the stone plinth and use it as part of creating a link with history at
street level.
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We are firmly of the opinion that if the new urban scale of the area where Montpelier and
Knopwood intersect can be made to be visually commensurate with general height/bulk the
existing buildings on the opposite sides of each of the aforementioned streets, then a more
balanced, overall urban massing in the neighbourhood will be the result, with the new Montpelier
Apartments appearing as the crown of the lower portion of Montpelier Retreat, which is wider
than the upper portion (and indeed a standard two directional road, as opposed to a one way
street).

THE JAMES ST APARTMENTS

The James St Apartments have been specifically designed to respond to the mainly two-storey
scale of the cottages which form the remainder of one side of James Street, and on the opposite
side, the historic stone wall which is the side boundary to Narryna. Accordingly the profile of the
apartments is such that it will look like a series of new 2 storey terrace houses keeping the scale
of the facades and most importantly the roof pitch, with the street having a screen/fence and a
cantilevered upper storey ‘verandah’ which aligns with the rest of the cottages.

The James St Apartments are in fact bigger than what they seem. We have used an architectural
device that is also found on the historic Portsea Terraces on the upper part of Montpelier Retreat,
as a way of giving light and a garden outlook through a rear courtyard garden to the otherwise
semi basement Ground Floor apartments in the James Street Building.
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View down James Street with the new apartments in context with the rest of the street.

Portsea Terraces have a semi-basement level, and access to the main Ground Floor of all of these
terraces is in fact up an external flight of entry stairs, and this architectural detail is what we
propose to use too with the entry to the lobby to the new apartments, and also the separate
entries to the two end apartments. We believe that having a similar feeling at street level between
the two groups of buildings will very much help reinforce the existing urban character of the
Battery Point historic precinct.

The development also tries to respect the historic house on the corner of Knopwood and James
Sts, which had been converted many decades ago into a famous seafood restaurant, known as
Mures, and currently operated as a boutique pub / wine bar (Preachers), and as such, itis a
commercial property. ‘Preachers’ is a stand-alone and apart from one dormer window in the
hipped roof, all its walls to James St are completely blank. There is also a flat roof kitchen wing to
the rear of the historic cottage, all of which will mean that our new apartment building, although it
is built right up to the boundary, will appear quite separate from the massing of the historic
cottage cum restaurant / pub.
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The External Building Form and Materials

VERTICAL LANDSCAPING

The overall design intent is to produce a high quality urban apartment complex that reflects the
natural ‘green’ values associated with the state. As such we have put great importance on
creating a ‘living’ facade that is animated and variable, with opening and closing shutters, and
external decks with integrated planter boxes that will allow vegetation to grow up the exterior of
the building, even on upper floors.

We are very conscious that plants grow slowly and unevenly, and different owners will create
different results. Some of the planting will be looked after through the ‘body corporate’ structure,
but the planting on the private balconies of the apartments may be the individual owners own
responsibility, although there will be automatic watering / nutrient supplement systems installed.

We have had preliminary conversations with Play St, Landscape Architects, and also with Mark
Fountain, Royal Tasmanian Botanical Gardens Director, who are in complete agreement that
carefully chosen plants can be obtained to be successful in these conditions. We believe the
greenery to the extent that it grows and animates the vertical facades will bring ‘life’ to the
building in a subtle but elegant manner.
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THE SHUTTERS / SCREENS

We have tried very earnestly to create a building that is not a static, monolithic block. We intend to
do this through the extensive use of operable shutters / screens.

In previous centuries before the invention of air conditioning, climate control was naturally
achieved by the use of external screens or shutters, which could be opened or closed from the
rooms directly behind them. As different owners / tenants will have different personal wishes, the
degree of openness will change from apartment to apartment and at different times of the day
and vary during each season.

The design of our shutters / screens has evolved from the fact that they will be used for both a
privacy screen and also a fixed frame for growing creepers. The form, material and patterning of
the screens have been adapted from traditional Japanese timber screens, which give a delicacy
and softness to their traditional architecture. Shou-sugi-ban or "the burning of Japanese cypress —
sugi” is an age old Japanese practice, but it has become increasingly popular outside of the
islands, and even been used by Australian architects, including our own practice. Traditional
Japanese cypress, various types of cedar (Western Red Cedar) and larch are the more commonly
used timbers for charred cladding although decking experiments has also seen hardwood used in
the process.

The process is relatively simple and involves using either an open fire or jet flame to torch the

exterior of timber (around 3-5mm) so that it achieves a charred finish. The process forms a carbon
layer on the exterior of the boards which protects the lumber inside and is said to render the wood
nearly maintenance free. It has also been suggested that it will make the boards more resistant to
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This document is one of the documents
relevant to the application for a planning
permit no. PLN-15-00971-01 and was
CCL received on 11 February 2016.

Planning Authority: Hobart City Council

fire, rot and pests, and will have an expected life span of more than 80 — 100 years.

Traditional Japanese timber building and charred timber facade
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Proposed Schedule of Finishes

The charred timber will age over time, as it is a natural material. It also will behave differently
depending on the species of the timber that is finally chosen. We can therefore only give a guide
to the proposed colour palette.

The possible range in colour / texture of different charred timbers.

In Montpelier we have unpainted brick and darker grey roof tones. The new Main Building will
essentially have dark grey tones and whites with galvanised prefinished metal as panelling against
a background colour of untreated cement sheet. There will be an exposed aggregate / pebble
finish on the lower level concrete sections of the new buildings, a palette which we believe will sit
well with white painted brick of Preachers and the office buildings.

MAIN BUILDING

Corner Plinth: Existing sandstone wall revealed by removing render
Carpark wall to Montpelier Galvanised steel open grille supporting creepers
Entry Folding Door to Carpark  Proprietary mesh Tiltadoor or equal

Signage Wall Adj Carpark Perforated mesh to match Tiltadoor

Entry Door and Lobby Clear frameless glass

Low level side walls Concrete with exposed aggregate
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Main facades Galvanised steel frame (prefabricated and removable)
Charred timber lattice screens fixed to frame
FC sheet sheeting to external walls
Roof Colorbond finish metal roof sheeting, Windspray mid grey colour

In James Street we have stone boundary wall of Narryna and painted brick terraces (cream colours
and old fashioned blues) with painted metal roofs. .

JAMES ST BUILDING

Plinth / lower ground level: Precast concrete retaining walls
External stairs Concrete, trowelled on nonslip, aggregate finish
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External fence Charred timber lattice fixed to steel frame
Entry Door and Lobby Clear frameless glass
Main facades Steel frame (prefabricated and removable)

Charred timber lattice screens fixed to frame
FC sheet sheeting to external walls
Roof Colorbond finish metal roof sheeting, mid grey colour

In conclusion, we sincerely believe what we are proposing is achievable for this important site,
and we hope this meets with general approval.

We believe this project could help define a new standard in urban apartments in the central Hobart
area.

Prof. Robert Morris-Nunn.
Circa Morris Nunn, Architects.
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SUPPLEMENTARY CITY PLANNING COMMITTEE AGENDA

(OPEN PORTION OF THE MEETING)
4/4/2016

6. COMMITTEE ACTING AS PLANNING AUTHORITY

6.2 APPLICATIONS UNDER THE SULLIVANS COVE PLANNING
SCHEME 1997

6.2.1

19-27 CAMPBELL STREET, 29 CAMPBELL STREET, 19
COLLINS STREET, CT.198531/2, ADJACENT ROAD
RESERVATIONS, HOBART - PARTIAL DEMOLITION,
ALTERATIONS AND EXTENSIONS TO EXISTING
BUILDINGS AND NEW DEVELOPMENT FOR EDUCATION
CENTRE AND ARTS AND CULTURAL CENTRE,
INCLUDING STUDIO THEATRE, RECITAL HALL WITH
KIOSK/BAR, SALON, TEACHING AND LEARNING SPACES,
ROOF DECKS, ROOF TERRACES AND MINOR ROAD
WORKS - PLN-16-00135-01 - FILE REF: 5659170/08 & P/29/388
214X’s

(Council)

The General Manager reports:

“In accordance with the provisions of Part 2 Regulation 8(6) of the Local
Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2005, this supplementary
matter is submitted for the consideration of the Committee.

Pursuant to Regulation 8(6), | report that:

(@)

(b)
(©)

information in relation to the matter was provided subsequent to the
distribution of the agenda;

the matter is regarded as urgent; and

advice is provided pursuant to Section 65 of the Act.”
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DES-F-0102/52
12/05/2015

APPLICATION UNDER SULLIANS COVE PLANNING SCHEME

HOBARL

Type of Report Council

Committee: 4 April 2016

Council: 11 April 2016

Expiry Date: 11 April 2016

Application No: PLN-16-00135-01

Address: 19-27 Campbell Street, 29 Campbell Street, 19 Collins Street,
CT.198531/2, Adjacent Road Reservations, Hobart

Applicant: Terry Lockwood (on behalf of the University of Tasmania), Locked
Bag 1365, Launceston

Proposal: Partial Demolition, Alterations and Extensions to Existing
Buildings and New Development for Education Centre and
Arts and Cultural Centre, including Studio Theatre, Recital
Hall with Kiosk/Bar, Salon, Teaching and Learning Spaces,
Roof Decks, Roof Terraces and Minor Road Works

Representations: One (1)

Performance criteria:  Activity Area Controls, Heritage, Archaeology, Building Surfaces,

Demolition

1. Executive Summary

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

1.5.

Planning approval is sought for the redevelopment of the site which includes
the Theatre Royal and the former Hedberg Garage. The redevelopment will
provide facilities including a recital hall, salon and studio theatre that will be
used by the University of Tasmania as the Tasmanian College of the Arts and
Conservatorium of Music, but which will also be open to the public. The
redevelopment is for a single building that will integrate with and extend the
existing Theatre Royal and Hedberg Garage buildings.

The proposal relies on performance criteria to satisfy the following standards
and schedules.

1.2.1. Wapping Local Area Plan (Use, Height and Parking)
1.2.2. Heritage

1.2.3.  Archaeology

1.2.4.  Building Surfaces

1.2.5. Demolition

One representation to the proposal was received within the statutory
advertising period 4 to 21 March 2016.

The proposal is recommended for approval subject to conditions.

The final decision is delegated to the Council.

Author: Ben Ikin 19-27 Campbell Street, 29 Campbell Street, File Ref: 5659170/08 P/29/388

19 Collins Street, CT.198531/2, Adjacent Road Reservations
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2. Site Detail

2.1. The site is comprised of the Theatre Royal at 29 Campbell Street, the former
open air car park at 19-27 Campbell Street, the former Hedberg Garage at 19
Collins Street, and the Collins and Sun Street road reservations adjacent to 19
Collins Street. The site is bounded to the north east by Sun Street, to the north
west by Sackville Street, to the south west by Campbell Street and to the
south east by Collins Street. The surrounding area contains a mix of uses, with
residential dwellings, offices, hospitality and the hospital all in close proximity.

Figure 1: The subject site is highlighted in orange.

Author: Ben Ikin 19-27 Campbell Street, 29 Campbell Street, File Ref: 5659170/08 P/29/388
19 Collins Street, CT.198531/2, Adjacent Road Reservations
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Figure 2: The subject site is highlighted in orange.

Figure 3: The subject site from the corner of Collins and Campbell Street.

Author: Ben Ikin 19-27 Campbell Street, 29 Campbell Street, File Ref: 5659170/08 P/29/388
19 Collins Street, CT.198531/2, Adjacent Road Reservations
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Figure 4: The subject site from the corner of Collins and Sun Street.

Figure 5: The rear of the former Hedberg Garage, demonstrating the extent to which this building is being
retained/recycled.

Author: Ben Ikin 19-27 Campbell Street, 29 Campbell Street, File Ref: 5659170/08 P/29/388
19 Collins Street, CT.198531/2, Adjacent Road Reservations
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Figure 6: The existing Sackville Street elevation of the Theatre Royal.

Figure 7: The Theatre Royal's Campbell Street elevation. The high white and relatively new portion of the
building is the flyover.

3. Proposal

3.1. Planning approval is sought for the redevelopment of the site, incorporating
the Theatre Royal and the former Hedberg Garage buildings.

3.2. The redevelopment will provide facilities for the University of Tasmania’s
Tasmanian College of the Arts and Conservatorium of Music, including a
recital hall, salon and studio theatre, as well as teaching and learning spaces,
offices, meeting rooms and rehearsal spaces.

Author: Ben Ikin 19-27 Campbell Street, 29 Campbell Street, File Ref: 5659170/08 P/29/388
19 Collins Street, CT.198531/2, Adjacent Road Reservations
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The new performance spaces (as well as an improved Theatre Royal) will also
be open to the public, and various supporting uses are also proposed
including a kiosk, bar and ticketing office.

The proposed building form is complex in design, described variously by the
architects in their development application report (provided at Attachment D)
as follows:

Forms are pushed and pulled to create scaling devices informed by the
Theatre Royal and the former Hedberg Garage ... the building is an
ensemble of volumes that are scaled to respond to the city scale to the
south west, stepping down to the residential scale along Collins and Sun
Streets ...The stepping form of the building allows roofs of lower forms to
be used as terraces.

The building is five levels above Campbell Street and six levels above Collins
Street, with a maximum height of RL37.8m. The building is heavily articulated,
with visually interesting glazing, outdoor decks and terraces to all frontages
except Sackville Street. The highest element of the building is in the middle of
the site, setback from the street frontages.

A variety of materials are used, which in part seek to reference the pulling
back of the stage curtain. The materials include metallic opalescent cladding,
glazing set within timber openings, concrete and masonry. Trees and greenery
are an integral component of the exterior presentation of the building. Items
found as part of the archaeological works are also proposed to be
incorporated into the external materiality of the building at pedestrian level.

The Campbell Street elevation of the building has a glass atrium connecting
the Theatre Royal to the new building, as well as a five-storey podium and
glazing to the entry on the corner of Campbell and Collins Streets.

CAMPBELL STREET ELEVATION
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Author: Ben Ikin

Figure 8: The proposed Campbell Street elevation.

19-27 Campbell Street, 29 Campbell Street, File Ref: 5659170/08 P/29/388
19 Collins Street, CT.198531/2, Adjacent Road Reservations
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Figure 9: An artist’s impression of the Campbell Street elevation.

Figure 10: A montage of the Campbell Street elevation, at night.

Author: Ben Ikin 19-27 Campbell Street, 29 Campbell Street, File Ref: 5659170/08 P/29/388
19 Collins Street, CT.198531/2, Adjacent Road Reservations
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Figure 11: A montage of the Campbell Street elevation, at night.

Figure 12: A montage of the Campbell Street elevation, during the day.

Author: Ben Ikin 19-27 Campbell Street, 29 Campbell Street, File Ref: 5659170/08 P/29/388
19 Collins Street, CT.198531/2, Adjacent Road Reservations
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Figure 13: montage of the building from the corner of Campbell Street and Collins Street, at night.

Figure 14: montage of the building from the corner of Campbell Street and Collins Street, during the day.

3.8. The Collins Street elevation of the building incorporates a four-storey podium
and glazing for the entry on the corner of Campbell and Collins Streets. It also
integrates the former Hedberg Garage and back of house vehicle access.

Author: Ben Ikin 19-27 Campbell Street, 29 Campbell Street, File Ref: 5659170/08 P/29/388
19 Collins Street, CT.198531/2, Adjacent Road Reservations
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COLLINS STREET ELEVATION

Figure 15: The proposed Collins Street elevation.

Figure 16: An artist’s impression of the Collins Street elevation.

Author: Ben Ikin 19-27 Campbell Street, 29 Campbell Street, File Ref: 5659170/08 P/29/388
19 Collins Street, CT.198531/2, Adjacent Road Reservations
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Figure 17: A montage of the Collins Street elevation, during the day.

Figure 18: An aerial montage of the Collins Street elevation. Note the outdoor dining shown on Collins Street
is indicative only.

Author: Ben Ikin 19-27 Campbell Street, 29 Campbell Street, File Ref: 5659170/08 P/29/388
19 Collins Street, CT.198531/2, Adjacent Road Reservations
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Figure 19: A montage from the corner of Collins Street and Sun Street. Note the outdoor dining shown on
Collins Street is indicative only.

3.9. The Sun Street elevation of the building comprises back of house facilities,
and what appears as an almost hovering four storey element which contains
the studio theatre.
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SUN STREET ELEVATION

Figure 20: The proposed Sun Street elevation.

Author: Ben Ikin 19-27 Campbell Street, 29 Campbell Street, File Ref: 5659170/08 P/29/388
19 Collins Street, CT.198531/2, Adjacent Road Reservations
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Figure 21: An artist’s impression of the proposed Sun Street elevation.

3.10. The Sackville Street elevation of the building remains largely unchanged,
except for a small portion at the very rear of the Theatre Royal which gets a
new three storey addition which provides improved back of house facilities for
the Theatre Royal.
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SACKVILLE STREET ELEVATION

Figure 22: The proposed Sackville Street elevation.
4. Background
4.1. In November 2014 the Council approved early works on the subject site,

pursuant to permit PLN-14-00973-01. These works have commenced and are
substantially completed.

Author: Ben Ikin 19-27 Campbell Street, 29 Campbell Street, File Ref: 5659170/08 P/29/388
19 Collins Street, CT.198531/2, Adjacent Road Reservations
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4.2. More specifically the approved works were:

e To demolish part of the former Hedberg Garage;

e To undertake archaeological, remediation and decontamination works
across the site; and

e The installation of temporary stormwater pipes to the Theatre Royal.

4.3. The proposed development was considered by the Urban Design Advisory
Panel (the Panel) at its meeting on 14 January 2016. The Panel found as
follows:

e The proposal was creative and well considered, particularly regarding the
respectful treatment of the Hedberg Garage and the Theatre Royal
buildings. The variation of the facades, the use of space and the well
considered internal layout have produced a good external result and an
attractive exterior of the building. In particular, the Hedberg Garage fits
nicely into the facade.

e Concern was raised regarding the vertical element of the new main
building abruptly facing onto Campbell Street, when the remainder of the
buildings on that street are stepped down to street level. However it was
acknowledged the scale of Campbell Street is changing, particularly since
the redevelopment of the Royal Hobart Hospital, and that it was preferable
to have the bulk of the new building on the Campbell Street side. The
development application should address the street levels on Campbell
Street in the context of the development and the surrounding streetscape.

e The project could provide for greater activation of Collins Street,
particularly with the opening of a cafe from the Hedberg Garage. The
Panel noted that one of the critical elements of the proposal will be the
distance between the main building and the Theatre Royal, noting that the
current proposed distance seems reasonable, while still allowing for the
Theatre Royal to be integrated.

e The Panel noted that the development will result in an overall
intensification of the site, and that appropriate car parking and traffic
management plans will need to form part of the development application.
The Panel also noted the importance of acoustic containment measures
and limiting noise leakage, particularly regarding the outdoor terrace
theatre spaces, given the proximity to a residential area.

e The Panel noted that the finish and quality of materials used will be critical
to the overall quality, durability and longevity of the building. The colours
and treatments used were also important to ensuring the building blends
into the existing streetscape, without looking too stark or bulky. It was also
suggested that different materials could be used with respect to the plant
room to make it less visible.

e The development application should include lighting images of the building
at night, particularly regarding the Collins Street side, as the public will be
predominantly using the building at night time. The Panel noted that both
Council and the developers will need to have input into lighting and the

Author: Ben Ikin 19-27 Campbell Street, 29 Campbell Street, File Ref: 5659170/08 P/29/388
19 Collins Street, CT.198531/2, Adjacent Road Reservations
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street environment of Collins Street as it is a shared space.

The Panel noted that more work needs to be done in the area of footpath
widening, realigning curbing and alterations to car parking arrangements.
In particular, more work is required regarding taxi pick up/drop offs and
traffic management for the Theatre Royal before and after performances.
These are existing issues, which need improving.

The Panel noted that emergency exits and the use of loading docks were
also issues that need to be carefully managed.

The Panel concluded that it was generally supportive of the proposal
before it, noting that the overall result was heavily dependent on the
treatments and materials chosen, and the actual delivery of the project.

5. Concerns raised by representors

5.1. The following table outlines the issues raised by representors. All concerns
raised with respect to the discretions invoked by the proposal will be
addressed in Section 6 of this report.

What size are the solar panels and will it include battery storage to
reduce peak energy demand?

Will there be a smart energy management system?

With emergent battery storage technology, is there an opportunity to
eliminate the generator backup system in the L1 plant room?

Does energy efficiency include selection of low energy lighting
systems?

Please provide shadow diagrams for winter.

What is the actual new building population during a normal teaching
day?

Are there food and beverage uses?

Does the development envisage outside live performances on the
balconies? If so, what hours?

Has there been any assessment on local wind patterns with regard to
the outside terraces vegetation planted on them?

| understand that because a building is ‘recycled’ within the
development there is no need to provide parking. | think this
approach is very short sighted. The reports attached to the
development application appear to say that the extra numbers onsite
during a normal teaching day will be over 1000. To assume local
parking can cater for this extra requirement will only build on a future
problem. How often are the local parking stations and Dunn Place
currently full on 2016 observations? Project this forward to an open
facility and what is the expected extra parking requirement within the
vicinity of the new building? The current stage of the redevelopment
has removed parking for at least 30 vehicles on a daily basis.

Does the City of Hobart have plans for bicycle paths in the vicinity of
the new facility? The way cyclists currently use Campbell Street is
unregulated and unsafe, and will only get worse when the new facility
adds hundreds of pedestrians to the footpath at peak times.

Author: Ben Ikin

19-27 Campbell Street, 29 Campbell Street, File Ref: 5659170/08 P/29/388
19 Collins Street, CT.198531/2, Adjacent Road Reservations
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| e What is the bike store capacity? |

Author: Ben Ikin 19-27 Campbell Street, 29 Campbell Street, File Ref: 5659170/08 P/29/388
19 Collins Street, CT.198531/2, Adjacent Road Reservations



CPC Agenda 4/4/2016 Supp. Item No. 6.2.1 Page 121

Will there be restriction on hours of operation for vehicles using the

back of house facilities from Sun Street?

o Will there be restrictions on hours of operation for garbage pickup?

¢ No mention was made in the report about the frequent traffic down
Campbell Street of police, ambulance and fire response vehicles. |
realise that there is nothing that can be done or planned for in the
new facility but for completeness the report should have recorded this
fact.

¢ What use are traffic volumes from 2004 and how do they relate to

projected traffic volumes in 2018/2019.

5.2. Given the representation asked a number of direct questions, the Council’s
Development Appraisal Officer contacted both the representor to discuss the
guestions, and the applicant to seek a response to the questions raised. The
applicant provided additional information in response the officer’s request on
24 March 2016. It is provided at Attachment F.

6. Assessment
The Sullivans Cove Planning Scheme 1997 is a performance based planning
scheme. This approach recognises that there are in many cases a number of ways
in which a proposal can satisfy desired environmental, social and economic
standards. In some cases a proposal will be ‘permitted’ subject to specific ‘deemed to
comply’ provisions being satisfied. Performance criteria are established to provide a
means by which the objectives of the Planning Scheme may be satisfactorily met by
a proposal. Where a proposal relies on performance criteria, the Council’s ability to
approve or refuse the proposal relates only to the performance criteria relied on.

6.1. The site is located within Activity Area 1.0 ‘Inner City Residential (Wapping)’ of
the Sullivans Cove Planning Scheme 1997.

6.2. Apart from the Theatre Royal, the site is currently not in use. 19-27 Campbell
Street was previously used as an open air car park. The proposed uses are
Education Centre and Arts and Cultural Centre. Both are discretionary in the
Activity Area.

6.3. The proposal has been assessed against;

6.3.1. Parts A and B — Strategic Framework

6.3.2. Part D — Clause 15 — Activity Area Controls

6.3.3. Part E — Schedule 1 — Conservation of Cultural Heritage Values
6.3.4. Part E — Schedule 2 — Urban Form

6.3.5. Part E — Schedule 5 — Traffic, Access and Parking

6.3.6. Part E — Schedule 7 — Demolition

6.3.7.  Part E — Schedule 8 — Environmental Management
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6.4. The proposal relies on the following performance criteria to comply with the
applicable standards;

6.4.1.  Activity Area Controls (Wapping Local Area Plan) — clause 15.5
6.4.2. Heritage — clause 22.4.5 and 22.5.5
6.4.3.  Archaeology — clause 22.6.5.
6.4.4. Urban Form — clause 23.7.2
6.4.5. Demolition — clause 28.6.
6.5. Each performance criterion is dealt with separately below.
6.6. Activity Area Controls (Wapping Local Area Plan) — clause 15.5
6.6.1. The entirety of the site excluding the Theatre Royal (29 Campbell
Street) is located within the area identified in the planning scheme as

the Wapping Local Area Plan precinct (the WLAPP). The site is
identified as Parcel 4 within the WLAPP.

STREET

COLLINS STREET

Boundary of Wapping
Local Area Plan

AMPBELL

Parcel & Parcel No.

Figure 23: Showing the extent of the Wapping Local Area Plan precinct. The subject site is comprised of
Parcel 4 and the adjacent site on Campbell Street, which is the Theatre Royal and which is not in the
Wapping Local Area Plan precinct.

6.6.2. Use and development within the WLAPP is controlled by specific
provisions in clause 15.5, as well as by the schedules. However the
planning scheme makes it clear that if there are any inconsistencies
between the schedules and the provisions relating to the WLAPP, the
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6.6.3.

6.6.4.

6.6.4.1.

6.6.4.2.

6.6.4.3.

6.6.4.4.

6.6.4.5.

6.6.4.6.
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WLAPP provisions prevalil.

The WLAPP provisions relate to subdivision, use, density, height,
siting and landscaping, traffic access and parking, heritage and signs.
The proposal does not comply with the permitted standards for use
and height. It is also arguable that the proposal does not comply with
the permitted standards for parking. Each of these three matters is
considered separately below.

Use — clause 15.5.7 (b)

The proposal includes arts and cultural centre use, and an education
centre use. The other uses included in the proposal (i.e. kiosk, bar,
function centre) are considered to be ancillary to the two primary uses.
If it were not for those two primary uses, the ancillary uses would not
be present.

Both an arts and cultural centre and an education centre are
discretionary uses in the WLAPP. The planning scheme provides the
following qualifications:

Education Centre:

Only on Parcel 5 and on Parcel 4 where it can demonstrate a need to
be closely linked to the Royal Hobart Hospital for educational and
functional synergies and where it also provides for ancillary facilities
for the Theatre Royal.

Arts and Cultural Centre:

On Parcel 4 fronting Campbell Street where it includes ancillary
facilities for the Theatre Royal or in any building listed in Clause
15.5.12 (Heritage) where it assists in the conservation of that building
in line with the Principles in Clause 15.5.12.

The site is identified as Parcel 4. Although the education centre is not
connected to the Royal Hobart Hospital it is connected with the
performing arts and the Theatre Royal. It does contain teaching and
learning spaces, so in theory there would be nothing to prevent
synergies between the two facilities from occurring.

The proposal improves the facilities within the Theatre Royal as well
as providing complementary and ancillary facilities within the new
building.

The qualifications are considered to be met.

Clause 15.5.7 (b) also provides guidelines for use. The guidelines
provide as follows:
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6.6.4.7.

6.6.4.8.

6.6.4.9.

6.6.4.10.
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The intention is that commercial activity should be subservient to
residential uses throughout the Wapping area and only encouraged on
the ground floor fronting streets with an emphasis on Collins Street
and the main perimeter streets. However, on some sites, educational,
research or cultural uses might be specifically allowed in isolation
where:

o It can be demonstrated that residential development is not
feasible nor desirable; or

o It assists in the conservation of a heritage building; or_

o There is a demonstrated need to have functional links to nearby
uses not within the Wapping Local Area.

In all cases the non-residential use must demonstrate that it will not
negatively impact on the adjacent or surrounding residential uses or
the prospects of development for such uses.

Generally, commercial activity is discouraged in the smaller streets
and courtyards.

As the qualifications detailed above indicate, the planning scheme
clearly envisages that Parcel 4 is not preferred to be for residential
use. This is further supported by the WLAPP statement of desired
future character which states:

Collins Street has been earmarked as the cultural and commercial
spine of the area and commercial uses are encouraged on the ground
floor. Parcels 2 and 4 have important roles in forming a gateway and
linking Collins Street to the more commercial uses and urban form of
the CBD. Additionally some commercial uses may be allowed in
existing heritage buildings where this is required to assist in their
conservation. Generally though significant commercial activity will only
be appropriate at the edges of the Wapping area where high levels of
traffic and neighbouring land uses reduce the potential for successful
residential development or where they provide a buffer to traffic noise.
This may result in a development on Parcel 4 which does not provide
any residential component.

As such the first dot point above is made out.

The proposed uses also result in the retention and recycling of part of
the former Hedberg Garage as well as improvements to the Theatre
Royal. It is considered the second dot point is also made out.

No information has been provided with respect to a demonstrable
need for functional links, as per the third dot point. However the ‘or’ at
the end of each dot point indicates that the requirement is to meet one
only; it is not a cumulative requirement.
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6.6.4.11. It is noted that a concern raised in the objections relates to the impact
on residential amenity as a result of the use of the outdoor terraces,
the loading bays and garbage delivery. The submitted documentation
includes an acoustic memo prepared by acoustic specialists ARUP
(provided at Supporting Document Attachment 3), which specifically
addresses these issues:

The development includes a number of external terraces with the
intent that these will activate the building fagade and bring life to the
building. Predominately the terraces will be used for flexible outdoor
recreation and informal meeting spaces. While the full function of
these spaces is yet to evolve, it is likely that they will on occasion be
used for functions and performances. In these instances, to minimise
the noise nuisance to the adjacent residences it is proposed that the
Environmental Management and Pollution Control (Miscellaneous)
Noise Regulations would apply.

Currently bump in — bump out deliveries of sets and for performances
takes place on Sackville Street and given the nature of this use, these
deliveries can take place varying times of the day, evening and night.
In the new development, all deliveries (including sets, rubbish
collection) will be relocated to a dedicated loading bay along Sun
Street. To protect the local residences from noise associated with this
loading activity, the loading bay will be fully enclosed.

The location of enclosed loading bay is indicated on the drawings at
the end of this document.

Figure 24: The ARUP plan showing that the rear loading bay and garbage collection bay are both enclosed.

6.6.4.12. The memo also provides the following assessment:
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Noise Source Most Affected Applicable Noise Predicted Noise Level Complies with
Noise Receiver Criteria Noise Limit?
Loading Bay Sun Street 45 dB(A), external | 25 - 30 dB(A) v
Residential
Receivers
Mechanical Plant Sun Street 40 dB(A), external 35— 40 dB(A) v
Noise Residential
Receivers
Hospital, upper 30 dB(A), internal 30— 35 dB(A) internal Marginal
levels assuming standard exceedence*
double glazing
Outdoor Spaces when | Collins Street To comply with
used for events Residential EMPC
Receivers

*a 3 dB exceedence is considered just noticeable, Quieter mechanical equipment and noise mitigation will be
investigated as the design develops.

Figure 25: The ARUP assessment demonstrating the acceptability of noise sources created by the proposed
development.

6.6.4.13. Based on this information the proposed impacts that may arise are
considered to be acceptable. This conclusion is conditionally
supported by the Council’'s Environmental Development Planner,
whose assessment report is provided at Attachment E. With respect to
noise the officer concludes:

Reliance on the Environmental Management and Pollution Control Act
1994 alone to regulate environmental nuisance from the outdoor areas
is not considered appropriate. The issue was discussed with Council’s
Senior Environmental Health Officer, and as a result of those
discussions, it is recommended that a condition be applied to any
permit granted limiting the use of these areas (for potentially noisy
activities) to the hours of 8am to 10pm without the written consent of
the Planning Authority.

As the preliminary modelling suggests that proposed noise mitigation
measures may not be appropriate to limit noise levels in the new
hospital wards to reasonable levels, a further condition is
recommended requiring further modelling to demonstrate that noise
levels in the new wards are unlikely to exceed 30dB(A) as a result of
the mechanical plant under normal operating conditions, prior to the
use commencing.

Noise during the construction phase must be addressed in the
construction management plan condition.

6.6.4.14. The officer's comments are supported and the suggested conditions
have been included below under section 9 Recommendation.

6.6.4.15. As such, the proposed uses are considered acceptable.

6.6.5. Height — clause 15.5.9
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6.6.5.1. The permitted height for the site is shown in the figure below:
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Figure 26: The permitted heights relevant to the subject site as set out by the planning scheme.

6.6.5.2. The figure provides that:

o For the 6m by 8m area between the Theatre Royal and site
fronting Campbell Street the permitted height is Om.

o A small 2.5m wide portion of the site on the corner of Collins and
Sun Streets also has a permitted height of Om.

o For the majority of the site, for the area 5m back from the street
front, the permitted height is 12m.

. For the majority of the site, for the area between 5m and 8m
setback from the street, the permitted height is 15m.

J For the site, for the area between 8m and 13m setback from the
street, and the area 5m setback from the Theatre Royal, the
permitted height is 18m.

o For the remainder of the site, which is essentially the middle of
the site, the permitted height is 21m.
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6.6.5.3.

The proposed development exceeds all of the above. Notably, it has a
maximum height of RL37.8m to the top of the plant roof, which is in the
centre of the site. An RL of 37.8m is approximately:

o 10.9m above the existing Theatre Royal flytower (refer to figure
below).

o 32m above the footpath level at the entrance to the Theatre
Royal.

o 33.6m above the footpath level at the entrance on the corner of
Collins and Campbell Streets.

. 34.1m above the footpath level at the entrance at the former
Hedberg Garage

Figure 27: The Theatre Royal's Campbell Street elevation. The high, white and relatively new portion of the

6.6.5.4.

Author: Ben Ikin

building is the flyover, as indicated by the red arrow.

Clause 15.5.9 provides the following with respect to development
which exceeds the permitted height:

‘Development’ in excess of the permitted height will only be ‘allowed
where it can be demonstrated that there is no unreasonable detriment
to residential amenity, street amenity, the spatial characteristics of the
streets and spaces, heritage values of any building or site, or the
quality of the environment.

The set back from the street to which a maximum height applies may
be reduced where it can be demonstrated that that there is no
unreasonable detriment to residential amenity, street amenity or
quality of the environment.
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6.6.5.5. The clause goes on to provide the following guidelines

In considering the merit and performance of any ‘development’
proposal that exceeds the permitted height the following will be taken
into consideration:

o bulk (size and form);

massing (relationship of solid walls to doors, window openings
and overall elevational treatment);

privacy;

solar access;

wind effects;

view; and

skyline.

Particular attention should be given to the ODP including the Wapping
Local Area Plan Review — Parcels 4 & 5, December 2001, and the
Street Space Character Addendum to the ODP (1996).

The incorporation of features such as lift over-runs, machinery and
architectural features that protrude above the eaves or parapet will be
expected to reflect the design objectives of this Local Area Plan.

The Planning Authority may also impose conditions relating to the
appearance of developments, privacy, solar access and any aspect of
construction relevant to the liveability of dwellings.

6.6.5.6. The Ireneinc report (provided at Attachment D) submitted in support of
the application provides as follows with respect to height:

The response of the development to the urban setting in terms of bulk,
massing and skyline is discussed in more detail in the accompanying
Site Development Plan from page 35, particularly in terms of how the
building [responds] to the spatial characteristics of the surrounding
environment. The development is situated to the south of existing
residential development and is not anticipated to have an
unreasonable impact on amenity of neighbouring dwellings.

6.6.5.7. The Site Development Plan, prepared by Leigh Woolley (provided at
Supporting Document Attachment 1), goes into detail about the
performance of the proposed building in an urban form sense. He finds
that the proposed building:

. Has a bulk and height that reflects the natural topography of the
Cove;

Has strong continuous upright walls to primary spaces;

Has a diversity of building heights and volumes;

Will not be individually prominent; and

Will create secondary spaces.
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6.6.5.8.

6.6.5.9.

6.6.5.10.

6.6.5.11.

6.6.5.12.

6.6.5.13.

6.6.5.14.

6.6.6.

6.6.6.1.

Author: Ben Ikin

The submitted documentation also includes shadow diagrams which
show that there will be no impact on residential properties to the east
of the site on Collins Street until 3pm at the September equinox. That
means those residential properties will enjoy no shadowing from the
proposed development at least between 9am and 12pm. Shadowing is
likely to start sometime between 12pm and 3pm.

The representation to the application noted that the shadow diagrams
provided were for the equinoxes, not the winter solstice. The applicant
has subsequently provided these diagrams on 24 March 2014 at the
request of the Council’'s Development Appraisal Planner. They are
provided at Attachment F. They show shadowing to the south eastern
end of Collins Street would begin before 12pm midday.

It is noted that mechanical plant and the like has been incorporated
into the overall design of the building.

The proposal is considered to perform well despite it exceeding the
permitted height standards. The design of the building — its height,
bulk, massing and materiality — is considered to be successful in terms
of its impact on spatial characteristics of the adjoining streets and the
Cove more generally. The impact on views and the skyline, as detailed
in Leigh Woolley’s Site Development Plan, is considered acceptable.

In terms of impact on residential amenity, the proposal is for a high
quality architecturally designed building which is considered to be a
positive in an aesthetic sense — certainly an improvement on the
previous partially vacant site with a dilapidated former Hedberg
Garage. The impact on solar access for the residences at first floor
level on Collins Street is likely to be modest and is not considered to
be unreasonable. No specific impact on privacy is considered likely to
arise (i.e. overlooking or direct views into habitable room windows).

The Council’s Senior Cultural Heritage Officer has considered the
proposal and has supported it. The officer's comments are provided
below under paragraph 6.7.2.

The proposal is therefore considered to be acceptable in terms of
height.

Parking — Clause 15.5.11

Clause 15.5.11 provides that in the WLAPP, parking for non-
residential uses should be provided at a rate of three spaces per
100m? of floor area. The proposed floor area is 10,140m? This
includes the Theatre Royal portion of the development which is not
within the WLAPP and is not required to provide any parking. The floor
area of that part of the building on the Theatre Royal site has not been
specifically provided. The Theatre Royal site area is assumed to be in
the order of 3000m?. This leaves a floor area of 7140m?, which
equates to a parking requirement of 215 spaces.
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6.6.6.2. The development proposes no onsite parking.

6.6.6.3. The Ireneinc report submits that the proposal is exempt from having to
provide parking on the basis that clause 15.5.11 states:

‘Uses’ and/or ‘developments’ involving the retention and recycling of
the buildings shown in Figure 3c shall be ‘exempt’ from any
requirement to provide car parking either on or off site.

6.6.6.4. Figure 3c shows the former Hedberg Garage building as a ‘parking
provision exempt building’:

Figure 28: The planning scheme provision setting out those buildings which are parking provision exempt
within the Wapping Local Area Plan precinct. The former Hedberg Garage building is highlighted in orange.
The extent that is being retained/recycled is approximately shown in yellow.

6.6.6.5. The argument made by the Ireneinc report is that retaining what is
essentially just the fagcade of the former Hedberg Garage is sufficient
to gain the benefit of the exemption.
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Figure 29: Showing the extent to which the former Hedberg Garage has been retained.

Figure 30: Showing the extent to which the former Hedberg Garage has been retained.
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Figure 31: Showing the extent to which the former Hedberg Garage has been retained.

6.6.6.6. The wording of the exemption is ambiguous. It does not make it clear
whether it should apply to the retention/recycling of a building in whole,
or if retention/recycling in part is sufficient. Certainly the argument
made by the Ireneinc report is there to be made. However, given the
majority of the building has been demolished, maintaining that the
building has been retained and/or recycled is considered to be
tenuous and not without risk if accepted.

6.6.6.7. Clause 15.5.11 also separately states as follows:

The parking provision [requirements do] not apply to buildings shown
as parking provision exempt buildings in Figure 3c.

6.6.6.8. The former Hedberg Garage building as shown in Figure 3c no longer
exists, aside from what is essentially a fagade. Because the building
no longer exists, it is considered clear that this clause cannot apply to
the current proposal.

6.6.6.9. Itis further noted that the submitted Traffic Impact Assessment
(provided at Supporting Document Attachment 2) refers to four car
parks which are located in relatively close proximity to the site, and
suggests that these facilities could absorb some of the parking
demand likely to be generated by the proposed use. However there is
no analysis in this report about the actual capacity of these facilities to
absorb that demand. Some are privately run, some are Council run.
No numbers have been provided on the availability of parking at
particular times of day and night. There is no suggestion that the
report’s author has contacted the car park operators to ascertain this
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detail.

6.6.6.10. Therefore, while the facilities may indeed be able to absorb some of
the demand, the extent to which that is likely to be so is unclear.

6.6.6.11. On that basis, further consideration of the proposal as if it the
exemption were not applicable is considered prudent.

6.6.6.12. Clause 15.5.11 provides Council with the discretion to waive the car
parking requirement ‘for environmental, streetscape or safety reasons’
if it is satisfied that ‘obstruction of roads or pedestrian ways in the area
will not be increased'.

6.6.6.13. No obstructions of roads or pedestrian ways are proposed.

6.6.6.14. If the Council were to require over 200 car parking spaces to be
provided this would have a substantial impact on the design of the
building, with a strong probability that it would increase its overall
height. This is not considered desirable from a streetscape point of
view.

6.6.6.15. Not requiring parking to be provided can also be supported on
environmental grounds. It encourages people to find alternative ways
of getting to the facilities including walking, public transport, bikes or
car pooling.

6.6.6.16. It is difficult to say categorically that requiring car parking to be
provided would be unsafe.

6.6.6.17. Clause 15.5.11 also provides guidelines with respect to the provision
of onsite parking. The guidelines state:

Encouraging inner city living is a primary objective of this Local Area
Plan, therefore parking requirements should not be rigidly applied. In_
instances where site or building configuration makes redevelopment
for residential uses difficult or the provision of the required number of
parking spaces would result in substantial detriment to residential
amenity those requirements should be waived in whole or part.

6.6.6.18. As has been set out above, the planning scheme makes it clear that
Parcel 4 is preferred for non-residential use. Requiring the proposal to
provide over 200 car parking spaces onsite could also be detrimental
to residential amenity — both in terms of the changes to the building
design that would necessarily have to take place, as well as to the
number of traffic movements to and from the site.

6.6.6.19. The WLAPP provisions provide further guidance with respect to the
provision of parking. Clause 15.5.3, which contains the statement of
desired future character, provides as follows:

Commensurate with the objectives of sustainable development, good
design and visual amenity to cater for an inner city lifestyle, the level of
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6.6.6.20.

6.6.6.21.

6.6.6.22.

6.6.6.23.

6.6.6.24.
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parking provision should be minimal and located and accessed in a
manner that does not diminish the amenity of the streetspaces.

It is considered that a parking requirement of over 200 spaces is not
minimal, and that requiring that level of parking to be provided would
not be consistent with the desired future character of the WLAPP.

The Traffic Access and Parking Schedule is also instructive, and
applies to the subject site so long as it is not inconsistent with the
provisions of the WLAPP.

Clause 26.1 of the parking schedule provides that:

It is recognised that requiring car parking to be provided for activities in
the Cove is likely to be detrimental to the Cove’s urban character and
heritage. Consequently, in general, car parking will not be required to
be provided on-site for any use or development.

Clause 26.2 provides that a proposed development is acceptable so
long as it is not unsafe for vehicles and pedestrians. This clause also
states that:

Unless patrticularly specified as a policy objective or requirement for all
or part of an Activity Area ... developments will not be expected to
incorporate on-site vehicle parking.

The Council’s Manager Traffic Engineering has provided the following
comments with respect to parking:

In regards to the traffic impacts of the proposed development, a Traffic
Impact Assessment (TIA) has been provided by the applicant
(prepared by Howarth Fisher, dated January 2016). There are a
number of discrepancies and omissions in the TIA report relating to
traffic volumes, parking demand and trip generation however, it is
considered that these do not alter the conclusions and
recommendations in the report.

The traffic data included in Section 4.3 of the TIA does not appear to
be recent (being 12 years old), nor does it accord with the actual traffic
volumes in the street. For example, recent SCATS traffic data for
Campbell Street (provided in a recent report prepared on behalf of the
Royal Hobart Hospital) indicates that weekday traffic volumes are in
the order of 12,000 vehicles per day. However, due to the lack of a
requirement to provide parking on-site an assessment of the impacts
on the traffic network in the immediate vicinity of the site has not been
undertaken and therefore the traffic data has not been relied on.

The Sullivans Cove Planning Scheme 1997 does not require the
provision of any onsite car parking for a site that incorporates existing
building nor does it specify parking rates required for particular
developments. There is no car parking provided on the site and the
development relies on the surrounding parking provision (both on-
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street and off-street) to support the uses within the building.
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The Creative Industries and Performing Arts Development (CIPAD) is
proposed to operate in two different modes — as an education facility
for the University of Tasmania during weekdays and as performance
space at other times. A representation has been received that
guestions the impact of not providing onsite car parking and this is
addressed below.

Education Facility:-

Operating in its “education mode”, the development is proposed to
cater for 915 university students and 125 staff. The theoretical parking
generation (based on the Parking and Access Code in the Hobart
Interim Planning Scheme 2015) for the education facility would be 91.5
spaces for student parking and 62.5 spaces for staff parking (total of
154 spaces).

However, it is recognised that the University of Tasmania has adopted
and is successfully implementing a sustainable transport plan for all of
its campuses within Tasmania in order to reduce reliance on private
vehicle transport. And the TIA suggests that the location of this new
facility within the Hobart CBD will allow for easy access by walking,
cycling and public transport and is easily accessible by these non-car
modes from the new student accommodation being developed on the
corner of Melville St and Elizabeth St.

It is considered that the lack of car parking provision on-site will assist
in encouraging students and staff to travel via non-car modes.
Commuter parking is provided within easy walking distance on The
Domain at a nominal daily cost and other Council-owned and private
off-street car parking is also available.

Performance Space:-

There are three separate performance spaces within the CIPAD with
120, 370 and 385 seats in each area (totalling 875 seats). This is
additional to the existing 698 seats available with the Theatre Royal.

The theoretical parking generation (based on the Parking and Access
Code in the Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015) for the theatre
spaces would be 40, 124 and 128 spaces respectively for the new
performance areas (total of 292 spaces if all performance areas are
being used concurrently). Staggering the start and finish time of
performances would reduce the parking demand and also reduce the
peak traffic generation by distributing vehicle traffic movements more
evenly across the day.

It would be expected that the majority of performances would occur ...
as weekend matinees or during the evening and making use of the car
parking spaces available within nearby Council-owned and private off-
street car parking and on-street parking during these periods of lower
general parking demand in the city.
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6.6.6.25.

6.6.6.26.

Author: Ben Ikin

The TIA indicates that service vehicle access is suitable but does rely
on vehicles reversing into the loading dock from Collins Street. Given
the low traffic volumes and low travel speed in the street this is
considered acceptable. Management of pedestrians on the footpath
during this manoeuvring will need to be carefully considered when this
activity is undertaken.

Bicycle parking for 54 bicycles is provided on the ground floor (for 24
bikes) and Level 7 (for 30 bikes) of the development — designate for
use by students. This assists in addressing the lack of on-site parking
provision for cars. Campbell Street is identified as being part of the
arterial bicycle network and Council officers are currently developing
designs for extending the on-street bicycle lanes along Campbell
Street and Argyle Street — recognising that these on-street lanes
cannot be installed on Campbell Street until the redevelopment works
on the Royal Hobart Hospital site have been completed.

The TIA indicates that two parking spaces will be removed from Sun
Street but replaced in Collins Street where redundant vehicle
crossovers are removed as part of the development. The proposed
new parking spaces are to be designed to comply with AS2890.5 (On-
street parking). Plans of the new parking layout are to be provided
and approved prior to implementation (to the satisfaction of the
Director City Infrastructure) and any changes to the road reserve to
accommodate this parking would be at the cost of the developer.

With the removal of on-street car parking in Sun Street, additional
signhage is required at the intersection of Sun Street and Collins Street
advising that the street is suitable only for local access. A plan
showing that location and type of signage to be installed shall be
provided (to the satisfaction of the Director City Infrastructure) prior to
implementation.

A Construction traffic management plan will be required given the
likely duration of construction works, the proximity to the CBD and
other significant construction sites to ensure that the impact on the
road network during construction is assessed and mitigation measures
implemented as necessary.

| would be comfortable seeing this development approved on traffic
engineering and road safety grounds subject to conditions/advice as
set out above.

The officer's comments are supported and the suggested conditions
included under section 9 Recommendation below.

On balance it is considered arguable that the proposed development
should be exempt from requiring onsite parking. If that argument is not
made out, then it is considered requiring the development to provide
over 200 onsite parking spaces would not be consistent with the
desired future character of the WLAPP or the Cove more generally. As
such, it is considered that discretion should be exercised in favour of
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not providing the required number of car parking spaces.
6.7. Heritage and Archaeology — clauses 22.4.5 and 22.5.5 and 22.6.5

6.7.1. The former Hedberg Garage and the Theatre Royal are both heritage
listed sites under the planning scheme. A portion of the site on 19-27
Campbell Street, adjacent to the Theatre Royal is also identified as
being of archaeological sensitivity.

6.7.2. The proposal has therefore been referred to the Council’s Senior
Cultural Heritage Office for assessment, and the officer provided the
following comments:

This proposal has been developed in close consultation with Council
staff and with officers of Heritage Tasmania. The proposal has also
been guided by a comprehensive investigation of heritage (including
archaeological) factors relevant to the site, including policy documents
regarding the adjacent Theatre Royal. The application is
accompanied by a thorough Heritage Impact Statement.

The Theatre Royal has operated in some form for nearly 180 years.
The present theatre space is over 100 years old (though partly
reconstructed after fire). The Theatre Royal is a highly cherished
asset. Its continued use depends on the provision of fully-compliant
access, better front-of-house facilities (ticketing, toilets, refreshment
areas etc.) None of this can be accommodated within the existing
building. The adjacent site (the location of the proposed development)
provides the only opportunity to solve the various logistical problems of
the Theatre Royal.

This fact has been acknowledged in the decision to use the site for the
development of a compatible cultural facility, and has influenced the
design of the new building.

The statement of heritage impact notes (p. 14):

9.3 This assessment concludes that the general siting and disposition
of the Development is provisionally acceptable so far as its
relationship with the Theatre Royal, Hedberg Garage and the
ADJACENT listed buildings is concerned. This conditional support
relies on the quality of the ultimate architectural design, in particular its
detail, exterior materials and finishes, scale and three dimensional
proportioning of the facade modelling.

The conclusion of the statement of heritage impact reads as follows:
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6.7.3.

This heritage assessment considers that there is an overriding
imperative which underpins the value of this project for the greater
good of the Theatre Royal. Specifically it will facilitate the capacity of
the building to continue its theatrical use and maintain the criteria for
the Tasmanian Heritage Council listing (a), (b), (d) and (f). This
assessment considers that the project is acceptable in holistic terms
and that its impact upon the heritage values of the site (subject to
future design and detailing) does not, on balance, diminish the
significance of the place.

| concur with that assessment.

The officer's comments are supported.

6.8. Urban Form (Building Surfaces) — clauses 23.7.2

6.8.1.

6.8.2.

6.8.3.

6.8.4.

6.8.5.

Author: Ben Ikin

The planning scheme stipulates that development is permitted where
building surfaces to a primary space are:

o Primarily masonry.

o Have a maximum allowable void of 50 percent in all street
frontage elevations.

o To comprise high quality finishes that reinforce the status as a
primary building frontage.

For buildings fronting secondary spaces the planning scheme provides
that building surfaces must be finished so as to be presented in a less
detailed and ornate manner than the surface of the building to a
primary space, or the surfaces of adjacent buildings to primary spaces.

Campbell Street and Collins Street are identified by the planning
scheme as primary spaces. Sun Street and Sackville Street and
identified as secondary spaces.

The proposal is considered to satisfy the permitted standard with
respect to the secondary spaces. The elevations to Sun and Sackville
Streets are less detailed than those elevations to Campbell and Collins
Streets.

The proposal does not comply with the permitted standard for primary
spaces on the basis that the materials to be used are not primarily
masonry.
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6.8.6.

6.8.7.

6.8.8.

Author: Ben Ikin
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Clause 27.3.2 provides that where the permitted standard cannot be
met the proposal must accord with the objectives of the schedule. The
objectives are as follows:

o The traditional urban pattern of Sullivans Cove is to be
conserved. A contemporary adaptation is to be created in
development/redevelopment areas.

o Views to Sullivans Cove along primary spaces are to be retained,
especially to the River Derwent.

o Views over the land bounded by Tasman Highway, Brooker
Avenue and Liverpool Street from the City and Wapping to the
Domain and from the Domain and Tasman Highway to the City
are to be retained.

J Expression of the Wall of the Cove is to be encouraged where
possible.

. The bulk and height of buildings must reflect the natural
topography of the Sullivans Cove Planning Area, the
amphitheatre sloping down to the Cove and the Macquarie Street
and Regatta Point Ridges.

o A diversity of building heights and volumes will be encouraged
within this over-riding pattern, but buildings must have a
respectful relationship to each other and to buildings of identified
cultural significance within a street.

o New buildings must not be individually prominent in terms of
contrast with neighbouring buildings by being significantly higher
or having a larger apparent size when viewed in street elevation.

o New buildings should facilitate the creation of ‘secondary spaces’
on lots in the Cove. Such spaces should be encouraged where
they demonstrably create useable pedestrian environments and
facilitate pedestrian movement and views.

o New urban gardens are to be encouraged in secondary spaces
only.

The objectives are all relevant to building form (which has been
assessed as acceptable against the WLAPP provisions above), but
are not obviously applicable to building surfaces. It is noted that the
proposed building materials include metallic opalescent cladding,
glazing set within timber openings, concrete and masonry. Trees and
greenery are an integral component of the exterior presentation of the
building. Items found as part of the archaeological works are also
proposed to be incorporated into the external materiality of the building
at pedestrian level.

The development application report (provided at Attachment D)
included the following materials palette:
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Figure 32: The proposed materials palette.

6.8.9. The materials to be used are considered to be of a high quality,
visually interesting and featuring archaeological items found on the
site.

6.9. Demolition — clause 28.6

6.9.1. All demolition in the Cove requires assessment against the
performance criterion — both internal and external, and in whole or in
part.

6.9.2. The proposal includes partial demolition of some internal elements of
the Theatre Royal, and the existing back of house facilities. Note that
the demolition of part of the former Hedberg Garage was approved
under the early works development application. (refer to Background
in section 4 above).

6.9.3. Clause 28.6 provides the following matters to be considered:

e The impact of the proposed demolition on the character of the
Activity Area;

e The impact of the proposed demolition on the cultural heritage
values of the Cove;

e The need to avoid creation of vacant sites and ‘lost space’ in the
Cove.

6.9.4. The proposed demolition will result in an improved Theatre Royal, and
will not create a vacant site or lost space. The Council’'s Senior
Cultural Heritage Officer has indicated support for the proposal.
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6.9.5. The proposed demolition is considered acceptable.

7. Discussion

7.1.

7.2.

7.3.

7.4.

7.5.

7.6.

The proposal is for a substantial redevelopment of the site to accommodate
the University of Tasmania’s College of Arts and Conservatorium of Music.
The proposal includes works to the Theatre Royal as well facilities to support
its continued operation.

The proposal provides substantial community benefit in terms of the
performing art facilities that it provides, which will be as much for the public as
for University of Tasmania staff and students.

The design of the proposal is complex and bold. It will be an iconic
development in Hobart and indeed Tasmania. Its respectful connection and
integration with the Theatre Royal is a highlight, as well as the ‘ensemble of
volumes’ that the building’s form presents.

As the preceding assessment demonstrates, the proposal performs well
against the provisions of the planning scheme, particularly with respect to the
key discretions of use, height, building materials and parking. An argument
could be made that the proposal should be parking exempt.

One representation to the proposal was received. Concerns were raised about
the proposal’s energy efficiency, its impact on residential amenity as well as
the shortfall of onsite parking provision. The preceding report has addressed
the concerns raised.

The proposal is recommended for approval with conditions.

8. Conclusion

8.1.

The proposed Partial Demolition, Alterations and Extensions to Existing
Buildings and New Development for Education Centre and Arts and Cultural
Centre, including Studio Theatre, Recital Hall with Kiosk/Bar, Salon, Teaching
and Learning Spaces, Roof Decks, Roof Terraces and Minor Road Works at
19-27 Campbell Street, 29 Campbell Street, 19 Collins Street, CT.198531/2,
Adjacent Road Reservations, Hobart satisfies the relevant provision of the
Sullivans Cove Planning Scheme 1997, and as such is recommended for
approval.
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