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The General Manager reports:

“That in accordance with the provisions of Part 2 Regulation 8(6) of the Local
Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2015, these supplementary matters
are 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

(c) advice is provided pursuant to Section 65 of the Act.”
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COMMITTEE ACTING AS PLANNING AUTHORITY

In accordance with the provisions of Part 2 Regulation 25 of the Local
Government (Meeting Procedures) Regulations 2015, the intention of the
Committee to act as a planning authority pursuant to the Land Use Planning
and Approvals Act 1993 is to be noted.

In accordance with Regulation 25, the Committee will act as a planning
authority in respect to those matters appearing under this heading on the
agenda, inclusive of any supplementary items.

The Committee is reminded that in order to comply with Regulation 25(2), the
General Manager is to ensure that the reasons for a decision by a Council or
Council Committee acting as a planning authority are recorded in the minutes.
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12 40 BURNETT STREET, 42-44 BURNETT STREET NORTH HOBART AND

ADJACENT ROAD RESERVE - DEMOLITION, NEW BUILDING FOR 31
MULTIPLE DWELLINGS AND GENERAL RETAIL AND HIRE,

SUBDIVISION (LOT CONSOLIDATION), ALTERATIONS TO ACCESS AND

ASSOCIATED WORKS
PLN-20-633 - FILE REF: F20/121589

Address: 40 Burnett Street, 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart
and Adjacent Road Reserve

Proposal: Demolition, New Building for 31 Multiple Dwellings and

General Retail and Hire, Subdivision (Lot
Consolidation), Alterations to Access and Associated
Works

Expiry Date: 3 December 2020
Extension of Time: Not applicable

Author: Michael McClenahan

RECOMMENDATION

That pursuant to the Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015, the City Planning
Committee, in accordance with the delegations contained in its terms of
reference, approve the application for a new building for 31 multiple dwellings
and general retail and hire, subdivision (lot consolidation), alterations to access,
and associated works at 40 and 42 - 44 Burnett Street, North Hobart and
adjacent road reserve for the reasons outlined in the officer’s report and a
permit containing the following conditions be issued:

GEN

The use and/or development must be substantially in accordance with the
documents and drawings that comprise PLN-20-633 - 40 BURNETT
STREET NORTH HOBART TAS 7000 - Final Planning Documents except
where modified below.

Reason for condition
To clarify the scope of the permit.
TW

The use and/or development must comply with the requirements of
TasWater as detailed in the form Submission to Planning Authority Notice,
Reference No. TWDA 2020/01519-HCC dated 08/10/2020 as attached to the
permit.
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Reason for condition
To clarify the scope of the permit.
PLN 15a

A demolition waste management plan must be implemented throughout
demolition. The demolition waste management plan must include
provisions for the handling, transport and disposal of demolition material,
including any contaminated waste and recycling opportunities, to satisfy
the above requirement.

Advice:

It is recommended that the developer liaise with the Council’s Cleansing and
Solid

Waste Unit regarding reducing, reusing and recycling materials associated with
demolition on the site to minimise solid waste being directed to landfill. Further
information can also be found on the Council’s website.

Reason for condition

To ensure that solid waste management from the site meets the Council’s
requirements and standards

PLN sl
The palette of exterior colours and materials must be provided.

The palette of exterior colours and materials should address the
following:

1. Consideration of introducing a simpler and more recessive roof form.

1. Utilising some elements or characteristics of the cottage at 38
Burnett Street within the frontage of the development, at street level.

The use of planter boxes along the street level frontage.

The use of brick or masonry in the ground floor elevation.

Prior to the issue of any approval under the Building Act 2016 (excluding
for demolition, excavation and works up to the ground floor slab), revised
plans, and montages and samples where appropriate, must be submitted
and approved to the satisfaction of the Director City Planning showing

exterior colours and materials in accordance with the above requirement.

All work required by this condition must be undertaken in accordance
with the approved revised plans, montages and samples.


https://www.hobartcity.com.au/Residents/Recycling-and-rubbish
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Reason for condition

In the interest of the streetscape and townscape values of the surrounding area,
to improve the transition and compatibility with surrounding buildings, to provide
stronger links with the extant residential cottages within the streetscape.

PLN s2

A Landscaping Plan prepared by a suitably qualified person for the
landscaped spaces, private open space areas and other areas of planting
around the site must be submitted and approved by the Council’s Director
City Planning prior to the issue of any consent under the Building Act
2016, excluding for demolition, excavation and works up to the ground
floor slab.

The Landscaping Plan must include (in addition to that already proposed):

1. More consideration to the provision and nature of additional
landscaping on the Burnett Street Frontage.

2. Further details of the planter boxes, including how they will be
managed, their size, and how they will be irrigated.

3. More consideration of additional deep planting at the rear of the site.

All trees and landscaping must be planted and installed in accordance
with the approved Landscaping Plan to the satisfaction of the Council's
Director City Planning prior to commencement of use.

The trees and landscaping must be maintained, and replacement trees
and landscaping in accordance with the approved Landscaping Plan must
be planted if any is lost.

Confirmation by the person who prepared the landscaping plan (or an
equivalent suitably qualified person) that the landscaping has been
completed in accordance with the approved landscaping plan must be
submitted to the Council to the satisfaction of the Director City Planning,
prior to commencement of use. Once this has been received, and all
landscaping shown on the approved Landscaping Plan has been planted
in accordance with the approved plan to the satisfaction of the Council's
Director City Planning, the Council will issue a statement confirming
satisfactory planting of all trees and landscaping.

Reason for condition

To ensure that the development achieves a high standard of public amenity and
to ensure appropriate landscaping close to the property boundary.
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PLN s3

Prior to the issue of any approval under the Building Act 2016, (excluding
for demolition, excavation and works up to the ground floor slab), a
detailed design for the street level frontage must be submitted and
approved, to the satisfaction of the Director City Planning. The detailed
design must include (but is not limited to) the following:

Ground level fagade.

Paving.

Landscape elements (note also condition PLN s2 requiring a
landscaping plan).

Street furniture.

Lighting.

Signage.

All work required by this condition must be undertaken in accordance
with the approved detailed design.

Reason for condition

In the interest of the streetscape and townscape values of the surrounding area,
to improve the transition and compatibility with surrounding buildings, to provide
stronger links with the extant residential cottages within the streetscape.

ENG 12

A construction waste management plan must be implemented throughout
construction.

A construction waste management plan must be submitted and approved,
prior to commencement of work on the site. The construction waste
management plan must include:

o Provisions for commercial waste services for the handling, storage,
transport and disposal of post-construction solid waste and recycle
bins from the development; and

o Provisions for the handling, transport and disposal of demolition
material, including any contaminated waste and recycling
opportunities, to satisfy the above requirement.
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All work required by this condition must be undertaken in accordance
with the approved construction waste management plan.

Advice:

Once the construction waste management plan has been approved, the Council
will issue a condition endorsement (see general advice on how to obtain
condition endorsement).

Where building approval is also required, it is recommended that documentation
for condition endorsement be submitted well before submitting documentation
for building approval. Failure to address condition endorsement requirements
prior to submitting for building approval may result in unexpected delays.

It is recommended that the developer liaise with the Council’s Cleansing and
Solid Waste Unit regarding reducing, reusing and recycling materials associated
with demolition on the site to minimise solid waste being directed to landfill.
Further information can also be found on the Council’s website.

Reason for condition

To ensure that solid waste management from the site meets the Council’s
requirements and standards.

ENG sw1l

All stormwater from the proposed development (including but not limited
to: roofed areas, ag drains, and impervious surfaces such as driveways
and paved areas) must be drained to the Council’s stormwater
infrastructure prior to first occupation or commencement of use
(whichever occurs first). All stormwater which can drain to the
connection via gravity must do so.

Reason for condition

To ensure that stormwater from the site will be discharged to a suitable Council
approved outlet.


http://www.hobartcity.com.au/Environment/Recycling_and_Waste
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ENG sw2.1

Prior to the issue of any approval under the Building Act 2016 or the
commencement of work on the site (whichever occurs first), a pre-
construction structural condition assessment and visual record (eg video
and photos) of the Council’s stormwater infrastructure adjacent to the
proposed development must be submitted to Council.

The condition assessment must include at least:

1. A site plan clearly showing the location of the investigation, with
access points and all segments and nodes shown and labelled, with
assets found to have a different alignment from that shown on
Council's plans to be marked on the ground and on the plan;

2. Adigital recording of a CCTV inspection and written condition
assessment report in accordance with WSA 05-2013 Conduit
Inspection Reporting Code of Australia, in a 'Wincan’ compatible
format.

The pre-construction condition assessment will be relied upon to
establish the extent of any damage caused to Council’s stormwater
infrastructure during construction. If the owner/developer fails to provide
Council with an adequate pre-construction condition assessment then any
damage to Council’s infrastructure identified in the post-construction
condition assessment will be the responsibility of the owner/developer.

Reason for condition

To ensure that any of the Council infrastructure and/or site-related service
connections affected by the proposal will be altered and/or reinstated at the
owner’s full cost.

ENG sw2.2

Prior to occupancy or the commencement of the approved use (whichever
occurs first), a post-construction structural condition assessment and
visual record (eg video and photos) of the Council’s stormwater
infrastructure adjacent to the proposed development must be submitted
to Council.
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The condition assessment must include at least:

1. Asite plan clearly showing the location of the investigation, with
access points and all segments and nodes shown and labelled.
Assets found to have a different alignment from that shown on
Council's plans shall be marked on the ground and on the plan;

2. Adigital recording of a CCTV inspection and written condition
assessment report in accordance with WSA 05-2013 Conduit
Inspection Reporting Code of Australia, in a 'Wincan’ compatible
format.

The post-construction condition assessment will be relied upon to
establish the extent of any damage caused to the Council’s stormwater
infrastructure during construction. If the owner/developer fails to provide
Council with an adequate post-construction condition assessment then
any damage to the Council’s infrastructure identified in the post-
construction CCTV will be deemed to be the responsibility of the
owner/developer.

Reason for condition

To ensure that any of the Council infrastructure and/or site-related service
connections affected by the proposal will be altered and/or reinstated at the
owner’s full cost.

ENG swb

The new and/or upgraded stormwater infrastructure (main and
connection) must be designed and constructed prior to sealing of the final
plan, occupancy or the commencement of the approved use (whichever
occurs first). All existing redundant connections must be abandoned.

Prior to the issuing of any approval under the Building Act 2016 or
commencement of works (whichever occurs first), detailed engineering
drawings and associated calculations must be submitted and approved.
The detailed engineering drawings must be certified by a suitably qualified
and experienced civil engineer and must:

1. Be substantially in accordance with the Local Government
Association of Tasmania: Tasmanian Municipal Standard Drawings
(May 2020), as varied by the Council’s published departures from
those Drawings, and the Local Government Association of Tasmania,
Tasmanian Subdivision Guidelines (October 2013);
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2. Show the location of all existing connections. All existing redundant
connections must be abandoned and the footpath/ kerb reinstated.

3. Clearly distinguish between public and private infrastructure;

4. Show in both plan and long-section the proposed stormwater main
and connection, including but not limited to, connection, flows,
velocities, hydraulic grade lines, clearances from other services,
cover, gradients, sizing, material, pipe class, and inspection
openings; and

5.  Show the new/ upgraded public stormwater is sized to accommodate
at least the 5% AEP event flows from a future fully-developed
catchment.

A structural condition assessment and visual record (ie a CCTV) of the
new/ upgraded public stormwater main must be submitted prior to issue
of practical completion.

All work required by this condition must be undertaken in accordance
with the approved detailed engineering drawings.

Advice:

Council's preference, if practicable and maintaining capacity, would be for the
DN300 to be lowered and upgraded. The infrastructure should be sized

neglecting private detention. Fully-developed is to be taken as the maximum
permitted under the planning scheme, unless demonstrated to be unsuitable.

The applicant is required submit detailed design documentation to satisfy this
condition via the Council's planning condition endorsement process (noting
there is a fee associated with condition endorsement approval of engineering
drawings [see general advice on how to obtain condition endorsement and for
fees and charges]). This is a separate process to any building approval under
the Building Act 2016.

Failure to address condition endorsement requirements prior to submitting for
building approval may result in unexpected delays.

Reason for condition

To ensure Council’s hydraulic infrastructure meets acceptable standards.
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ENG sw7

Prior to occupancy or the commencement of the approved use (whichever
occurs first), stormwater pre-treatment and detention for stormwater
discharges from the development must be installed.

A stormwater management report and design must be submitted and
approved, prior to the issue of any approval under the Building Act 2016
or the commencement of work on the site (whichever occurs first). The
stormwater management report and design must be prepared by a
suitably qualified engineer and must:

1. Include detailed design of the proposed treatment train, including
final estimations of contaminant removal;

2. Include detailed design and supporting calculations of the detention
tank showing:

1. Detention tank sizing such that there is no increase in flows
from the developed site up to 5% AEP event and flows are
limited to the receiving capacity of Council infrastructure, taking
critical timing of the infrastructure into account;

2. The layout, the inlet and outlet (including long section), outlet
size, overflow mechanism and invert level;

3. The discharge rates and emptying times; and

4.  All assumptions must be clearly stated;

3. Include a supporting maintenance plan, which specifies the required
maintenance measures to check and ensure the ongoing effective
operation of all systems, such as: inspection frequency; cleanout
procedures; descriptions and diagrams of how the installed systems
operate; details of the life of assets and replacement requirements.

All work required by this condition must be undertaken and maintained in
accordance with the approved stormwater management report and
design.

Advice:

Once the design and report has been approved Council will issue a condition
endorsement (see general advice on how to obtain condition endorsement).

Where building approval is also required, it is recommended that documentation
for condition endorsement be submitted well before submitting documentation
for building approval. Failure to address condition endorsement requirements
prior to submitting for building approval may result in unexpected delays.
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Reason for condition

To avoid the possible pollution of drainage systems and natural watercourses,
and to comply with relevant State legislation.

ENG 13

An ongoing waste management plan for all commercial and domestic
waste and recycling must be implemented post construction.

A waste management plan must be submitted and approved, prior to the
issue of any approvals under the Building Act 2016. The waste
management plan must:

1. Include provisions for private waste services for the handling,
storage, transport and disposal of domestic and commercial waste
and recycle bins from the development.

All work required by this condition must be undertaken in accordance
with the approved waste management plan.

Advice:

The Council will not undertake waste collection for this development. Advice
and permission should be sought from the Road Authority that administers the
Burnett Street highway reservation with respect to private collection from the
road carriageway.

Once the waste management plan has been approved Council will issue a
condition endorsement (see general advice on how to obtain condition
endorsement).

Where building approval is also required, it is recommended that documentation
for condition endorsement be submitted well before submitting documentation
for building approval. Failure to address condition endorsement requirements
prior to submitting for building approval may result in unexpected delays.

Reason for condition

To ensure that solid waste management from the site meets the Council’s
requirements and standards.
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ENG tr2

A construction traffic and parking management plan must be implemented
prior to the commencement of work on the site (including demolition).

The construction traffic (including cars, public transport vehicles, service
vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists) and parking management plan must be
submitted and approved, prior to commencement work (including
demolition). The construction traffic and parking management plan must:

Be prepared by a suitably qualified person.

Develop a communications plan to advise the wider community of
the traffic and parking impacts during construction.
3. Include a start date and finish dates of various stages of works.

4. Include times that trucks and other traffic associated with the works
will be allowed to operate.

5.  Nominate a superintendant, or the like, to advise the Council of the
progress of works in relation to the traffic and parking management
with regular meetings during the works.

All work required by this condition must be undertaken in accordance
with the approved construction traffic and parking management plan.

Advice:

Once the construction traffic and parking management plan has been approved,
the Council will issue a condition endorsement (see general advice on how to
obtain condition endorsement).

Where building approval is also required, it is recommended that documentation
for condition endorsement be submitted well before submitting documentation
for building approval. Failure to address condition endorsement requirements
prior to submitting for building approval may result in unexpected delays.

Reason for condition
To ensure the safety of vehicles entering and leaving the development and the

safety and access around the development site for the general public and
adjacent businesses.



Item No. 12 Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion) Page 15
City Planning Committee Meeting
16/11/2020

ENG 3a

The access driveway, circulation roadways, ramps and parking module
(parking spaces, aisles and manoeuvring area) must be designed and
constructed in accordance with Australian Standard AS/NZS2890.1:2004
(including the requirement for vehicle safety barriers where required), or a
Council approved alternate design certified by a suitably qualified
engineer to the provide a safe and efficient access, and enable safe, easy
and efficient use.

Reason for condition

To ensure the safety of users of the access and parking module, and
compliance with the relevant Australian Standard.

ENG 3b

The access driveway, circulation roadways, ramps and parking module
(parking spaces, aisles and manoeuvring area) design must be submitted
and approved, prior to the issuing of any approval under the Building Act
2016.

The access driveway, circulation roadways, ramps and parking module
(parking spaces, aisles and manoeuvring area) design must:

1. Be prepared and certified by a suitably qualified engineer;

2. Include a dedicated turning area in place of proposed car-parking
space 11;

3. Include a maximum inside wheel path gradient of 25% on the
proposed ramps;

4. Include full details of the proposed traffic signals including detailed
timing information, a contingency plan for instances where the
lights fail to operate, and details for any ongoing
maintenance/testing requirements and repair;

5. Show the exit from the site to the Burnett Street highway
reservation as left turn only;

6. Begenerally in accordance with the Australian Standard
AS/NZS2890.1:2004,

7. Where the design deviates from AS/NZS2890.1:2004 the designer
must demonstrate that the design will provide a safe and efficient
access, and enable safe, easy and efficient use, and
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8. Show dimensions, levels, gradients and transitions, and other
details as Council deem necessary to satisfy the above requirement.

Advice:

Once the design has been approved, the Council will issue a condition
endorsement (see general advice on how to obtain condition endorsement).

Where building approval is also required, it is recommended that documentation
for condition endorsement be submitted well before submitting documentation
for building approval. Failure to address condition endorsement requirements
prior to submitting for building approval may result in unexpected delays.

Reason for condition

To ensure the safety of users of the access and parking module, and
compliance with the relevant Australian Standard.

ENG 3c

The access driveway, circulation roadways, ramps and parking module
(parking spaces, aisles and manoeuvring area), including requirements for
linemarking, signage, traffic control signals, and any other traffic control
infrastructure, must be constructed in accordance with the drawings
approved under this permit.

Prior to the first occupation or commencement of use (whichever occurs
first), documentation by a suitably qualified engineer certifying that
access driveway, circulation roadways, ramps and parking module
(parking spaces, aisles and manoeuvring area), including requirements for
linemarking, signage, traffic control signals, and any other traffic control
infrastructure has been constructed in accordance with the above
drawings must be lodged with the Council.

Advice:

Certification must be submitted via the planning condition endorsement process
(see general advice on how to obtain condition endorsement).
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Reason for condition

To ensure the safety of users of the access and parking module, and
compliance with the relevant Australian Standard and the approved design
plans.

ENG 4

The access driveway and parking module (car parking spaces, aisles and
manoeuvring area) approved by this permit must be constructed to a
sealed standard (spray seal, asphalt, concrete, pavers or equivalent
Council approved) and surface drained to the Council's stormwater
infrastructure prior to the first occupation or commencement of use
(whichever occurs first).

Reason for condition

To ensure the safety of users of the access driveway and parking module, and
that it does not detract from the amenity of users, adjoining occupiers or the
environment by preventing dust, mud and sediment transport.

ENG 5

The number of parking spaces approved on the site, for use is:

o Fifty (50) User Class 1A residential parking spaces;
e Five (5) User Class 1A visitor parking parking spaces; and
e Five (5) User Class 1A employee parking spaces.

All parking spaces must be delineated by means of white or yellow lines
80mm to 100mm wide, or white or yellow pavement markers in accordance
with Australian Standards AS/NZS 2890.1 2004, prior to first occupation or
commencement of use (whichever occurs first).

Reason for condition

To ensure the provision of parking for the use is safe and efficient.

ENG 5b

A sign approved by the Council, for each of the user class 1A residential,
visitor and employee car parking spaces, must be fixed to the wall at the
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end of each parking space prior to first occupation or commencement of
use (whichever occurs first). The signs must be in accordance with AS
1742.11:2016 Manual of uniform traffic control devices, Part 11: Parking
Controls and must clearly state:

1. "Visitor Parking Only" for the five visitor parking spaces;

2. "Employee Parking Only" for the five employee parking spaces; and

3. The apartment number that the parking space is allocated to for the
residential parking spaces.

Reason for condition
In the interests of vehicle user safety and the amenity of the development.
ENG 6

The ground floor car parking space shown as parking space number
eleven (11) on the BPSM Architects plan 'DA202' Revision 6, and dated
12/05/2019 is not approved. Prior to the issue of any approvals under the
Building Act 2016 revised plans must be submitted and approved. The
revised plans must:

1. Show a dedicated turning area in place of parking space number 11;

2. Include white, diagonal linemarking within the turning area, using
stripes 150 to 200mm wide with spaces 200 to 300mm between
stripes, and the stripes at a 45 degree angle to the adjacent parking
space; and

3. Show asign on the wall adjacent to the turning area clearly stating
"Turning Area Only - No Standing Any Time".

Reason for condition

To ensure that parking facilities for cars are designed and constructed to enable
safe, easy and efficient use.

ENG 8

The use of the fifty (50) car parking spaces on the lower ground and
basement levels is restricted to User Class 1A (residential parking) in
accordance with Australian Standards AS/NZS2890.1 2004 Table 1.1.
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A sign, approved by the Council, and in accordance with Australian
Standards AS/NZS1742.11:2016, to indicate the parking area is for
residents only must be erected adjacent to the traffic control signal on the
ground floor prior to the first occupation or commencement of use
(whichever occurs first).

Reason for condition
In the interests of vehicle user safety and the amenity of the development.
ENG 1

Any damage to council infrastructure resulting from the implementation of
this permit, must, at the discretion of the Council:

1. Be metbythe owner by way of reimbursement (cost of repair and
reinstatement to be paid by the owner to the Council); or

2. Berepaired and reinstated by the owner to the satisfaction of the
Council.

Any damage must be immediately reported to Council.

A photographic record of the Council's infrastructure adjacent to the
subject site must be provided to the Council prior to any commencement
of works.

A photographic record of the Council’s infrastructure (e.g. existing
property service connection points, roads, buildings, stormwater,
footpaths, driveway crossovers and nature strips, including if any,
pre-existing damage) will be relied upon to establish the extent of damage
caused to the Council’s infrastructure during construction. In the event
that the owner/developer fails to provide to the Council a photographic
record of the Council’s infrastructure, then any damage to the Council's
infrastructure found on completion of works will be deemed to be the
responsibility of the owner.

Reason for condition
To ensure that any of the Council's infrastructure and/or site-related service

connections affected by the proposal will be altered and/or reinstated at the
owner’s full cost.
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ENG r1

The excavation or earth-retaining structures (cuttings, retaining walls) or
footings within or supporting the highway reservation must not
undermine the stability and integrity of the highway reservation and its
infrastructure.

Detailed design drawings, structural certificates and associated
geotechnical assessments of the items above within the Burnett Street
highway reservation must be submitted and approved, prior to any
approval under the Building Act

2016:

1. Be prepared and certified by a suitable qualified person and
experienced engineer.

2. Not undermine the stability of the highway reservation.

3. Bedesigned in accordance with AS4678, with a design life in
accordance with table 3.1 typical application major public
infrastructure works.

4. Take into account any additional surcharge loadings as required by
relevant Australian Standards.

5. Take into account and reference accordingly any Geotechnical
findings.

6. Detail any mitigation measures required.

7. Detail the design and location of the footing adjacent to Burnett
Street.

The structure certificated and/or drawings should note accordingly the
above.

All work required by this condition must be undertaken in accordance
with the approved select design drawing and structural certificates.

Advice:

The applicant is required submit detailed design documentation to satisfy this
condition via Council's planning condition endorsement process (noting there is
a fee associated with condition endorsement approval of engineering drawings
[see general advice on how to obtain condition endorsement and for fees and
charges]). This is a separate process to any building approval under the
Building Act 2016.



Item No. 12 Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion) Page 21
City Planning Committee Meeting
16/11/2020

Failure to address condition endorsement requirements prior to submitting for
building approval may result in unexpected delays.

Reason for condition

To ensure that the stability and integrity of the Council’s highway reservation is
not compromised by the development.

ENG r3

Prior to the commencement of use, the proposed driveway crossover
Burnett Street highway reservation must be designed and constructed in
general accordance with:

e Urban - TSD-R09-v2 — Urban Roads Driveways and TSD R14-v2 Type
KC vehicular crossing.

e Footpath - Urban Roads Footpaths TSD-R11-v2.
e Concrete kerbs and channels - TSD-R14-v2 - Reinstate redundant
driveway crossover.

Design drawings must be submitted and approved prior to any approval
under the Building Act 2016. The design drawing must:

1. Show the cross and long section of the driveway crossover within
the highway reservation and onto the property.

2. Detail any services or infrastructure (i.e. light poles, pits, awnings) at
or near the proposed driveway crossover.

3.  Show swept path templates in accordance with AS/NZS 2890.1
2004(B85 or B99 depending on use, design template).

4. If the design deviates from the requirements of the TSD then the
drawings must demonstrate that a B85 vehicle or B99 depending on
use (AS/NZS 2890.1 2004, section 2.6.2) can access the driveway
from the road pavement into the property without scraping the cars
underside.

5.  Show that vehicular and pedestrian sight lines are met as per AS/NZS
2890.1 2004.

6. Grated wedge, asphalt wedge and the standard open wedge driveway
crossover are not permitted. Grated wedges are permits on highly
used bike routes and details of the grate (ie mass) will be required.
To gain access a concrete plinth to Councils standards may be
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constructed at the gutter. A drawing of a standard concrete plinth
can be obtained from Councils Road Services Engineer. Note: that
the agreement of the Council’s is required to adjust footpath levels.

7. Be prepared and certified by a suitable qualified person, to satisfy the
above requirement.

All work required by this condition must be undertaken in accordance
with the approved drawings.

Advice:

The applicant is required submit detailed design documentation to satisfy this
condition via Council's planning condition endorsement process (noting there is
a fee associated with condition endorsement approval of engineering drawings
[see general advice on how to obtain condition endorsement and for fees and
charges]). This is a separate process to any building approval under the
Building Act 2016.

Please note that your proposal does not include adjustment of footpath levels.
Any adjustment to footpath levels necessary to suit the design of proposed floor,
parking module or driveway levels will require separate agreement from
Council's Road Services Engineer and may require further planning approvals.
It is advised to place a note to this affect on construction drawings for the site
and/or other relevant engineering drawings to ensure that contractors are made
aware of this requirement.

Failure to address condition endorsement requirements prior to submitting for
building approval may result in unexpected delays.

Reason for condition
To ensure that works will comply with the Council’s standard requirements.
ENV 2

An approved Demolition and Construction Environmental Management
Plan, prepared by suitably qualified persons, must be implemented.

A Demolition and Construction Environmental Management Plan must be
submitted and approved prior to the commencement of works and prior to

the granting of building consent.

The plan must include, but is not limited to, the following:
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1. Details of the proposed construction methodology and expected
likely timeframes.

2. The proposed days and hours of work and proposed hours of
activities likely to generate significant noise emissions (including
volume and timing of heavy vehicles entering and leaving the site).

3. Details of potential environmental impacts associated with the
development works including noise, vibration, erosion and pollution
(air, land and water).

4. Details of proposed measures to avoid or mitigate to acceptable
levels all identified potential environmental impacts during
development works including, but not limited to:

a. A noise and vibration management plan including, but not
limited to:

I. identification of potentially noisy or vibration-causing
construction activities;

. procedures to ensure that all reasonable and feasible
noise and vibration mitigation measures are applied during
operation of the construction management plan; and

iii. details of monitoring measures and triggers for
corrective actions.

b. A soil and water management plan including:

I measures to minimise erosion and the discharge of
contaminated stormwater off-site;

il. measures to minimise dust emissions from the site;

iii. measures to manage the disposal of surface and
groundwater from any excavations; and

\Y2 measures to prevent soil and debris being carried
onto the street.

5. Details of proposed responsible persons, public communication
protocols, compliance, recording and auditing procedures and
complaint handling and response procedures.
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The approved Demolition and Construction Environmental Management
Plan forms part of this permit and must be complied with.

Advice:

Once the plan has been approved the Council will issue a condition
endorsement (see general advice on how to obtain condition endorsement).

Reason for condition

To minimise the potential for environmental impacts from the construction works

ENVHE 1

Recommendations in the Planning report (2020) for Behrakis Holdings Pty
Ltd 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, ESA by GES enviro-solutions must be
implemented throughout the construction of the project

Reason for condition

To ensure that the risk to future occupants of the building remain low and
acceptable.

SURV 8

The applicant, at no cost to the Council, must have prepared, entered into,
and have registered at the Land Titles Office, a deed pursuant to Section
75CA of the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act 1884 for the awning
encroachment over Burnett Street, prior to the issue of a completion
certificate.

Advice:

A Section 75CA Conveyancing & Law of Property Act 1884 certificate for the
occupation of a Highway requires that the encroachment is a minimum 2.40
metres above the footpath or 4.25 metres above the road carriageway. A
600mm set back from the back of kerb may also be required.

The applicant must prepare and forward the required instrument pursuant to
section 75CA Conveyancing & Law of Property Act 1884, including a survey
plan of the encroachment (certified by a registered surveyor), the associated
$220 Council application fee and the Land Titles Office registration fee, to the
Council for execution and subsequent registration within the Land Titles Office.
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Reason for condition

To ensure that the proposed building encroachment over Burnett Street is
formalised in accordance with statutory provisions.

ENG 14

Access and services to the lot must be designed and installed to meet the
needs of future development, prior to the sealing of the final plan or
commencement of the use (whichever occurs first).

Reason for condition

To ensure that the subdivision of land provides adequate services to meet the
projected needs of future development.

ENG 16

Prior to the sealing of the final plan, private sewer, stormwater (including
surface drainage) and water services/connections are to be entirely
separate to each lot and contained wholly within the lots served.

Reason for condition
To ensure that each lot is services separately.
ENG 17

Prior to the sealing of the final plan, the developer must verify compliance
with condition ENG 16 by supplying the Council with an as-installed
services plan clearly indicating the location and details of all relevant
services (entirely contained within their respective lots or appropriate
easements). The as- installed services plan must be accompanied by
certification from a suitably qualified person that all engineering work
required by this permit has been completed.

Advice:
Any final plan submitted for sealing will not be processed unless it is

accompanied by documentation by a suitably qualified person that clearly
certifies that this condition has been satisfied and that all the work required by
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this condition has been completed. A 'suitably qualified person' must be a
Professional Engineer or Professional Surveyor or other persons acceptable to
the Council.

Reason for condition

To ensure that the developer provides the Council with clear written
confirmation that the separation of services is complete.

SUB s1

The titles comprising the development site (CT 211936/1 and CT 228032/1)
are to be adhered in accordance with the provisions of Section 110 of the
Local Government (Building and Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1993, to
the satisfaction of the Council prior to the issue of any building consent,
building permit (including demolition) and / or plumbing permit pursuant
to the Building Act 2016 (if applicable), or the commencement of works on
site (whichever occurs first).

Reason for condition
To ensure compliance with statutory provisions

Advice

The application for an adhesion order to the Council has a fee of $230.
Evidence will be required that the owners and mortgagees do not object to the
adhesion and the condition is considered completed when a copy of the receipt
for the Land Titles Office lodgement slip for the adhesion order has been
received by the Council. Note that the titles must be in the same ownership to
enable them to be adhered by means of an adhesion order.

ADVICE

The following advice is provided to you to assist in the implementation of the
planning permit that has been issued subject to the conditions above. The
advice is not exhaustive and you must inform yourself of any other legislation,
by-laws, regulations, codes or standards that will apply to your development
under which you may need to obtain an approval. Visit the Council's website for
further information.


http://www.hobartcity.com.au/Development/Planning
http://www.hobartcity.com.au/Development/Planning
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Prior to any commencement of work on the site or commencement of use the
following additional permits/approval may be required from the Hobart City
Council.

CONDITION ENDORSEMENT ENGINEERING

All engineering drawings required to be submitted and approved by this
planning permit must be submitted to the City of Hobart as a CEP (Condition
Endorsement) via the City’s Online Service Development Portal. When lodging
a CEP, please reference the PLN number of the associated Planning
Application. Each CEP must also include an estimation of the cost of works
shown on the submitted engineering drawings. Once that estimation has been
confirmed by the City’s Engineer, the following fees are payable for each CEP
submitted and must be paid prior to the City of Hobart commencing assessment
of the engineering drawings in each CEP:

Value of Building Works Approved by Planning Permit Fee:

Up to $20,000: $150 per application.

Over $20,000: 2% of the value of the works as assessed by the City's Engineer
per assessment.

These fees are additional to building and plumbing fees charged under the
Building and Plumbing Regulations.

Once the CEP is lodged via the Online Service Development Portal, if the value
of building works approved by your planning permit is over $20,000, please
contact the City’s Development Engineer on 6238 2715 to confirm the
estimation of the cost of works shown on the submitted engineering drawings
has been accepted.

Once confirmed, pleased call one of the City’s Customer Service Officers on
6238 2190 to make payment, quoting the reference number (ie. CEP number) of
the Condition Endorsement you have lodged. Once payment is made, your
engineering drawings will be assessed.

BUILDING PERMIT

You may need building approval in accordance with the Building Act 2016. Click
here for more information.

This is a Discretionary Planning Permit issued in accordance with section 57 of
the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993.


https://apply.hobartcity.com.au/Common/Common/terms.aspx
https://apply.hobartcity.com.au/Common/Common/terms.aspx
https://apply.hobartcity.com.au/Common/Common/terms.aspx
https://apply.hobartcity.com.au/Common/Common/terms.aspx
https://www.hobartcity.com.au/Development/Building-and-plumbing/Lodgment-of-building-and-plumbing-applications
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PLUMBING PERMIT

You may need plumbing approval in accordance with the Building Act 2016,
Building Regulations 2016 and the National Construction Code. Click here for
more information.

PUBLIC HEALTH

You may be required to provide approved/endorsed plans for a food business fit
out, in accordance with the National Construction Code - Building Code of
Australia including Tas Part H102 for food premises which must have regard to
the FSANZ Food Safety Standards. Click here for more information.

FOOD BUSINESS REGISTRATION

Food business registration in accordance with the Food Act 2003. Click here for
more information.

PUBLIC HEALTH RISK

Public health risk activities (tattooing and piercing) licence. Click here for more
information.

OCCUPATION OF THE PUBLIC HIGHWAY

You may require a permit for the occupation of the public highway for
construction or special event (e.g. placement of skip bin, crane, scissor lift etc).
Click here for more information.

You may require an occupational licence for use of Hobart City Council highway
reservation (e.g. outdoor seating, etc). Click here for more information.

You may require an cccupational license for structures in the Hobart City
Council highway reservation, in accordance with conditions to be established by
the Council. Click here for more information.

You may require a road closure permit for construction or special event. Click
here for more information.

You may require a Permit to Open Up and Temporarily Occupy a Highway (for
work in the road reserve). Click here for more information.


https://www.hobartcity.com.au/Development/Building-and-plumbing/Lodgment-of-building-and-plumbing-applications
https://www.hobartcity.com.au/Development/Building-and-plumbing/Lodgment-of-building-and-plumbing-applications
http://www.foodstandards.gov.au/Pages/default.aspx
https://www.hobartcity.com.au/Business/Food-businesses
https://www.hobartcity.com.au/Business/Food-businesses
https://www.hobartcity.com.au/Business/Tattooing-and-piercing-businesses
https://www.hobartcity.com.au/Business/Construction-Activities-and-Events-on-Public-Streets
https://www.hobartcity.com.au/Business/Occupational-licences
https://www.hobartcity.com.au/Business/Construction-Activities-and-Events-on-Public-Streets/Application-Forms
https://www.hobartcity.com.au/Business/Construction-Activities-and-Events-on-Public-Streets/Application-Forms
https://www.hobartcity.com.au/City-services/Roads-and-footpaths/Roads-and-footpaths
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GENERAL EXEMPTION (TEMPORARY) PARKING PERMITS

You may qualify for a General Exemption permit for construction vehicles i.e.
residential or meter parking/loading zones. Click here for more information.

PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE

You may require a permit to construct public infrastructure, with a 12 month
maintenance period and bond (please contact the Hobart City Council's City
Amenity Division to initiate the permit process).

STORMWATER

Please note that in addition to a building and/or plumbing permit, development
must be in accordance with the Hobart City Council’s Infrastructure By law.
Click here for more information.

WORK WITHIN THE HIGHWAY RESERVATION

Please note development must be in accordance with the Hobart City Council’s
Infrastructure By law. Click here for more information.

CBD AND HIGH VOLUME FOOTPATH CLOSURES

Please note that the City of Hobart does not support the extended closure of
public footpaths or roads to facilitate construction on adjacent land.

It is the developer's responsibility to ensure that the proposal as designed can
be constructed without reliance on such extended closures.

In special cases, where it can be demonstrated that closure of footpaths in the
CBD and/or other high volume footpaths can occur for extended periods without
unreasonable impact on other businesses or the general public, such closures
may only be approved by the full Council.

For more information about this requirement please contact the Council's Traffic
Engineering Unit on 6238 2804.

REDUNDANT CROSSOVERS

Redundant crossovers are required to be reinstated under the Hobart City
Council’s Infrastructure By law. Click here for more information.


https://www.hobartcity.com.au/City-services/Parking/Parking-permits
http://www.hobartcity.com.au/Council/Legislation
http://www.hobartcity.com.au/Council/Legislation
http://www.hobartcity.com.au/Council/Legislation
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ACCESS

Designed in accordance with LGAT- IPWEA — Tasmanian standard drawings.
Click here for more information.

CROSS OVER CONSTRUCTION

The construction of the crossover can be undertaken by the Council or by a
private contractor, subject to Council approval of the design. Click here for more
information.

STORMWATER / ROADS / ACCESS

Services to be designed and constructed in accordance with the (IPWEA) LGAT
— standard drawings. Click here for more information.

TITLE ADHESION

An adhesion of your titles is required because a portion of your development is
across one or more title boundaries. Contact your solicitor or a registered land
surveyor to initiate the process.

WEED CONTROL

Effective measures are detailed in the Tasmanian Washdown Guidelines for
Weed and Disease Control: Machinery, Vehicles and Equipment (Edition 1,
2004). The guidelines can be obtained from the Department of Primary
Industries, Parks, Water and Environment website.

WORK PLACE HEALTH AND SAFETY

Appropriate occupational health and safety measures must be employed during
the works to minimise direct human exposure to potentially-contaminated soil,
water, dust and vapours. Click here for more information.

PROTECTING THE ENVIRONMENT

In accordance with the Environmental Management and Pollution Control Act
1994, local government has an obligation to "use its best endeavours to prevent
or control acts or omissions which cause or are capable of causing pollution.”
Click here for more information.


https://www.lgat.tas.gov.au/page.aspx?u=658
https://www.hobartcity.com.au/City-services/Road-and-footpath-assets/New-vehicle-crossings
https://www.hobartcity.com.au/City-services/Road-and-footpath-assets/New-vehicle-crossings
https://www.hobartcity.com.au/Development/Planning/Engineering-standards-and-guidelines/Standard-drawings
http://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/
http://www.worksafe.tas.gov.au/safety
https://www.hobartcity.com.au/City-services/Environment/Pollution-control
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LEVEL 1 ACTIVITIES
The activity conducted at the property is an environmentally relevant activity and
a Level 1 Activity as defined under s.3 of the Environmental Management and

Pollution Control Act 1994. For further information on what your responsibilities
are, click here.

NOISE REGULATIONS

Click here for information with respect to noise nuisances in residential areas.
WASTE DISPOSAL

It is recommended that the developer liaise with the Council’s Cleansing and
Solid Waste Unit regarding reducing, reusing and recycling materials associated

with demolition on the site to minimise solid waste being directed to landfill.

Further information regarding waste disposal can also be found on the Council’s
website.

FEES AND CHARGES
Click here for information on the Council's fees and charges.

DIAL BEFORE YOU DIG

Click here for dial before you dig information.
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https://www.hobartcity.com.au/City-services/Environment/Pollution-control/Management-of-environmentally-relevant-activities
https://www.hobartcity.com.au/Residents/Noise
http://www.hobartcity.com.au/Environment/Recycling_and_Waste
https://www.hobartcity.com.au/Council/Fees-and-charges
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APPLICATION UNDER HOBART INTERIM PLANNING SCHEME 2015

Cityof HOBART
Type of Report:
Committee:
Expiry Date:
Application No:
Address:

Applicant:

Proposal:

Representations:

Performance criteria:

Committee

16 November 2020

3 December 2020

PLN-20-633

40 BURNETT STREET , NORTH HOBART

42 - 44 BURNETT STREET , NORTH HOBART
ADJACENT ROAD RESERVE

(JMG Engineers and Planners)
117 Harrington Street

Demolition, New Building for 31 Multiple Dwellings and General Retail and
Hire, Subdivision (Lot Consolidation), Alterations to Access, and
Associated Works

Six
Commercial Zone Development Standards, Potentially Contaminated Land
Code, Road and Railway Assets Code, Parking and Access

Code, Stormwater Management Code, Attenuation Code, Historic Heritage
Code

1. Executive Summary

1.1 Planning approval is sought for Demolition, New Building for 31 Multiple Dwellings
and General Retail and Hire, Subdivision (Lot Consolidation), Alterations to
Access, and Associated Work, at 40 Burnett Street, 42-44 Burnett Street, North
Hobart and adjacent road reserve.

Page: 1 of 71
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More specifically the proposal includes:

¢ Demolition of the existing buildings on the site. This includes a single storey
dwelling and outbuilding at 40 Burnett Street and a large warehouse at 42-44
Burnett Street.

¢ Consolidation of the two lots at 40 and 42-44 Burnett Street into one single title
lot 1128m2 in size.

+ Construction of a new building that would include 31 apartments. A ground floor
tenancy is also proposed for a General Retail and Hire use.

e The proposed building would have a maximum of 5 storeys as well as two
below ground basement levels. The building would have a maximum roof height
above natural ground level of 16.2m and, when including the lift shaft, a
maximum building height of 18.4m. Proposed external materials include
precast concrete panels walls, metal sheet cladding, and aluminium composite
panels.

e The ground floor of the building would have a foot print of approximately 1050m?
and will occupy nearly the entire area of the lot. The ground floor will include a
vehicle entrance from Burnett Street, residential pedestrian entrance from
Burnett Street, a commercial tenancy with 177mz2 of floor area, visitor car
parking, residential car parking, bicycle parking, storage, garbage room, and
services space. An awning over the Burnett Street road reservation will also be
constructed as well as planter boxes on the exterior of the ground floor facing
the frontage. The existing crossover from Burnett Street is also proposed to be
enlarged.

* The two basement levels will each contain 25 residential car parking spaces
each, bicycle parking, and storage areas. Each floor will be accessible to
vehicles by single lane internal ramps with movement controlled by an internal
traffic light system.

« |evels 1, 2, and 3 will have the same layout with nine apartments proposed on
each level. This will include 1 one bedroom apartment, 5 two bedroom
apartments and 3 three bedroom apartments

e Level 4 will contain four dwellings with 1 two bedroom apartment and 3 three
bedroom apartments.

The proposal relies on performance criteria to satisfy the following standards and
codes:

1.3.1 Commercial Zone -Building Height, Design, Landscaping

1.3.2 Potentially Contaminated Land Code - Use Standards, Excavation
1.3.3 Road and Railway Assets Code - Existing Road Accesses and Junctions

Page: 2 of 71
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1.3.4 Parking and Access Code - Number of Car Parking Spaces, Number of
Motorcycle Parking Spaces, Design of Vehicular Accesses, On-Site
Turning, Layout of Parking Areas, Surface Treatment of Parking Areas,
Design of Bicycle Parking Facilities

1.3.5 Stormwater Management Code - Stormwater Drainage and Disposal

1.3.6 Attenuation Code - Development for Sensitive Use in Proximity to Use
with Potential to Cause Environmental Harm

1.3.7 Historic Heritage Code - Development Standards for Places of
Archaeological Potential - Building, Works and Demolition

1.4 One (1) representation supporting the proposal and Five (5) representations
objecting to the proposal were received within the statutory advertising period
between 28/10/20 - 11/11/20.

15 The application was considered by the Urban Design Advisory Panel at its meeting
on 5 November 2020. The Panel were broadly supportive of the proposal.

1.5 The proposal is recommended for approval subject to conditions.
1.6 The final decision would ordinarily be delegated to the Council, because the
application is a major development. However, at its meeting of 9 November 2020

the Council resolved to delegate to the the City Planning Committee, the power to
determine this planning application.

Page: 3 of 71
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Site Detail

2.1

2.2

The subject site is located at 40 and 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart and
comprises two single title lots both with a frontage to Burnett Street along their north
eastern boundaries. The lots are 384mz and 734m: in size, respectively and
presently comprise a single storey brick cottage with rear outbuilding, large
warehouse, and hardstand loading area and carpark. The building at 40 Burnett
Street was previously a residential dwelling whilst the building at 42-44 Burnett
Street previously serves as a commercial premises for a windscreen repair
workshop. The sites slope gradually upward to the south east, away from the
Burnett street frontage, as well as upward to the south west towards the adjacent
property at 48 Burnett Street. A site inspection was conducted at the site and
surrounding area in October 2020.

The land to the south east and south east is similar commercial land. there are
commercial buildings on the adjoining properties at 48 Burnett Street and 270
Argyle Street. A building to the north east at 38 Burnett Street is presently occupied
as an office but previously served as dwelling, similar to 40 Burnett Street, both
building share the same design. The remaining adjacent properties at 272 and
274 Argyle Street, to the east of the subject site, are presently occupied as single
dwellings. There are further residential and commercial uses on the opposite side
of Burnett Street and further north along Argyle Street. Further commercial and light
industrial uses can be found to the east, south and west of the subject site including
car showrooms, retails outlets and offices. The entrance to the North Hobart
precinct is located further to the east at the intersection of Burnett and Elizabeth
Streets.

Page: 4 of 71
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area.

A ; i T RN
Figure'2: Aerial image of the subject sites (bordered in blue) and surrounding area

overlaid with zoning map (key: purple: Commercial Zone; light grey: Urban Mixed

Use Zone; pink: Light Industrial Zone; dark red: Inner Residential Zone; yellow:
Utilities Zone).
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Planning approval is sought for Demolition, New Building for 31 Multiple Dwellings
and General Retail and Hire, Subdivision (Lot Consolidation), Alterations to
Access, and Associated Work, at 40 Burnett Street, 42-44 Burnett Street, North
Hobart and adjacent road reserve.

More specifically the proposal is for:

+ Demolition of the existing buildings on the site. This includes a single storey
dwelling and outbuilding at 40 Burnett Street and a large warehouse at 42-44
Burnett Street.

« Consolidation of the two lots at 40 and 42-44 Burnett Street into one single title
lot 1128m2 in size.

s Construction of a new building that would include 31 apartments. A ground floor
tenancy is also proposed for a General Retail and Hire use.

e The proposed building would have a maximum of 5 storeys as well as two
below ground basement levels. The building would have a maximum roof height
above natural ground level of 16.2m and, when including the lift shaft, a
maximum building height of 18.4m. Proposed external materials include
precast concrete panels walls, metal sheet cladding, and aluminium composite
panels.

e The ground floor of the building would have a foot print of approximately 1050mz
and will occupy nearly the entire area of the lot. The ground floor will include a
vehicle entrance from Burnett Street, residential pedestrian entrance from
Burnett Street, a commercial tenancy with 177mz of floor area, visitor car
parking, residential car parking, bicycle parking, storage, garbage room, and
services space. An awning over the Burnett Street road reservation will also be
constructed as well as planter boxes on the exterior of the ground floor facing
the frontage. The existing crossover from Burnett Street is also proposed to be
enlarged.

* The two basement levels will each contain 25 residential car parking spaces
each, bicycle parking, and storage areas. Each floor will be accessible to
vehicles by single lane internal ramps with movement controlled by an internal
traffic light system.

¢ |evels 1, 2, and 3 will have the same |layout with nine apartments proposed on
each level. This will include 1 one bedroom apartment, 5 two bedroom
apartments and 3 three bedroom apartments

+ [ evel 4 will contain four dwellings with 1 two bedroom apartment and 3 three
bedroom apartments.
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#igure 3: Site plan of proposed development.
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Figure 4: North west and north east elevations of proposed development.
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Figure 5: South west and south east elevations of proposed development
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Figure 6: Photomontages of proposed development from Elizabeth Street and
Burnett Street.
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Figure 7: Photomontages of proposed development from Argyle Street and
Burnett Street.
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Figure 8: Projected shadow diagrams of proposed development 9:00am to
3:00pm on 21 June.

4. Background

4.1 The application was considered at Pre-Application Stage by Council's Urban
Design Advisory Panel (UDAP) at its meeting on 27 August 2020. The minutes
from this meeting are provided as Attachment E.

42 This application was received in September 2020 although it was not considered
valid until the General Manager's consent was received on 23 October 2020. This
consent was required as the application includes an awning over a section of the
Burnett Street road reservation and a widening of the crossover on the same road
reservation.
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The submitted application was considered by UDAP at its meeting on 5 November
2020. The minutes from this meeting are provided as Attachment E. The minutes
state that:

"The proposed development is quite intensive and the Panel still held
misgivings about the very small or non-existent setbacks from side and rear
boundaries, including where the building overlooks the rear of two heritage listed
cottages that front Argyle Street.

The Panel acknowledged that this part of the city is likely to be developed

more intensively than exists at present, and that the proposed building may
reasonably be considered in that context. The propasal may initially appear quite
prominent, because of the relatively underdeveloped sites around it, but the
passage of time is likely to change that.

Overall, the Panel regarded the proposed height of the building as reasonable.
However, it did feel that the top storey and roof is un-necessatrily complex in form
and is likely to draw the eye and emphasise the building’s height. The Panel
would prefer a simpler and more recessive form for this storey.

The contrast in height and bulk between the neighbouring cottages (at 38
Burnett Street and 272 and 274 Argyle Street) and the proposed building is quite
abrupt, however the heights permitted by the Scheme would seem to give this
difference a degree of inevitability.

As the building is to be essentially residential, it was felf that it would benefit

the complex to give the residential entrance more prominence - to give it a
design treatment which greets the residents and makes the entrance more
apparent and welcoming, for example a change of paving and wall finishes, a
seat, planting at ground or higher. This could also create a ‘linkage’ to the
residential character of the cottage at no 38 Burnett Street. The elements or
materials for the entry could possibly extend beyond the site boundary to include
part of the public domain."

The proposal was placed on advertising between 28 October 2020 and 11
November 2020. Council received six (6) representations during this advertising
period.

Concerns raised by representors
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Six (6) representations were received within the statutory advertising period
between 28/10/20 - 11/11/20 including five (5) that objected to the proposal and
one (1) that expressed support for the proposal.

The following table outlines the concerns raised in the representations received.
Those concerns which relate to a discretion invoked by the proposal are
addressed in Section 6 of this report.

Heritage

L Do not suppert the demolition of the dwelling at 40 Burnett Street

and do not believe that the proposal will enhance the aesthetics

of the historic values of the North Hobart district.

L Demolition of the dwelling at 40 Burnett Street cannot be allowed
due to historic values

Parking

L The number of parking spaces is inadequate

L No provision is made for motorcycles

L The proposal assumes casual arrangements ca be made for

parking in Burnett Street and other neighbouring streets or roads

which is an assumption that does not meet reality where there is

a steady increase in competition for daytime parking in the area

. The provisions of the Interim Planning Scheme should not be
relaxed for a development where parking requirements have
been clearly identified and provided for within the Code

Traffic Movement

L Access from Burnett Street will be difficult considering the high
volume of traffic currently passing through the Burnett and Argyle
Street intersections and use of the site will exacerbate traffic
delays.

Height

L Concern for the height of the proposal and that the transition with

the one storey dwelling is not demonstrated

L Acceptance that heights are not substantially above acceptable
solution but the proposal represents a significant addition to the
streetscape and that gradual creep above Scheme limits should
not be encourage

IAmenity

L Impacts to views of the Domain from Burnett Street

. Loss of privacy to adjoining dwellings from higher apartments

L Loss of sunlight to adjoining lots through overshadowing including

to buildings which rely upon natural lighting skylights

. Submitted planning report did not adequately consider social

impacts to neighbouring residential properties.
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Design

L Concerns for the siting of the proposed development and the lack
of setbacks from the frontage and side boundaries

IAssessment Process

L Concern that approval process will be kept transparent and that

any potential conflict of interest issues between the developer

and Council are managed appropriately

. Desire for more time to consider the advertised plans and

suggestion that the developer approach neighbouring properties

for stakeholder negotiations

6. Assessment
6.1 The Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015 is a performance based planning
scheme. To meet an applicable standard, a proposal must demonstrate
compliance with either an acceptable solution or a performance criterion. Where a
proposal complies with a standard by relying on one or more performance criteria,
the Council may approve or refuse the proposal on that basis. The ability to

approve or refuse the proposal relates only to the performance criteria relied on.

6.2 The site is located within the Commercial Zone of the Hobart Interim Planning
Scheme 2015.

6.3 The existing use is Bulky Goods Sales and Residential (single dwelling). The
proposed use is Residential (multiple dwellings) and General Retail and Hire. The
existing uses are Discretionary and Permitted uses in the zone. The proposed uses
are Permitted and Discretionary uses in the zone.

6.4 The proposal has been assessed against:

6.4.1 D23.0 Commercial Zone

6.4.2 E2.0 Potentially Contaminated Land Code
6.4.3 E5.0 Road and Railway Assets Code
6.4.4 E6.0 Parking and Access Code

6.4.5 E7.0 Stormwater Management Code

6.4.6 E9.0 Attentuation Code
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6.4.7 E13.0 Historic Heritage Code

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

6.5.1 Commercial Zone Development Standards
Building Height - D23.4.1 P1
Design D23.4.3 P1
Landscaping D23.4.5 P1

6.5.2 Potentially Contaminated Land Code

Use Standards - E2.5 P1
Excavation - E2.6.2 P1

6.5.3 Road and Railway Assets Code

Existing Road Accesses and Junctions - E5.6.1 P3
6.5.4 Parking and Access Code

Number of Car Parking Spaces - E6.6.1 P1

Number of Motorcycle Parking Spaces - E6.6.3 P1

Design of Vehicular Accesses - E6.7.2 P1

On-Site Turning - E6.7.4 P1

Layout of Parking Areas - E6.7.5 P1

Surface Treatment of Parking Areas - E6.7.6 P1

Design of Bicycle Parking Facilities - E6.7.10P1
6.5.5 Stormwater Management Code

Stormwater Drainage and Disposal - E7.7.1 P1; P2

6.5.6 Attenuation Code

Development for Sensitive Use in Proximity to Use with Potential to
Cause Environmental Harm - 9.7.2 P1

6.5.7 Historic Heritage Code

Development Standards for Places of Archaeological Potential -
Building, Works and Demolition - E13.10.1 P1
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Each performance criterion is assessed below.

Building Height - D23.4.1 P1

6.7.1

6.7.2

6.7.3

6.7.4

6.7.5

6.7.6

The acceptable solution at clause 23.4.1 A1 requires that building height
must be no more than 15m high and a maximum of 4 storeys, if the
development provides at least 50% of the floor space above ground level
for residential use.

The proposal includes at least 50% of floor space above the ground level
for residential use and has a maximum roof height of 16.3m with a lift well
protruding to a total building height of 18.4m.

The proposal does not comply with the acceptable solution; therefore
assessment against the performance criterion is relied on.

The performance criterion at clause 23.4.1 P1 provides as follows:
Building height must satisfy all of the following:

(a) be consistent with any Desired Future Character Statements
provided for the area;

(b) be compatible with the scale of nearby buildings;

(c) not unreasonably overshacdlow adjacent public space;

(d) allow for a transition in height between adjoining buildings, where
appropriate;

The proposed building will be five storeys with a roof height of between
16.2m and 16.3m and a total building height of 18.4m when accounting for
the lift well. The ground floor will include an entrance (pedestrian and
vehicles), parking, storage, services, and a retail tenancy. The remaining
floors will include residential uses which will account for more than 50% of
the floor space above the ground floor. Under the Commercial Zone no
Desired Future Character Statements exists, therefore subclause (a) is
not considered applicable.

With respect to subclause (b),the term "compatible" is not defined in the
planning scheme. However, in a recent decision of the Resource
Management and Planning Appeal Tribunal (Henry Design and
Consulting v Clarence City Councif & Ors [2017] TASRMPAT 117)
compatible was considered to mean “consistent with, similar to, in
harmony with, and in broad correspondence with". In another Tribunal
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decision (9 Sandy Bay Road Pty Ltd v Hobart City Council & Ors
[2017]TASRMPAT 19), "compatible" was found to mean, in relation to
building height, that a building was "capable of coexisting with the scale of
nearby buildings". In the same decision, "nearby" was found to mean
"close to". Therefore, for the purposes of this assessment, nearby
buildings are considered to include the buildings on adjoining lots.

An assessment of the proposal against the above performance criterion
must take into account the objective for the above clause, which is:

To ensure that building height contributes positively to the streetscape
and does not result in unreasonable impact on residential amenity of
land in a residential zone.

According to the planning scheme, "streetscape":

means the visual quality of a street depicted by road width, street
planting, characteristics and features, public utilities constructed within
the road reserve, the setbacks of buildings and structures from the lot
boundaries, the quality, scale, bulk and design of buildings and
structures fronting the road reserve. For the purposes of determining
streetscape with respect to a particular site, the above factors are
relevant if within 100 m of the site.

The scale of the proposed development should be considered in the
context provided by the objective for the above clause and must make a
positive contribution to surrounding streetscapes, that is consistent with
and in harmony with the scale of nearby buildings. As the subject site has
only one frontage and will be built close to the full extent of the site, the
proposed development will have a high degree of visibility from Burnett
Street. Photo montage views from the immediate Burnett Street frontage
as well as perspectives from Argyle Street and Elizabeth street have been
provided as part of the submitted documentation and are supplied in
Figures 6 and 7. The proposed development would sit at a minimum of
35m from the nearby Argyle Street and Burnett Street intersection. In
contrast, the proposed development would sit at a minimum of 147m from
the Elizabeth Street and Burnett Street intersection.

Given the close proximity, the views from Argyle Street indicate that there
will be a similar high degree of visibility as when viewing the development
from the immediate Burnett Street area. This visibility is exacerbated by
the street being sited at a lower topographical position and having only
single storey buildings between this street and the subject site. The
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existing Argyle Street streetscape contains a mixture of two heritage
houses, retail buildings, car yards and similar light industrial and
warehouse uses. Whilst two heritage properties at 272 and 274 Argyle
Street do maintain what reflected the streetscape of an earlier era, the
overall present streetscape can be reasonably assessed to have a low
visual quality. In spite of the high degree of visibility, the proposed
development is not considered to dominate the streetscape or decrease
the visual quality of the street.

The view from Elizabeth Street, which is at a greater distance
demonstrates that the proposal has much less visibility as it will be
shielded by adjoining buildings the view illustrates the proposal as
keeping in the scale with other buildings on the same frontage. Given the
low degree of visibility from this frontage the proposed development is not
considered likely to dominate the streetscape.

In the immediate proximity along Burneit Street the proposed
development will be adjacent to a single storey building to the east, at 38
Burnett Street. To the west, 48 Argyle Street contains a retail premises
and large warehouse with a height equivalent to between one and three
storeys. The proposed development would create a difference of four
storeys against 38 Burnett Street and between one and three storeys
against 48 Burnett Street. These details certainly illustrate a noted
contrast, and whilst the proposed development height will be greater than
that of nearby buildings, it is assessed as remaining reasonably similar
the existing surrounding development and therefore not inconsistent with
the established pattern of development in the area. In spite of the greater
four storey height difference between 38 Burnett Street and the subject,
the compatibility is determined as appropriate given that the proposed
design elements demonstrate a correspondence with the adjoining
dwelling providing a cohesive and complementary response to the the
nearby built form.

With respect to subclause (c) the site is adjacent to Burnett Street. The
site is not adjacent to other areas of public space. Supplied shadow
diagrams have demonstrated that there will be no significant
overshadowing of public footpaths along Burnett Street beyond what is
caused by the existing buildings on the site. It is assessed that the
overshadowing of these areas is not considered unreasonable given the
use of the space and the limited time in which it is impacted.

Sub-clause (d) requires a transition in height between adjoining buildings,
where appropriate. One of the Tribunal decisions mentioned above (9

Page: 18 of 71



Item No. 12

6.7.15

6.7.16

6.7.17

Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion) Page 50
City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020 ATTACHMENT A

Sandy Bay Road Pty Ltd v Hobart City Council & Ors [2017]
TASRMPAT 19) also considered the meaning of "adjoining"”. "Adjoining"
was found to mean "next to" but not to imply that there must be physical
connection between adjoining buildings. Therefore, the relevant adjoining
buildings when considering the proposal against sub-clause (d) include
the residential buildings to the east, commercial buildings to the south
east, and commercial building to the west. It is noted that the dwelling
located at 38 Burnett Street was originally constructed as a dwelling but is
not currently used for residential purposes.

The above decision also found that "the question of scale is one of fact,
not impression" i.e. when considering the scale of a proposed
development, how it would be perceived is not a relevant consideration.
Instead, the Tribunal found that a consideration of the compatibility of
scale should be based upon a comparison of quantitative measures such
as the height above ground level of proposed and existing development.

The relationship between the proposed development and the existing
building at 38 Burnett Street, which is to the west of the subject site, is
shown in the north west and north east elevations of Figure 4 and
photomontages of Figures 6 and 7 which provides an illustrative example
of the transition between adjoining buildings. As noted above, the building
is presently operating as an office. The elevation plan has a height of
5.3m for 38 Burnett Street and a height of 13.9m at the parapet wall on the
shared boundary and 16.2m on the roof of the upper floor for the
proposed development. This would create a difference of between 8.6m
and 10.9m. Representations received during the public notification period
cited concerns with the transition proposed between these buildings.

It is noted that whilst this represents a greater contrast in height
differences than what presently exists, the plans illustrate there is limited
space between buildings on the lots, and between buildings and the
shared side boundary so as to allow for a gradual transition to the
proposed height. In addition, design elements on the south west elevation
of the proposed development have been made in an effort to establish a
responding relationship between these buildings and further contributing
positively to the streetscape along both Burnett and Argyle Streets. The
adjoining land also falls under the same Commercial Zoning and is not
presently operating as Residential use therefore no impacts upon
residential amenity in conflict with the clause objective is demonstrated.
Whilst not relevant for the above assessment, it is also noted that the
property is not listed under the Historic Heritage Code and could
therefore potentially accommodate a development of a similar height
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which would further improve upon any built form transitions moving along
Burnett Street to the south east. Whilst additional efforts could be made to
increase this transition either through greater setbacks or the inclusion of
a plinth or podium level, the proposed elements of the development are
assessed as remaining sufficient for allowing a transition in the limited
space that is appropriate.

The issue of transition between 38 Burnett Street and the subject site was
also noted by Council's Urban Design and Advisory Panel. As part of their
comments following the meeting of 5 November 2020 they provided the
following comments:

The contrast in height and bufk between the neighbouring coftages (at
38 Burnett Street and 272 and 274 Argyle Streef) and the proposed
building is quite abrupt, however the heights permitted by the Scheme
would seem to give this difference a degree of inevitability.

The Panel felt it was important to achieve an improved transition at and
nhear street level, where this contrast can to some extent be alleviated.
The Panel felt that the development could utilise some elements or
characteristics of the cottage at Number 38 within the frontage of the new
development particularly at street level, and that the design and choice
of materials along the street is of great importance.

One of the suggestions was the use of planter boxes with places to sit
along the street level frontage, in particular along the property boundary
and encouraging the use of brick or masonry in the ground floor
elevation to provide stronger links with the extant residential cottages
within the streetscape.

The existing building at 48 Argyle Street and its relationship with the
proposed development is illustrated in the north west elevation of Figure 4
and photomontages of Figures 6 and 7. This building is between 5.2 and
11.3m in height which compared against the proposed development is
considered to be of a similar height and therefore represents an
appropriate transition.

The relationship between the proposed development and the existing
dwellings at 272 and 274 Argyle Street is similar to that with 38 Burnett
Street in that both contain single storey buildings of a similar height and
era of construction. It is noted however that both Argyle Street properties
operate as Dwellings. The height comparison between these buildings is
illustrated on the north east elevation shown in Figure 4 as well as the
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photomontages of Figures 6 and 7. The proposed building would be
higher above natural ground level than these building and both dwellings
have open space to their rear creating a setback from the shared side
boundary of at least 13.5m. As the proposed development rises in height
the balconies facing this shared boundary will gradually increase the
setback leading to a separation of at least 14.5m on the higher floors.
Accounting for the separation that will exist between the existing Argyle
Street dwellings and the proposed development it is assessed that this
allows for sufficient transition between buildings of different heights.

With respect to the site at 270 Argyle Street, the currently operating car
wash contains mostly open space with three raised open shelters which
are used for the business. Whilst the propose development would be
higher than these commercial buildings the relationship the transition is
also considered appropriate given setbacks that exist. It can also be
reasonably assumed that future development of a similar scale on this site
may occur in the future which would further contribute towards a more
equitable transition in heights in the immediate area.

The proposal complies with the performance criterion.

Design D23.4.3 P1

6.8.1

6.8.2

6.8.3

6.8.4

The acceptable solution at clause 23.4.3 A1 requires that a building
design must incorporate roof-top service infrastructure, including service
plants and lift structures, within the design of the roof.

The proposal includes a lift well which projects above the roof of the
building.

The proposal does not comply with the acceptable solution; therefore
assessment against the performance criterion is relied on.

The performance criterion at clause 23.4.3 P1 provides as follows:

Building design must enhance the streetscape by satisfying all of the
following:

(a) provide the main access to the building in a way that addresses the
street or other public space boundary;

(b) provide windows in the front fagade in a way that enhances the
streetscape and provides for passive surveillance of public spaces;
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(c) treat large expanses of blank wall in the front facade and facing other
public space boundaries with architectural detail or public art so as to
contribute positively to the streetscape and public space;

(d) ensure the visual impact of mechanical plant and miscellaneous
equipment, such as heat pumps, air conditioning units, switchboards,
hot water units or similar, is insignificant when viewed from the sireet;

(e) ensure roof-top service infrastructure, including service plants and lift
structures, is screened so as to have insignificant visual impact;

(f) only provide shutters where essential for the security of the premises
and other alternatives for ensuring security are not feasible;

(g) be consistent with any Desired Future Character Statements
provided for the area.

In response to sub-clauses (a) and (b) main pedestrian access to the
building is located on the Burnett Street frontage and will be visible and
accessible, addressing the street and approximately 61% of the ground
floor facade will be window openings which will be sufficient to allow for
passive surveillance between the building and public spaces. In response
to sub-clause (c) there will not be any large expanses of blank wall on the
front facade so this is not considered applicable.

No mechanical plant or other miscellaneous equipment is to be visible
from the street and the rooftop infrastructure will be sufficiently setback so
as to reduce visual impacts, satisfying sub-clauses (d) and (e). No
shutters are to be installed on the proposed development and no Desired
Future Character statements exist within the Commercial Zone.

The proposal complies with the performance criterion.

Landscaping D23.4.5 P1

6.9.1

6.9.2

The acceptable solution at clause 23.4.5 A1 requires that landscaping
along the frontage of a site is not required if the building extends across
the width of the frontage and the building has a setback from the frontage
of no more than 1m.

The proposal has a setback on the ground floor from the frontage between
0.8mand 1.8m.
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The proposal does not comply with the acceptable solution; therefore
assessment against the performance criterion is relied on.

The performance criterion at clause 23.4.5 P1 provides as follows:
Landscaping must be provided to satisfy all of the following:
(a) enhance the appearance of the development;

(b) provide a range of plant height and forms to create diversity, interest
and amenity;

(c) not create concealed entrapment spaces;

(d) be consistent with any Desired Future Character Statements
provided for the area.

Landscaping in the form of planter boxes will be provided in some areas
along the frontage to enhance the appearance of the development and
provide an opportunity for plants to create an element of diversity, interest
and amenity. These will be integrated into the facade and will not create
concealed entrapment spaces. No Desired Future Character statements
exist within the Commercial Zone.

The proposal complies with with the performance criterion.

Potentially Contaminated Land Code - Use Standards - E2.5 P1

6.10.1

6.10.2

6.10.3

6.10.4

The acceptable solution at clause 2.5 A1 requires that the Director, or a
person approved by the Director for the purpose of this Code certifies that
the land is suitable for the intended use ; or approves a plant to manage
contamination.

The proposal includes work on and adjacent to potentially contaminated
land and includes no certification by the Director, or a person approved by

the Director.

The propesal does not comply with the acceptable solution; therefore
assessment against the performance criterion is relied on.

The performance criterion at clause 2.5 P1 provides as follows:

Land is suitable for the intended use, having regard to:
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(a) an environmental site assessment that demonstrates there is no
evidence the land is contaminated: or

(b) an environmental site assessment that demonstrates that the level of
contamination does not present a risk to human health or the
environment; or

(c) a plan to manage contamination and associated risk to human
health or the environment that includes:

(i) an environmental site assessment;

(i) any specific remediation and protection measures required to
be implemented before any use commences; and

(iii) a statement that the land is suitable for the intended use.

Referral was made to Council's Environmental Health Officer who has
provided the following assessment:

A plan to manage contamination and associated risks to human health
and the environment was submitted, and it includes;

(i) The plan includes a Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) which
complies with the requirements of the National Environment Protection
Measure (NEPM). The ESA was conducted and prepared by a suitably
qualified person/company,

(i) The ESA outlines specific remediation and protection measures
required to be implemented before any use commences, and;

(iii) The ESA states that the land is suitable for its intended use.

The proposal complies with the performance criterion.

Potentially Contaminated Land Code - Excavation - E2.6.2 P1

6.11.1

6.11.2

6.11.3

6.11.4

There is no acceptable solution for clause 2.6.2 A1

The proposal includes excavation on and adjacent to potentially
contaminated land.

There is no acceptable solution; therefore assessment against the
performance criterion is relied on.

The performance criterion at clause 2.6.2 P1 provides as follows:
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Excavation does not adversely impact on health and the environment, having regard to:

(a) an environmental site assessment that demonstrates there is no evidence the land is

contaminated: or

(b) a plan to manage contamination and associated risk to human health and the

environment that includes:

(i) an environmental site assessment;

(i) any specific remediation and protection measures required to be implemented
before excavation commences, and

(iii) a statement that the excavation does not adversely impact on
human health or the environment.

Referral was made to Council's Environmental Health Officer who has
provided the following assessment:

A plan to manage contamination and associated risks to human health
and the environment was submitted, and it includes:

(i) The plan includes a Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) which was
conducted and prepared by a suitably qualified person/company and is in
accordance with the National Environment Protection Measure (NEPM),
(i) The ESA outlines specific remediation and protective measures
required to be implemented before any excavation commences, and;

(iii) The ESA states that the excavation will not adversely impact on
human health or the environment if the recommendations of the ESA are
followed.

The proposal complies with the performance criterion.

Existing Road Accesses and Junctions - E5.5.1 P3

6.12.1

6.12.2

6.12.3

The acceptable solution at clause 5.6.1 A3 requires that the annual
average daily traffic (AADT) of vehicle movements, to and from a site,
using an existing access or junction, in an area subject to a speed limit of
60km/h or less, must not increase by more than 20% or 40 vehicle
movements per day, whichever is the greater.

The proposal TIA estimates an approximate increase of 169 vehicle
movements per day for the site.

The proposal does not comply with the acceptable solution; therefore
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assessment against the performance criterion is relied on.
6.12.4 The performance criterion at clause 5.51 P3 provides as follows:

Any increase in vehicle traffic at an existing access or junction in an
area subject to a speed limit of 60km/h or less, must be safe and not
unreasonably impact on the efficiency of the road, having regard to:

(a) the increase in traffic caused by the use;

(b) the nature of the traffic generated by the use;

(c) the nature and efficiency of the access or the junction;
(d) the nature and category of the road;

(e) the speed limit and traffic flow of the road;

(f) any alternative access to a road;

(g) the need for the use;

(h) any traffic impact assessment; and

(i) any written advice received from the road authority.

6.12.5 Referral was made to Council's Senior Development Engineer who has
provided the following assessment:

Any increase in vehicle traffic at an existing access or junction in an
area subject to a speed limit of 60km/h or less, must be safe and not
unreasonably impact on the efficiency of the road, having regard to:

(a) the increase in traffic caused by the use;

e The TIA estimates a maximum number of vehicle movements per hour
(VPH) of 19 during the afternoon peak, and approximately 169 vehicle
movements per day (VPD) for the site

* The TIA suggests that the timing of the lights at the intersection of
Argyle and Burnett Streets will provide sufficient gaps in the traffic on
Burnett Street to enable relativey free flow of vehicles both in to, and
out of the development site - Council's development engineer agrees
with this assertion providing use of the access is limited to a left turn
in-left turn out type arrangement CONDITION FOR LEFT TURN ONLY

* The kerb parking along the section of Burnett Street adjacent to the
development operates as a clearway during peak hours - this will also
assist in the free flow of vehicle movements from the site.

(b) the nature of the traffic generated by the use;

e The TIA states: "The low number of private vehicle movements that will
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be generated by the development combined with the gaps in the traffic
stream that will be generated by the upstream traffic signals means
that the access to and from the development site will operate without
any significant queuing or delay."”

Council's engineer agrees with the TIA, the (primarily) residential
nature, and low number of vehicle movements generated by the
development is unlikely to have much impact on the efficiency of the
road network, or result in an unacceptable increase in risk to users.

(c) the nature and efficiency of the access or the junction;

The proposed access type is appropriate for the development
providing it is limited to a left turn in-left turn out type arrangement
CONDITION FOR LEFT TURN ONLY

It will operate as a private driveway and will be adequately recognised
as such to other users including pedestrians.

The width and other geometry is appropriate to the development.

(d) the nature and category of the road;

The road is Council administered and is categorised as a major
collector.

The road operates as two lane/two way outside of peak times, and
four lane/four way during peak times (the kerb parking is a clearway
during peak hours)

Vehicle speed is generally slow due to the proximity of the traffic lights
at the corner of Burnett/Argyle

Taking into account the above, the nature and category of the road is
acceptable in terms of the traffic generated by the proposed development
and the access type proposed to be used.

(e) the speed limit and traffic flow of the road;

Vehicle speed is generally slow due to the proximity of the traffic lights
at the corner of Burnett/Argyle

The TIA suggests that the timing of the lights at the intersection of
Argyle and Burnett Streets will provide sufficient gaps in the traffic on
Burnett Street to enable relativey free flow of vehicles both in to, and
out of the development site - Council's development engineer agrees
with this assertion providing use of the access is limited to a left turn
in-left turn out type arrangement CONDITION FOR LEFT TURN
ONLY
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(f) any alternative access to a road; NOT APPLICABLE

* No alternative access exists

(g) the need for the use;

* Additional housing is desperately needed in the greater Hobart area,
and the ability to push development outwards is limited by terrain - the
need for the use is high.

(h) any traffic impact assessment;

s ATIA has been completed by Milan Prodanovic which supports the
development and proposed access arrangements.

¢ Council's development engineer agrees with the findings of the TIA

(i) any written advice received from the road authority.

* Acceptable subject to conditions

Based on the above assessment and given the submitted

documentation, the proposed access may therefore be accepted

under Performance Criteria P3:E5.5.1 of the Planning Scheme.

6.12.6 The proposal complies with the performance criterion.

Number of Car Parking Spaces - E6.6.1 P1

6.13.1 The acceptable solution at clause 6.6.1 A1 requires that the number of on-
site car parking spaces must be no less than and no greater than the
number specified in Table E6.1

6.13.2 The proposal includes a total of 61 spaces and the total number required
for Residential and General Retail and Hire Use under Table E6.1 is 73

spaces.

6.13.3 The proposal does not comply with the acceptable solution; therefore
assessment against the performance criterion is relied on.

6.13.4 The performance criterion at clause 6.6.1 P1 provides as follows:

The number of on-site car parking spaces must be sufficient to meet the
reasonable needs of users, having regard to all of the following:
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(a) car parking demand;

(b) the availability of on-street and public car parking in the locality;

(c) the availability and frequency of public transport within a 400m walking
distance of the site;

(d) the availability and likely use of other modes of transport;

(e) the availability and suitability of alternative arrangements for car
parking provision;

(f) any reduction in car parking demand due to the sharing of car parking
spaces by multiple uses, either because of variation of car parking
demand over time or because of efficiencies gained from the
consolidation of shared car parking spaces;

(q) any car parking deficiency or surplus associated with the existing use
of the land;

(h) any credit which should be allowed for a car parking demand deemed
to have been provided in association with a use which existed before the
change of parking requirement, except in the case of substantial
redevelopment of a site;

(i) the appropriateness of a financial contribution in lieu of parking towards
the cost of parking facilities or other transport facilities, where such
facilities exist or are planned in the vicinity;

(j) any verified prior payment of a financial contribution in lieu of parking
for the land;

(k) any relevant parking plan for the area adopted by Council;

() the impact on the historic cultural heritage significance of the site if
subject to the Local Heritage Code;

(m) whether the provision of the parking would result in the loss, directly or
indirectly, of one or more significant trees listed in the Significant Trees
Code.

Referral was made to Council's Senior Development Engineer who has
provided the following assessment:

The number of on-site car parking spaces must be sufficient to
meet the reasonable needs of users, having regard to all of the
following:

(a) car parking demand;

* The RTA Guide to Traffic Generating Developments recommends a
minimum of 1 space per dwelling for multi-storey apartment
complexes, which equates to 31 spaces for the propsoed
development.

¢ Assuming 5 of the ground floor spaces are dedicated as visitor
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parking; 5 of the ground floor spaces are allocated to the commercial
tennancy; and 1 of the ground floor spaces is made redundant and
used for on-site turning; the number of parking spaces for residential
use is 50.

* Given 50 is well in excess of 31, the number of spaces is considered
satisfactory as a performance based solution. CONDITION FOR
NUMBER OF SPACES, SPACE ALLOCATION, LINE-MARKING
AND SIGNAGE

(b) the availability of on-street and public car parking in the locality;

¢ Burnett Street is four lanes wide — two lanes in each direction. The
kerbside lanes are normally used for on-street parking, but no
stopping ‘clearway’ restrictions apply during the peak periods on
weekdays.
* The specific parking controls on the southern side of Burnett Street, in
the vicinity of the development site, are as follows:
. ‘No Stopping’, 7.30 — 9.00am and 4.30 — 6.00pm, Monday to
Friday;
e  half hour time limited parking, 9.00 am = 4.30pm, Monday to
Friday; and
* unrestricted parking at other times
¢ The number of kerb-side parking spaces is considered satisfactory to
service the short term parking requirements of the commercial
tennancy during the day, and allows for parking over-spill during the
evening.
¢ There is no public parking with close proximity to the development site

(c) the availability and frequency of public transport within a 400m
walking distance of the site;

The availability and frequency of public transport is excellent, noting:

* Metro operates regular bus services in the vicinity of the development
site.

* Elizabeth Street is part of the Turn Up and Go (North) route which
operates every 10 minutes Monday to Friday 7am — 7pm; every 20
minutes Saturdays 7am - 7pm; and every 30 minutes Sundays and
Public Holidays 7am — 7pm.

¢ Service number 540 runs between Mount Stuart, North Hobart, West
Hobart and the city centre. This service operates at approximately 40
minute intervals on weekdays with additional service during the peak
periods.
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(d) the availability and likely use of other modes of transport;

* Due to the site's favourable location, cycling, walking and uber are all
realistic alternative forms of transport.

(e) the availability and suitability of alternative arrangements for car
parking provision;

* Not applicable

(f) any reduction in car parking demand due to the sharing of car parking
spaces by multiple uses, either because of variation of car parking
demand over time or because of efficiencies gained from the
consolidation of shared car parking spaces;

* Not applicable

(g) any car parking deficiency or surplus associated with the existing use
of the land;

* Not applicable

(h) any credit which should be allowed for a car parking demand
deemed to have been provided in association with a use which existed
before the change of parking requirement, except in the case of
substantial redevelopment of a site;

* Not applicable

(i) the appropriateness of a financial contribution in lieu of parking
towards the cost of parking facilities or other transport facilities, where

such facilities exist or are planned in the vicinity;

¢ Council is unable to require a financial contribution without a Parking
Strategic Plan. Not applicable.

(/) any verified prior payment of a financial contribution in lieu of parking
for the land:

¢ None

(k) any relevant parking plan for the area adopted by Council;
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¢+ There is no relevant parking plan in the vicinity of this proposal. Not
applicable.

() the impact on the historic cultural heritage significance of the site if
subject to the Local Heritage Code;

* Not applicable

(m) whether the provision of the parking would result in the loss, directly
or indirectly, of one or more significant trees listed in the Significant
Trees Code.

+ Not applicable

The proposal complies with the performance criterion.

Number of Motorcycle Parking Spaces - E6.6.3 P1

6.14.1

6.14.2

6.14.3

6.14.4

6.14.5

The acceptable solution at clause 6.6.3 A1 requires that the number of on-
site motorcycle parking spaces provided must be at a rate of 1 space to
each 20 car parking spaces after the first 19 car parking spaces.

No motorcycle parking is supplied.

The proposal does not comply with the acceptable solution; therefore
assessment against the performance criterion is relied on.

The performance criterion at clause 6.6.3 P1 provides as follows:

The number of on-site motorcycle parking spaces must be sufficient to
meet the needs of likely users having regard to all of the following, as
appropriate:

(a) motorcycle parking demand;

(b) the availability of on-street and public motorcycle parking in the
locality;

(c) the availability and likely use of other modes of transport;

(d) the availability and suitability of alternative arrangements for
motorcycle parking provision.

Referral was made to Council's Senior Development Engineer who has
provided the following assessment:
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No spaces are provided and this is considered acceptable because
occupants of the apartments have the option of using their allocated car
parking space/s for that purpose.

The proposal complies with the performance criterion.

Design of Vehicular Accesses - E6.7.2 P1

6.15.1

6.15.2

6.15.3

6.15.4

6.15.5

The acceptable solution at clause 6.7.2 A1 requires that the design of
vehicle access points in the case of non-commercial vehicle access must
demonstrate that the location, sight distance, width and gradient of an
access are designed and constructed to comply with section 3 — “Access
Facilities to Off-street Parking Areas and Queuing Areas” of AS/NZS
2890.1:2004 Parking Facilities Part 1: Off-street car parking.

The proposal includes a vehicle access point which does not comply with
AS/NZA 2890.1:2004 due to sight distance, ramp geometry and grades.

The proposal does not comply with the acceptable solution; therefore
assessment against the performance criterion is relied on.

The performance criterion at clause 6.7.2 P1 provides as follows:

Design of vehicle access points must be safe, efficient and convenient,
having regard to all of the following:

(a) avoidance of conflicts between users including vehicles, cyclists and
pedestrians;

(b) avoidance of unreasonable interference with the flow of traffic on
adjoining roads;

(c) suitability for the type and volume of traffic likely to be generated by
the use or development;

(d) ease of accessibility and recognition for users.

Referral was made to Council's Senior Development Engineer who has
provided the following assessment:

Design of vehicle access points must be safe, efficient and
convenient, having regard to all of the following:

(a) avoidance of conflicts between users including vehicles, cyclists and
pedestrians;
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¢ QK - The kerb parking along the section of Burnett Street adjacent to
the development operates as a clearway during peak hours hence
sight distance will meet the Australian Standard during the most
critical times.

(b) avoidance of unreasonable interference with the flow of traffic on
adjoining roads;

* Not impacted by sight distances

(c) suitability for the type and volume of traffic likely to be generated by
the use or development;

¢ OK - The kerb parking along the section of Burnett Street adjacent to
the development operates as a clearway during peak hours hence
sight distance will meet the Australian Standard during the most
critical times.

(d) ease of accessibility and recognition for users.

* Not impacted by sight distance

The proposal complies with the performance criterion.

On-Site Turning - E6.7.4 P1

6.16.1

6.16.2

6.16.3

6.16.4

The acceptable solution at clause 6.7.4 A1 requires that on-site turning
must be provided to enable vehicles to exist a site in a forward direction

No dedicated on-site turning space is provided on the ground floor
parking area.

The proposal does not comply with the acceptable solution; therefore
assessment against the performance criterion is relied on.

The performance criterion at clause 6.7.4 P1 provides as follows:

On-site turning may not be required if access is safe, efficient and
convenient, having regard to all of the following:

(a) avoidance of conflicts between users including vehicles, cyclists,

dwelling occupants and pedestrians;
(b) avoidance of unreasonable interference with the flow of traffic on
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adjoining roads;

(c) suitability for the type and volume of traffic likely to be generated by
the use or development;

(d) ease of accessibility and recognition for users;

(e) suitability of the location of the access point and the traffic volumes
on the road.

Referral was made to Council's Senior Development Engineer who has
provided the following assessment:

* Will be required on the ground level where parking is located for visitor
and commercial use and may be full, leading to the need for a vehicle
to be able to exit the site without having parked.

* TIA recommends dedicating one of the parking spaces as a turning
area CONDITION FOR SPACE 11 TO BE A TURNING AREA
ONLY

The proposal complies with the performance criterion.

Layout of Parking Areas - E6.7.5 P1

6.17.1

6.17.2

6.17.3

6.17.4

6.17.5

The acceptable solution at clause 6.7.5 A1 requires that the layout of car
parking spaces, access aisles, circulation roadways and ramps must be
designed and constructed to comply with section 2 “Design of Parking
Modules, Circulation Roadways and Ramps” of AS/NZS 2890.1:2004
Parking Facilities Part 1: Off-street car parking and must have sufficient
headroom to comply with clause 5.3 “Headroom” of the same Standard.

The proposal includes a parking area layout which does not comply with
AS/NZS 2890.1:2004.

The proposal does not comply with the acceptable solution; therefore
assessment against the performance criterion is relied on.

The performance criterion at clause 6.7.5 P1 provides as follows:
The fayout of car parking spaces, access aisles, circulation roadways
and ramps must be safe and must ensure ease of access, egress and

manoeuvring on-site.

Referral was made to Council's Senior Development Engineer who has
provided the following assessment:
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Discretion is required because plans are in concept only with only basic
detail provided, however there is sufficient information to be confident that
the design will meet all applicable standards and specifications following
detailed design. CONDITION FOR DETAILED DESIGN TO
AUSTRALIAN STANDARD

The proposal complies with the performance criterion.

Surface Treatment of Parking Areas - E6.7.6 P1

6.18.1

6.18.2

6.18.3

6.18.4

6.18.5

6.18.6

The acceptable solution at clause 6.7.6 A1 requires that parking spaces
and vehicle circulation roadways must be drained to an approved
stormwater system.

The proposed parking area stormwater drainage has not bee
demonstrated in supplied plans.

The proposal does not comply with the acceptable solution; therefore
assessment against the performance criterion is relied on.

The performance criterion at clause 6.7.6 P1 provides as follows:

Parking spaces and vehicle circulation roadways must not
unreasonably detract from the amenity of users, adjoining occupiers or
the quality of the environment through dust or mud generation or
sediment transport, having regard to all of the following:

(a) the suitability of the surface treatment;
(b) the characteristics of the use or development;
(c) measures to mitigate mud or dust generation or sediment transport.

Referral was made to Council's Senior Development Engineer who has
provided the following assessment:

Surface proposed is concrete which will not unreasonable detract from the
amenity of users, but drainage is yet to be shown and will need to be

addressed in the detailed design.

The proposal complies with the performance criterion.

Design of Bicycle Parking Facilities - E.6.7.10 P1

6.19.1

The acceptable solution at clause 6.7.10 A1 requires that the design of
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bicycle parking facilities be located within 30m of the main entrance to the
building.

The proposal includes bicycle parking facilities which are located greater
than 30m from the main entrance to the building

The proposal does not comply with the acceptable solution; therefore
assessment against the performance criterion is relied on.

The performance criterion at clause 6.7.10 P1 provides as follows:

The design of bicycle parking facilities must provide safe, obvious and
easy access for cyclists, having regard to all of the following:

(a) minimising the distance from the street to the bicycle parking area;
(c) providing clear sightlines from the building or the public road to
provide adequate passive surveillance of the parking facility and the
route from the parking facility to the building;

(d) avoiding creation of concealment points to minimise the risk.

Referral was made to Council's Senior Development Engineer who has
provided the following assessment:

The design of bicycle parking facilities must provide safe, obvious
and easy access for cyclists, having regard to all of the following:

(a) minimising the distance from the street to the bicycle parking area;

¢ The low number of vehicle movements to and from the residential
parking area means the increase in risk to cyclists is within
acceptable limits.

(c) providing clear sightlines from the building or the public road to

provide adequate passive surveillance of the parking facility and the

route from the parking facility to the building;

+ Not applicable

(d) avoiding creation of concealment points to minimise the risk.

+ Not applicable
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The proposal complies with the performance criterion.

Stormwater Drainage and Disposal - E7.7.1 P1

6.20.1

6.20.2

6.20.3

6.20.4

6.20.5

The acceptable solution at clause 7.7.1 A1 requires that stormwater from
new impervious surfaces must be disposed of by gravity to public
stormwater.

The proposed development will require a pump system for the basement
carparking and ag drains.

The proposal does not comply with the acceptable solution; therefore
assessment against the performance criterion is relied on.

The performance criterion at clause 7.7.1 P1 provides as follows:

Stormwater from new impervious sutfaces must be managed by any of
the folfowing:

(a) disposed of on-site with soakage devices having regard to the
suitability of the site, the system design and water sensitive urban
design principles

(b) collected for re-use on the site;

(c) disposed of to public stormwater infrastructure via a pump system
which is designed, maintained and managed to minimise the risk of
failure to the satisfaction of the Council.

Referral was made to Council's Stormwater Unit who have provided the
following assessment:

e Originally had proposed new cnxn to kerb with detention to limit to
11.8L/s (<13L/s). This was due to clashes shown on C010 RevB.

* Applicant now proposes a new DN150 main extension parallel to the
DN300. This will provide a connection at 41.15m. They have stated
lowering the DN300 would reduce capacity too much - but didn't
mention if upsizing would compensate. The piped system does not
extend far beyond the property. Council would prefer a single asset if
feasible, even if it was at 0.9% grade.

e A small pump will be needed for the basement carparking and ag
drains. The roofwater will flow via gravity via the detention tank (FFL
42.15). Condition to ensure all stormwater which can discharges via
gravity.
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¢ Existing connections (at least a 150 and 250 kerb cnxns) must be
reinstated - condition.
e P1c)met

The proposal complies with the performance criterion.

Stormwater Drainage and Disposal - E7.7.1 P2

6.21.1

6.21.2

6.21.3

6.21.4

6.21.5

6.21.6

The acceptable solution at clause 7.7.1 A2 requires that stormwater
systems for a new development must incorporate water sensitive urban
design principles for the treatment and disposal of stormwater if the size
of new impervious area is more than 600m?2 and new carparking is
provided for more than 6 cars.

The proposal includes new impervious area greater than 600mz and
carparking for 61 cars, the propose stormwater systems do not
incorporate water sensitive urban design principles.

The proposal does not comply with the acceptable solution; therefore
assessment against the performance criterion is relied on.

The performance criterion at clause 7.7.1 P2 provides as follows:

A stormwater system for a new development must incorporate a
stormwater drainage system of a size and design sufficient to achieve
the stormwater quality and quantity targets in accordance with the State
Stormwater Strategy 2010, as detailed in Table E7.1 unless it is not
feasible to do so.

Referral was made to Council's Stormwater Unit who have provided the
following assessment:

61 new carspaces (fully covered) - WSUD triggered. Ocean Protect
StormFilters proposed. Condition for maintenance and detailed design.

The proposal complies with the performance criterion.

Development for Sensitive Use in Proximity to Use with Potential to Cause
Environmental Harm - 9.7.2 P1

6.22.1

There is no acceptable solution for clause 9.7.2 A1.
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The proposal includes development for a sensitive use which is located in
proximity to use with potential to cause environmental harm, a 'late night
music venue' known as The Republic Bar & Cafe' at 299 Elizabeth Street.

There is no acceptable solution; therefore assessment against the
performance criterion is relied on.

The performance criterion at clause 9.7.2 P1 provides as follows:

Development for sensitive use, including subdivision of lots within a
sensitive zone, must not result in potential to be impacted by
environmental harm from use with potential to cause environmental
harm, having regard to all of the following:

(a) the nature of the use with potential to cause environmental harm;
including:

(i) operational characteristics;

(i) scale and intensity;

(iij) degree of hazard or pollution that may emitted from the
activity;

(b) the degree of encroachment by the sensitive use into the Attenuation
Area or the attenuation distance;

(c) measures in the design, layout and construction of the development
for the sensitive use to eliminate, mitigate or manage effects of
emissions

Referral was made to Council's Environmental Development Planner who
has provided the following assessment:

Documentation submitted with the application addresses the performance
criterion as follows:

« The nature of the relevant late-night music venue is such that it is
unlikely to cause environmental harm to the proposed sensitive use.
The operational characteristics of the venue are that it is limited in size
and capacity. Therefore, the scale and intensity of the use of the venue
is limited compared with other late-night music venues. While the venue
has an outdoor area, this is not used for late night music. Instead, late
night music is confined to within the building on the site, thereby
reducing the degree of noise pollution that may be emitted.
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« The site is approximately 110m from the relevant late-night music
venue. Therefore, while the proposed sensitive use would be within the
prescribed attenuation distance,

it would still be well separated from the venue. This separation would
include the buildings fronting onto Burnett Street between the site and
the venue, such as the substantial warehouse building on the adjoining
property at 48 Burnett Street and the two-storey commercial buildings at
56-58 and 64 Bumnett Street respectively.

« The proposed building would have very few windows facing toward the
relevant latenight music venue. As shown in the proposed south-west
elevation plan, only four relatively small windows are proposed within
this elevation, other than clerestory windows proposed on the upper
level of building. The building would have concrete panel walls which
would assist in mitigating noise impacts from the venue. Much of the
south-western side of the proposed building would also abut the
substantial warehouse on the adjoining property mentioned above.

| agree with the above analysis and believe there is no credible risk of
occupants of the proposed building being subject to environmental harm
from noise emissions from the late night music venue given the nature of
the venue, separation distance, topography and the ambient noise levels
in the area.

The exercise of discretion is recommended.
6.22.6 The proposal complies with the performance criterion.
6.23 Building, Works and Demolition - E13.10.1 P1

6.23.1 The subject site is located within the 'Place of Archaeological Potential’
overlay and therefore any Building Works or Demolition which involve
excavation or ground disturbance must be assessed by Council's Cultural
Heritage Officer.

6.23.2 The proposal includes excavation of two lower levels for basement
carparking and was therefore referred to Council's Cultural Heritage
Officer who has provided the following assessment:

This site relates to two existing plots which face directly onto Burnett
Street. The smaller of the two is a single storey masonry built residential
property dating from the 1880’s, whilst the larger is a large
warehouse/light industrial property dating from the 1960’s. The 1880's
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residential property at No.40 Burnett Street forms part of a pair on the
Burnett Street frontage and largely mirrors two slightly earlier buildings of
the same scale and general design that face onto Argyle Road. The four
properties could therefore be seen as a coherent group and a small but
distinctive residential scale enclave within the largely commercial
surrounding area. However, whilst the properties facing onto Burnett
Street have been identified for future heritage listing, only those facing
onto Argyle Street are currently Heritage Listed under the Hobart Interim
Planning Scheme. The site does not fall within a Heritage Precinct.

The proposal seeks the demolition of the 1880’s property and the later
1960's warehouse, and the erection of a five storey residential block
providing 31 Dwellings, along with underground parking and retail use at
ground floor level.

As stated, the site sits outside of a recognised Heritage Precinct and is
not individually Heritage Listed. The site is however identified as forming
part of Hobarts Area of Archaeoclogical Potential as set out in the Hobart
Interim Planning scheme 2015. As such, the proposal must be considered
against the relevant heritage provisions of the Scheme.

Archeology

This site is located within an area identified as being of historical
archaeological potential. A Statement of Archaeological Potential, Impact
Assessment and Method Statement has been prepared and submitted as
supporting documentation by Praxis Environment, dated September
2020. The report is considered to be thorough in its assessment, sound in
its methodology and to have been conducted by a suitably qualified
practitioner.

It is reported that the site has been the subject of only limited development
with early cottages built on the site of the warehouse in the early 1840’s.
This was followed soon after by a larger residential development on the
site of the 1880's dwelling. However, both of these early developments
were subsequently demolished, the first being replaced by the residential
property in 1880, and the earlier cottages surviving until the mid-1960's
when they were demolished to make way for the current warehouse.

The report concludes that both of these earlier developments would not
have been of significant size to warrant substantial footings or foundations
and that given the degree to which both sites were redeveloped, little to no
surviving features of either building is considered likely to have survived.
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Given the above, the report concludes that the site is of no archeological
potential and that should planning permission be granted, there is no
indication that the site should be monitored during construction or subject
to archeological consideration.

Based on the report and an examination of the Council's own records, it is
considered that the recommendation is considered reasonable in this
instance.

Conclusion

Whilst the demolition of the 1880’s residential dwelling is considered
highly unfortunate given its role in forming part a small and coherent
residential enclave of later Victorian properties, it is considered that the
proposal would comply with the limited heritage provisions of the planning
scheme as they apply to the sites n question.

Nick Booth
Heritage Officer
10 November 2020

6.23.3 The proposal complies with the performance criterion.

7. Discussion

7.1

7.2

Planning approval is sought for Demolition, New Building for 31 Multiple Dwellings
and General Retail and Hire, Subdivision (Lot Consolidation), Alterations to
Access, and Associated Work, at 40 Burnett Street, 42-44 Burnett Street, North
Hobart and adjacent road reserve.

The application was advertised and received six (6) representations including five
(5) that objected to the proposal. The representations raised concerns including
potential overshadowing, privacy and traffic impacts as a result of the development.
The representations also raised a concern as to the height of the proposed
development, particularly with the transition of heights, as well as the suitable
number of parking spaces provided on-site. One representor raised concern about
the demolition of a heritage dwelling at 40 Burnett Street, whilst this property has
been identified for future heritage listing it is not currently Heritage Listed nor falling
within a Heritage Precinct and therefore no subject to any heritage protections.
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Under the Commercial Zone there are no provisions assessing the impact to
overshadowing or risk of overlooking. Shadow diagrams provided in Figure 8
illustrate that partial overshadowing will occur to the north western corner of the
rear yard of 274 Argyle Street from 10:00am until 3:00pm on June 21st.
Overshadowing of both properties will not occur until 2:00pm on June 21st and will
only see overshadowing of the rear half of the backyards with no impacts upon the
dwellings. Balconies along the north east elevation facing the residential properties
at 272 and 274 Argyle Streets will not feature transparent balustrades which are
understood to reduce the potential for overlooking from this space, as well as from
inside the apartments themselves. The presence of planters on this elevation may
further increase privacy although given the differences in height the potential for
impacts cannot be totally removed.

The proposed traffic, access and parking arrangements have been considered by
the Council's Senior Development Engineer and Graduate Traffic Engineer, and
are considered to be supportable subject to conditions.

The application was considered by the Council's Urban Design Advisory Panel,
who were broadly supportive of the proposal. The Panel's minutes are provided at
Attachment E to this report. The Panel suggested that conditions be imposed
broadly with respect to landscaping, the street level front facade, and
finishes/materials. This is supported and conditions are recommended.

The proposal has been assessed against the relevant provisions of the planning
scheme and is considered to perform well.

The proposal has been assessed by other Council officers, including the Council's
Development Engineer, Cultural Heritage Officer, Stormwater Engineer,
Environmental Development Planner, Environmental Health Officer, Park Planner,
Road Asset Engineer, Traffic Engineer, and Survey Officer. The officers have
raised no objection to the proposal, subject to conditions.

The proposal is recommended for approval.

Conclusion

8.1

The proposed New Building for 31 Multiple Dwellings and General Retail and Hire,
Subdivision (Lot Consolidation), Alterations to Access, and Associated Works at
40 and 42 - 44 Burnett Street, North Hobart and adjacent road reserve satisfies the
relevant provisions of the Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015, and as such is
recommended for approval.
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9. Recommendations

That:

Pursuant to the Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015, the City Planning
Committee, in accordance with the delegations contained in its terms of
reference, approve the application for a New Building for 31 Multiple Dwellings
and General Retail and Hire, Subdivision (Lot Consolidation), Alterations to
Access, and Associated Works at 40 and 42 - 44 Burnett Street, North Hobart
and Adjacent Road Reserve for the reascns outlined in the officer’s report and a
permit containing the following conditions be issued:

GEN
The use and/or development must be substantially in accordance with the
documents and drawings that comprise PLN-20-633 - 40 BURNETT STREET

NORTH HOBART TAS 7000 - Final Planning Documents except where
modified below.

Reason for condition

To clarify the scope of the permit.

T™™W

The use and/or development must comply with the requirements of TasWater
as detailed in the form Submission to Planning Authority Notice, Reference
No. TWDA 2020/01519-HCC dated 08/10/2020 as attached to the permit.
Reason for condition

To clarify the scope of the permit.

PLN 15a

A demolition waste management plan must be implemented throughout
demolition. The demolition waste management plan must include provisions
for the handling, transport and disposal of demolition material, including any
contaminated waste and recycling opportunities, to satisfy the above
requirement.

Advice:

It is recommended that the developer liaise with the Council’s Cleansing and Solid

Page: 46 of 71



Item No. 12

Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion) Page 78
City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020 ATTACHMENT A

Waste Unit regarding reducing, reusing and recycling materials associated with
demolition on the site to minimise solid waste being directed to landfill. Further
information can also be found on the Council’s website.

Reason for condition

To ensure that solid waste management from the site meets the Council’s
requirements and standards

PLN s1
The palette of exterior colours and materials must be provided.
The palette of exterior colours and materials should address the following:

1. Consideration of introducing a simpler and more recessive roof form.

2. Utilising some elements or characteristics of the cottage at 38 Burnett
Street within the frontage of the development, at street level.

3. The use of planter boxes along the street level frontage.

4.  The use of brick or masonry in the ground floor elevation.

Prior to the issue of any approval under the Building Act 2016 (excluding for
demolition, excavation and works up to the ground floor slab), revised plans,
and montages and samples where appropriate, must be submitted and
approved to the satisfaction of the Director City Planning showing exterior
colours and materials in accordance with the above requirement.

All work required by this condition must be undertaken in accordance with the
approved revised plans, montages and samples.

Reason for condition

In the interest of the streetscape and townscape values of the surrounding area, to
improve the transition and compatibility with surrounding buildings, to provide stronger
links with the extant residential cottages within the streetscape.

PLN s2

A Landscaping Plan prepared by a suitably qualified person for the
landscaped spaces, private open space areas and other areas of planting
around the site must be submitted and approved by the Council’s Director City
Planning prior to the issue of any consent under the Building Act 2016,
excluding for demolition, excavation and works up to the ground floor slab.
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The Landscaping Plan must include (in addition to that already proposed):

1. More consideration to the provision and nature of additional
landscaping on the Burnett Street Frontage.

2. Further details of the planter boxes, including how they will be
managed, their size, and how they will be irrigated.

3.  More consideration of additional deep planting at the rear of the site.

All trees and landscaping must be planted and installed in accordance with the
approved Landscaping Plan to the satisfaction of the Council's Director City
Planning prior to commencement of use.

The trees and landscaping must be maintained, and replacement trees and
landscaping in accordance with the approved Landscaping Plan must be
planted if any is lost.

Confirmation by the person who prepared the landscaping plan (or an
equivalent suitably qualified person) that the landscaping has been completed
in accordance with the approved landscaping plan must be submitted to the
Council to the satisfaction of the Director City Planning, prior to
commencement of use. Once this has been received, and all landscaping
shown on the approved Landscaping Plan has been planted in accordance
with the approved plan to the satisfaction of the Council’'s Director City
Planning, the Council will issue a statement confirming satisfactory planting of
all trees and landscaping.

Reason for condition

To ensure that the development achieves a high standard of public amenity and to
ensure appropriate landscaping close to the property boundary.

PLN s3

Prior to the issue of any approval under the Building Act 2016, (excluding for
demolition, excavation and works up to the ground floor slab), a detailed
design for the street level frontage must be submitted and approved, to the
satisfaction of the Director City Planning. The detailed design must include
(but is not limited to) the following:

1.  Ground level fagade.

2. Paving.

3. Landscape elements (note also condition PLN s2 requiring a
landscaping plan).
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4. Street furniture.
5. Lighting.
6. Signage.

All work required by this condition must be undertaken in accordance with the
approved detailed design.

Reason for condition

In the interest of the streetscape and townscape values of the surrounding area, to
improve the transition and compatibility with surrounding buildings, to provide stronger
links with the extant residential cottages within the streetscape.

ENG 12

A construction waste management plan must be implemented throughout
construction.

A construction waste management plan must be submitted and approved,
prior to commencement of work on the site. The construction waste
management plan must include:

. Provisions for commercial waste services for the handling, storage, transport and
disposal of post-construction solid waste and recycle bins from the development; and

* Provisions for the handling, transport and disposal of demolition
material, including any contaminated waste and recycling opportunities,
to satisfy the above requirement.

All work required by this condition must be undertaken in accordance with the
approved construction waste management plan.

Advice: Once the construction waste management plan has been approved, the
Council will issue a condition endorsement (see general advice on how to obtain
condition endorsement).

Where building approval is also required, it is recommended that documentation for
condition endorsement be submitted well before submitting documentation for
building approval. Failure to address condition endorsement requirements prior to
submitting for building approval may result in unexpected delays.

It is recommended that the developer liaise with the Council’'s Cleansing and Solid

Waste Unit regarding reducing, reusing and recycling materials associated with
demolition on the site fo minimise solid waste being directed to landfill. Further
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information can also be found on the Council’s website.
Reason for condition

To ensure that solid waste management from the site meets the Council's
requirements and standards.

ENG sw1

All stormwater from the proposed development (including but not limited to:
roofed areas, ag drains, and impervious surfaces such as driveways and
paved areas) must be drained to the Council’s stormwater infrastructure prior
to first occupation or commencement of use (whichever occurs first). All
stormwater which can drain to the connection via gravity must do so.

Reason for condition

To ensure that stormwater from the site will be discharged to a suitable Council
approved outlet.

ENG sw2.1

Prior to the issue of any approval under the Building Act 2016 or the
commencement of work on the site (whichever occurs first), a pre-
construction structural condition assessment and visual record (eg video and
photos) of the Council’s stormwater infrastructure adjacent to the proposed
development must be submitted to Council.

The condition assessment must include at least:

1. A site plan clearly showing the location of the investigation, with access
points and all segments and nodes shown and labelled, with assets
found to have a different alignment from that shown on Council's plans
to be marked on the ground and on the plan;

2. Adigital recording of a CCTV inspection and written condition
assessment report in accordance with WSA 05-2013 Conduit Inspection
Reporting Code of Australia, in a 'Wincan’ compatible format.

The pre-construction condition assessment will be relied upon to establish the
extent of any damage caused to Council’s stormwater infrastructure during
construction. If the owner/developer fails to provide Council with an adequate
pre-construction condition assessment then any damage to Council’s
infrastructure identified in the postconstruction condition assessment will be
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the responsibility of the owner/developer.
Reason for condition

To ensure that any of the Council infrastructure and/or site-related service connections
affected by the proposal will be altered and/or reinstated at the owner’s full cost.

ENG sw2.2

Prior to occupancy or the commencement of the approved use (whichever
occurs first), a post-construction structural condition assessment and visual
record (eg video and photos) of the Council’s stormwater infrastructure
adjacent to the proposed development must be submitted to Council.

The condition assessment must include at least:

1. A site plan clearly showing the location of the investigation, with access
points and all segments and nodes shown and labelled. Assets found
to have a different alignment from that shown on Council's plans shall
be marked on the ground and on the plan;

2. Adigital recording of a CCTV inspection and written condition
assessment report in accordance with WSA 05-2013 Conduit Inspection
Reporting Code of Australia, in a 'Wincan’ compatible format.

The post-construction condition assessment will be relied upon to establish
the extent of any damage caused to Council’s stormwater infrastructure
during construction. If the owner/developer fails to provide Council with an
adequate post-construction condition assessment then any damage to
Council’s infrastructure identified in the postconstruction CCTV will be
deemed to be the responsibility of the owner/developer.

Reason for condition

To ensure that any of the Council infrastructure and/or site-related service connections
affected by the proposal will be altered and/or reinstated at the owner’s full cost.

ENG sw5

The new and/or upgraded stormwater infrastructure (main and connection)
must be designed and constructed prior to sealing of the final plan,
occupancy or the commencement of the approved use (whichever occurs
first). All existing redundant connections must be abandoned.
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Prior to the issuing of any approval under the Building Act 2016 or
commencement of works (whichever occurs first), detailed engineering
drawings and associated calculations must be submitted and approved. The
detailed engineering drawings must be certified by a suitably qualified and
experienced civil engineer and must:

1. Be substantially in accordance with the Local Government Association
of Tasmania: Tasmanian Municipal Standard Drawings (May 2020), as
varied by the Council’s published departures from those Drawings, and
the Local Government Association of Tasmania, Tasmanian Subdivision
Guidelines (October 2013);

2. Show the location of all existing connections. All existing redundant
connections must be abandoned and the footpath/ kerb reinstated.

3. Clearly distinguish between public and private infrastructure;

4.  Show in both plan and long-section the proposed stormwater main and
connection, including but not limited to, connection, flows, velocities,
hydraulic grade lines, clearances from other services, cover, gradients,
sizing, material, pipe class, and inspection openings; and

5. Show the new/ upgraded public stormwater is sized to accommodate at
least the 5% AEP event flows from a future fully-developed catchment.

A structural condition assessment and visual record (ie a CCTV) of the new/
upgraded public stormwater main must be submitted prior to issue of practical
completion.

All work required by this condition must be undertaken in accordance with the
approved detailed engineering drawings.

Advice:

Council's preference, if practicable and maintaining capacity, would be for the
DN300 to be lowered and upgraded. The infrastructure should be sized neglecting
private detention. Fully-developed is to be taken as the maximum permitted under
the planning scheme, unless demonstrated to be unsuitable.

The applicant is required submit detailed design documentation to satisfy this
condition via the Council's planning condition endorsement process (noting there is
a fee associated with condition endorsement approval of engineering drawings [see
general advice on how to obtain condition endorsement and for fees and charges]).
This is a separate process to any building approval under the Building Act 2016.
Failure to address condition endorsement requirements prior to submitting for
building approval may result in unexpected delays.

Reason for condition
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To ensure Council's hydraulic infrastructure meets acceptable standards.

ENG sw7

Prior to occupancy or the commencement of the approved use (whichever
occurs first), stormwater pre-treatment and detention for stormwater
discharges from the development must be installed.

A stormwater management report and design must be submitted and
approved, prior to the issue of any approval under the Building Act 2016 or the
commencement of work on the site (whichever occurs first). The stormwater
management report and design must be prepared by a suitably qualified
engineer and must:

1. Include detailed design of the proposed treatment train, including final
estimations of contaminant removal;

2. Include detailed design and supporting calculations of the detention
tank showing:

1.  Detention tank sizing such that there is no increase in flows from
the developed site up to 5% AEP event and flows are limited to the
receiving capacity of Council infrastructure, taking critical timing
of the infrastructure into account;

2.  The layout, the inlet and outlet (including long section), outlet size,
overflow mechanism and invert level;

3. The discharge rates and emptying times; and

4.  All assumptions must be clearly stated;

3. Include a supporting maintenance plan, which specifies the required
maintenance measures to check and ensure the ongoing effective
operation of all systems, such as: inspection frequency; cleanout
procedures; descriptions and diagrams of how the installed systems
operate; details of the life of assets and replacement requirements.

All work required by this condition must be undertaken and maintained in
accordance with the approved stormwater management report and design.

Advice: Once the design and report has been approved Council will issue a
condition endorsement (see general advice on how to obtain condition
endorsement).

Where building approval is also required, it is recommended that documentation for
condition endorsement be submitted well before submitting documentation for
building approval. Failure to address condition endorsement requirements prior to
submitting for building approval may result in unexpected delays.
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Reason for condition

To avoid the possible pollution of drainage systems and natural watercourses, and to
comply with relevant State legislation.

ENG 13

An ongoing waste management plan for all commercial and domestic waste
and recycling must be implemented post construction.

A waste management plan must be submitted and approved, prior to the issue
of any approvals under the Building Act 2016. The waste management plan
must:

1.  Include provisions for private waste services for the handling, storage,
transport and disposal of domestic and commercial waste and recycle
bins from the development.

All work required by this condition must be undertaken in accordance with the
approved waste management plan.

Advice:

. The Councif will not undertake waste collection for this development.

*  Advice and permission should be sought from the Road Authority that
administers the Burnett Street highway reservation with respect to private
collection from the road carriageway.

*  Once the waste management plan has been approved Council will issue a
condition enclorsement (see general advice on how to obtain condition
endorsement).

. Where building approval is also required, it is recommended that
documentation for condition endorsement be submitted well before submitting
documentation for building approval. Failure to address condition
endorsement requirements prior to submitting for building approval may
result in unexpected delays.

Reason for condition

To ensure that solid waste management from the site meets the Council's
requirements and standards.

ENG tr2
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A construction traffic and parking management plan must be implemented
prior to the commencement of work on the site (including demolition).

The construction traffic (including cars, public transport vehicles, service
vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists) and parking management plan must be
submitted and approved, prior to commencement work (including demolition).
The construction traffic and parking management plan must:

1. Be prepared by a suitably qualified person.

2. Develop a communications plan to advise the wider community of the traffic and
parking impacts during construction.

3. Include a start date and finish dates of various stages of works.

4. Include times that trucks and other traffic associated with the works will be allowed to
operate.

5. Nominate a superintendant, or the like, to advise the Council of the progress of works

in relation to the traffic and parking management with regular meetings during the

works.

All work required by this condition must be undertaken in accordance with the
approved construction traffic and parking management plan.

Advice: Once the construction traffic and parking management plan has been
approved, the Council will issue a condition endorsement (see general advice on
how to obtain condition endorsement).

Where building approval is also required, it is recommended that documentation for
condition endorsement be submitted well before submitting documentation for
building approval. Failure to address condition endorsement requirements prior to
submitting for building approval may result in unexpected defays.

Reason for condition

To ensure the safety of vehicles entering and leaving the development and the safety
and access around the development site for the general public and adjacent
businesses.

ENG 3a

The access driveway, circulation roadways, ramps and parking module
(parking spaces, aisles and manoeuvring area) must be designed and
constructed in accordance with Australian Standard AS/NZS2890.1:2004
(including the requirement for vehicle safety barriers where required), or a
Council approved alternate design certified by a suitably qualified engineer to
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provide a safe and efficient access, and enable safe, easy and efficient use.

Reason for condition

To ensure the safety of users of the access and parking module, and compliance with
the relevant Australian Standard.

ENG 3b

The access driveway, circulation roadways, ramps and parking module
(parking spaces, aisles and manoeuvring area) design must be submitted and
approved, prior to the issuing of any approval under the Building Act 2016.

The access driveway, circulation roadways, ramps and parking module
(parking spaces, aisles and manoeuvring area) design must:

1. Be prepared and certified by a suitably qualified engineer;

2. Include a dedicated turning area in place of proposed car-parking space 11;

3. Include a maximum inside wheel path gradient of 25% on the proposed ramps;

4, Include full details of the proposed traffic signals including detailed timing
information, a contingency plan for instances where the lights fail to operate, and
details for any ongoing maintenance/testing requirements and repair;

5. Show the exit from the site to the Burnett Street highway reservation as left turn only;

6. Be generally in accordance with the Australian Standard AS/NZ2S2890.1:2004,

7. Where the design deviates from AS/NZS52890.1:2004 the designer must demonstrate
that the design will provide a safe and efficient access, and enable safe, easy and
efficient use, and

8. Show dimensions, levels, gradients & transitions, and other details as Council deem
necessary to satisfy the above requirement.

Advice:

Once the design has been approved, the Council will issue a condition
endorsement (see general advice on how to obtain condition endorsement)
Where building approval is also required, it is recommended that
documentation for condition endorsement be submitted well before submitting
documentation for building approval. Failure to address condition
endorsement requirements prior to submitting for building approval may
result in unexpected delays.

Reason for condition

To ensure the safety of users of the access and parking module, and compliance with
the relevant Australian Standard.
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ENG 3c

The access driveway, circulation roadways, ramps and parking module
(parking spaces, aisles and manoeuvring area), including requirements

for linemarking, signage, traffic control signals, and any other traffic control
infrastructure, must be constructed in accordance with the drawings
approved under this permit.

Prior to the first occupation or commencement of use (whichever occurs first),
documentation by a suitably qualified engineer certifying that access
driveway, circulation roadways, ramps and parking module (parking spaces,
aisles and manoeuvring area), including requirements for linemarking,
signage, traffic control signals, and any other traffic control infrastructure has
been constructed in accordance with the above drawings must be lodged with
Council.

Advice:
. Certification must be submitted via the planning condition endorsement process (see general

advice on how to obtain condition endorsement)
Reason for condition

To ensure the safety of users of the access and parking module, and compliance with
the relevant Australian Standard and the approved design plans.

ENG 4

The access driveway and parking module (car parking spaces, aisles and
manoeuvring area) approved by this permit must be constructed to a sealed
standard (spray seal, asphalt, concrete, pavers or equivalent Council
approved) and surface drained to the Council's stormwater infrastructure prior
to the first occupation or commencement of use (whichever occurs first).

Reason for condition

To ensure the safety of users of the access driveway and parking module, and that it
does not detract from the amenity of users, adjoining occupiers or the environment by
preventing dust, mud and sediment transport.

ENG 5

The number of parking spaces approved on the site, for use is:
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+  Fifty (50) User Class 1A residential parking spaces;
*  Five (5) User Class 1A visitor parking parking spaces; and
. Five (5) User Class 1A employee parking spaces.

All parking spaces must be delineated by means of white or yellow lines 80mm
to 100mm wide, or white or yellow pavement markers in accordance with
Australian Standards AS/NZS 2890.1 2004, prior to first occupation or
commencement of use (whichever occurs first).

Reason for condition

To ensure the provision of parking for the use is safe and efficient.
ENG 5b

A sign approved by the Council, for each of the user class 1A residential,
visitor and employee car parking spaces, must be fixed to the wall at the end
of each parking space prior to first occupation or commencement of use
(whichever occurs first). The signs must be in accordance with AS
1742.11:2016 Manual of uniform traffic control devices, Part 11: Parking
Controls and must clearly state:

1. "Visitor Parking Only" for the five visitor parking spaces;

2. "Employee Parking Only" for the five employee parking spaces; and

3. The apartment number that the parking space is allocated to for the
residential parking spaces.

Reason for condition
In the interests of vehicle user safety and the amenity of the development.

ENG 6

The ground floor car parking space shown as parking space number eleven
(11) on the BPSM Architects plan '‘DA202' Revision 6, and dated 12/05/2019 is

not approved. Prior to the issue of any approvals under the Building Act 2016
revised plans must be submitted and approved. The revised plans must:

1. Show a dedicated turning area in place of parking space number 11;

2. Include white, diagonal linemarking within the turning area, using
stripes 150 to 200mm wide with spaces 200 to 300mm between stripes,
and the stripes at a 45 degree angle to the adjacent parking space; and

3. Show a sign on the wall adjacent to the turning area clearly stating
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"Turning Area Only - No Standing Any Time".
Reason for condition

To ensure that parking facilities for cars are designed and constructed to enable safe,
easy and efficient use.

ENG 8

The use of the fifty (50) car parking spaces on the lower ground and basement
levels is restricted to User Class 1A (residential parking) in accordance with
Australian Standards AS/NZS2890.1 2004 Table 1.1.

A sign, approved by council, and in accordance with Australian Standards
AS/INZS1742.11:2016, to indicate the parking area is for residents only must be
erected adjacent to the traffic control signal on the ground floor prior to

the first occupation or commencement of use (whichever occurs first).

Reason for condition
In the interests of vehicle user safety and the amenity of the development.
ENG 1

Any damage to council infrastructure resulting from the implementation of this
permit, must, at the discretion of the Council:

1. Be met by the owner by way of reimbursement (cost of repair and
reinstatement to be paid by the owner to the Council); or

2. Be repaired and reinstated by the owner to the satisfaction of the
Council.

Any damage must be immediately reported to Council.

A photographic record of the Council's infrastructure adjacent to the subject
site must be provided to the Council prior to any commencement of works.

A photographic record of the Council’s infrastructure (e.g. existing property
service connection points, roads, buildings, stormwater, footpaths, driveway
crossovers and nature strips, including if any, pre-existing damage) will be
relied upon to establish the extent of damage caused to the Council’'s
infrastructure during construction. In the event that the owner/developer fails
to provide to the Council a photographic record of the Council’s infrastructure,
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then any damage to the Council's infrastructure found on completion of works
will be deemed to be the responsibility of the owner.

Reason for condition

To ensure that any of the Council's infrastructure and/or site-related service
connections affected by the proposal will be altered and/or reinstated at the owner's full
cost.

ENG r1

The excavation or earth-retaining structures (cuttings, retaining walls) or
footings within or supporting the highway reservation must not undermine the
stability and integrity of the highway reservation and its infrastructure.

Detailed design drawings, structural certificates and associated geotechnical
assessments of the items above within the Burnett Street highway reservation
must be submitted and approved, prior to any approval under the Building Act
2016:

1. Be prepared and certified by a suitable qualified person and
experienced engineer.

2.  Not undermine the stability of the highway reservation.

3. Be designed in accordance with AS4678, with a design life in
accordance with table 3.1 typical application major public infrastructure
works.

4, Take into account any additional surcharge loadings as required by
relevant Australian Standards.

5. Take into account and reference accordingly any Geotechnical findings.

6. Detail any mitigation measures required.

7.  Detail the design and location of the footing adjacent to Burnett Street.

The structure certificated and/or drawings should note accordingly the above.

All work required by this condition must be undertaken in accordance with the
approved select desigh drawing and structural certificates.

Advice:

. The applicant is required submit detailed desigh documentation to satisfy this
condition via Council's planning condition endorsement process (hoting there
is a fee associated with condition endorsement approval of engineering
drawings [see general advice on how to obtain condition endorsement and for
fees and charges]). This is a separate process to any building approval under
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the Building Act 2016.
. Failure to address condition endorsement requirements prior to submitting for
building approval may result in unexpected delays.

Reason for condition

To ensure that the stability and integrity of the Council’'s highway reservation is not
compromised by the development.

ENG r3

Prior to the commencement of use, the proposed driveway crossover Burnett
Street highway reservation must be designed and constructed in general
accordance with:

. Urban - TSD-R09-v2 — Urban Roads Driveways and TSD R14-v2 Type
KC vehicular crossing.

. Footpath - Urban Roads Footpaths TSD-R11-v2.

. Concrete kerbs and channels - TSD-R14-v2 - Reinstate redundant
driveway crossover.

Design drawings must be submitted and approved prior to any approval under
the Building Act 2016. The design drawing must:

1.  Show the cross and long section of the driveway crossover within the
highway reservation and onto the property.

2. Detail any services or infrastructure (i.e. light poles, pits, awnings) at or
near the proposed driveway crossover.

3. Show swept path templates in accordance with AS/NZS 2890.1 2004(B85
or B99 depending on use, design template).

4. If the design deviates from the requirements of the TSD then the
drawings must demonstrate that a B85 vehicle or B99 depending on use
(AS/NZS 2890.1 2004, section 2.6.2) can access the driveway from the
road pavement into the property without scraping the cars underside.

5. Show that vehicular and pedestrian sight lines are met as per AS/NZS
2890.1 2004.

6. Grated wedge, asphalt wedge and the standard open wedge driveway
crossover are not permitted. Grated wedges are permits on highly used
bike routes and details of the grate (ie mass) will be required. To gain
access a concrete plinth to Councils standards may be constructed at
the gutter. A drawing of a standard concrete plinth can be obtained from
Councils Road Services Engineer. Note: that the agreement of the
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Council’s is required to adjust footpath levels.
7. Be prepared and certified by a suitable qualified person, to satisfy the
above requirement.

All work required by this condition must be undertaken in accordance with the
approved drawings.

Advice:

. The applicant is required submit detailed design documentation to satisfy this
condition via Council’s planning condition endorsement process (noting there
is a fee associated with condition endorsement approval of engineering
drawings [see general advice on how to obtain condition endorsement and for
fees and charges]). This is a separate process to any building approval under
the Building Act 2016.

. Please note that your proposal does not include adjustment of footpath levels.
Any adjustment to footpath levels necessary to suit the design of proposed
floor, parking module or driveway levels will require separate agreement from
Council's Road Services Engineer and may require further planning
approvals. It is advised to place a note to this affect on construction drawings
for the site and/or other relevant engineering drawings to ensure that
contractors are made aware of this requirement.

. Failure to address condition endorsement requirements prior to submitting
for building approval may result in unexpected delays.

Reason for condition
To ensure that works will comply with the Council’'s standard requirements.
ENV 2

An approved Demolition and Construction Environmental Management Plan,
prepared by suitably qualified persons, must be implemented.

A Demolition and Construction Environmental Management Plan must be
submitted and approved prior to the commencement of works and prior to the
granting of building consent.

The plan must include, but is not limited to, the following:

1. Details of the proposed construction methodology and expected likely
timeframes.

2. The proposed days and hours of work and proposed hours of activities
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likely to generate significant noise emissions (including volume and timing of
heavy vehicles entering and leaving the site).

3. Details of potential environmental impacts associated with the development
works including noise, vibration, erosion and pollution (air, land and water).

4. Details of proposed measures to avoid or mitigate to acceptable levels all
identified potential environmental impacts during development works
including, but not limited to:

a. A noise and vibration management plan including, but not limited to:

i. identification of potentially noisy or vibration-causing construction activities;
ii. procedures to ensure that all reasonable and feasible noise and vibration
mitigation measures are applied during operation of the construction
management plan; and

ili. details of monitoring measures and triggers for corrective actions.

b. A soil and water management plan including:

i. measures to minimise erosion and the discharge of contaminated
stormwater off-site;

ii. measures to minimise dust emissions from the site;

ili. measures to manage the disposal of surface and groundwater from any
excavations; and

iv. measures to prevent soil and debris being carried onto the street.

5. Details of proposed responsible persons, public communication protocols,
compliance, recording and auditing procedures and complaint handling and

response procedures.

The approved Demolition and Construction Environmental Management Plan
forms part of this permit and must be complied with.

Advice: Once the plan has been approved the Council will issue a condition
endorsement (see general advice on how lo obtain condition endorsement).

Reason for Condition
To minimise the potential for environmental impacts from the construction works
ENVHE 1

Recommendations in the Planning report (2020) for Behrakis Holdings Pty Ltd
40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, ESA by GES enviro-solutions must be implemented
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throughout the construction of the project

Reason for condition

To ensure that the risk to future occupants of the building remain low and acceptable.
SURV 8

The applicant, at no cost to the Council, must have prepared, entered into, and
have registered at the Land Titles Office, a deed pursuant to Section 75CA of
the Conveyancing and Law of Property Act 1884 for the awning encroachment
over Burnett Street, prior to the issue of a completion certificate.

Advice: A Section 75CA Conveyancing & Law of Property Act 1884 certificate for the
occupation of a Highway requires that the encroachment is a minimum 2.40 metres
above the footpath or 4.25 metres above the road carriageway. A 600mm set back
from the back of kerb may also be required.

The applicant must prepare and forward the required instrument pursuant to section
75CA Conveyancing & Law of Property Act 1884, including a survey plan of the
encroachment (certified by a registered surveyor), the associated $220 Council
application fee and the Land Titles Office registration fee, to the Council for
execution and subsequent registration within the Land Titles Office.

Reason for Condition

To ensure that the proposed building encroachment over Burnett Street is formalised
in accordance with statutory provisions.

ENG 14

Access and services to the lot must be designed and installed to meet the
needs of future development, prior to the sealing of the final plan or
commencement of the use (whichever occurs first).

Reason for condition

To ensure that the subdivision of land provides adequate services to meet the
projected needs of future development.

ENG 16

Prior to the sealing of the final plan, private sewer, stormwater (including
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surface drainage) and water services/connections are to be entirely separate
to each lot and contained wholly within the lots served.

Reason for condition
To ensure that each lot is services separately.
ENG 17

Prior to the sealing of the final plan, the developer must verify compliance with
condition ENG 16 by supplying the Council with an as-installed services plan
clearly indicating the location and details of all relevant services (entirely
contained within their respective lots or appropriate easements). The as-
installed services plan must be accompanied by certification from a suitably
qualified person that all engineering work required by this permit has been
completed.

Advice: Any final plan submitted for sealing will not be processed unless it is
accompanied by documentation by a suitably qualified person that clearly cetrtifies
that this condition has been satisfied and that all the work required by this condition
has been completed. A 'suitably qualified person' must be a Professional Engineer
or Professional Surveyor or other persons acceptable to Council.

Reason for condition

To ensure that the Developer provides the Council with clear written confirmation that
the separation of services is complete.

SUB s1

The titles comprising the development site (CT 211936/1 and CT 228032/1) are
to be adhered in accordance with the provisions of Section 110 of the Local
Government (Building and Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1993, to the
satisfaction of the Council prior to the issue of any building consent, building
permit (including demolition) and / or plumbing permit pursuant to the Building
Act 2016 (if applicable), or the commencement of works on site (whichever
occurs first).

Reason for condition
To ensure compliance with statutory provisions

Advice
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The application for an adhesion order to the Council has a fee of $230. Evidence will
be required that the owners and mortgagees do not object to the adhesion and the
condition is considered completed when a copy of the receipt for the Land Titles Office
lodgement slip for the adhesion order has been received by the Council. Note that the
tittes must be in the same ownership to enable them to be adhered by means of an
adhesion order.

ADVICE

The following advice is provided to you to assist in the implementation of the planning
permit that has been issued subject to the conditions above. The advice is not
exhaustive and you must inform yourself of any other legislation, by-laws, regulations,
codes or standards that will apply to your development under which you may need to
obtain an approval. Visit the Council's website for further information.

Prior to any commencement of work on the site or commencement of use the following
additional permits/approval may be required from the Hobart City Council.

CONDITION ENDORSEMENT ENGINEERING

All engineering drawings required to be submitted and approved by this planning
permit must be submitted to the City of Hobart as a CEP (Condition Endorsement) via
the City’'s Online Service Development Portal. When lodging a CEP, please reference
the PLN number of the associated Planning Application. Each CEP must also include
an estimation of the cost of works shown on the submitted engineering drawings. Once
that estimation has been confirmed by the City’'s Engineer, the following fees are
payable for each CEP submitted and must be paid prior to the City of Hobart
commencing assessment of the engineering drawings in each CEP:

Value of Building Works Approved by Planning Permit Fee:
e Upto $20,000: $150 per application.
. Over $20,000: 2% of the value of the works as assessed by the City's Engineer
per assessment.

These fees are additional to building and plumbing fees charged under the Building
and Plumbing Regulations.

Once the CEP is lodged via the Online Service Development Portal, if the value of
building works approved by your planning permit is over $20,000, please contact the
City’s Development Engineer on 6238 2715 to confirm the estimation of the cost of
works shown on the submitted engineering drawings has been accepted.
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Once confirmed, pleased call one of the City's Customer Service Officers on 6238
2190 to make payment, quoting the reference number (ie. CEP number) of the
Condition Endorsement you have lodged. Once payment is made, your engineering
drawings will be assessed.

BUILDING PERMIT

You may need building approval in accordance with the Building Act 2016. Click
here for more information.

This is a Discretionary Planning Permit issued in accordance with section 57 of
the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993.

PLUMBING PERMIT

You may need plumbing approval in accordance with the Building Act 2016, Building
Regulations 2016 and the National Construction Code. Click here for more
information.

PUBLIC HEALTH

You may be required to provide approved/endorsed plans for a food business fit out, in
accordance with the National Construction Code - Building Code of Australia including
Tas Part H102 for food premises which must have regard to the FSANZ Food Safety
Standards. Click here for more information.

FOOD BUSINESS REGISTRATION

Food business registration in accordance with the Food Act 2003. Click here for more
information.

PUBLIC HEALTH RISK

Public health risk activities (tattooing and piercing) licence. Click here for more
information.

QOCCUPATION OF THE PUBLIC HIGHWAY
You may require a permit for the occupation of the public highway for construction or
special event (e.g. placement of skip bin, crane, scissor lift etc). Click here for more

information.

You may require an occupational licence for use of Hobart City Council highway
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reservation (e.g. outdoor seating, etc). Click here for more information.

You may require an cccupational license for structures in the Hobart City Council
highway reservation, in accordance with conditions to be established by the Council.
Click here for more information.

You may require a road closure permit for construction or special event. Click here for
more information.

You may require a Permit to Open Up and Temporarily Occupy a Highway (for work in
the road reserve). Click here for more information.
GENERAL EXEMPTION (TEMPORARY) PARKING PERMITS

You may qualify for a General Exemption permit for construction vehicles i.e.
residential or meter parking/loading zones. Click here for more information.

PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE

You may require a permit to construct public infrastructure, with a 12 month
maintenance period and bond (please contact the Hobart City Council's City Amenity
Division to initiate the permit process).

STORM WATER

Please note that in addition to a building and/or plumbing permit, development must be
in accordance with the Hobart City Council's Infrastructure By law. Click here for more
information.

WORK WITHIN THE HIGHWAY RESERVATION

Please note development must be in accordance with the Hobart City Council's
Infrastructure By law. Click here for more information.

CBD AND HIGH VOLUME FOOTPATH CLOSURES

Please note that the City of Hobart does not support the extended closure of public
footpaths or roads to facilitate construction on adjacent land.

It is the developer's responsibility to ensure that the proposal as designed can be
constructed without reliance on such extended closures.
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In special cases, where it can be demonstrated that closure of footpaths in the CBD
and/or other high volume footpaths can occur for extended periods without
unreasonable impact on other businesses or the general public, such closures may
only be approved by the full Council.

For more information about this requirement please contact the Council's Traffic
Engineering Unit on 6238 2804.

REDUNDANT CROSSOVERS

Redundant crossovers are required to be reinstated under the Hobart City Council's
Infrastructure By law. Click here for more information.

ACCESS

Designed in accordance with LGAT- IPWEA — Tasmanian standard drawings. Click
here for more information.

CROSS OVER CONSTRUCTION

The construction of the crossover can be undertaken by the Council or by a private
contractor, subject to Council approval of the design. Click here for more information.

STORM WATER / ROADS / ACCESS

Services to be designed and constructed in accordance with the (IPWEA) LGAT —
standard drawings. Click here for more information.

TITLE ADHESION

An adhesion of your titles is required because a portion of your development is across
one or more title boundaries. Contact your solicitor or a registered land surveyor to
initiate the process.

WEED CONTROL

Effective measures are detailed in the Tasmanian Washdown Guidelines for Weed
and Disease Control: Machinery, Vehicles and Equipment (Edition 1, 2004). The
guidelines can be obtained from the Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water
and Environment website.

WORK PLACE HEALTH AND SAFETY
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Appropriate occupational health and safety measures must be employed during the
works to minimise direct human exposure to potentially-contaminated soil, water, dust
and vapours. Click here for more information.

PROTECTING THE ENVIRONMENT

In accordance with the Environmental Management and Pollution Control Act 1994,
local government has an obligation to "use its best endeavours to prevent or control
acts or omissions which cause or are capable of causing pollution.” Click here for
more information.

LEVEL 1 ACTIVITIES

The activity conducted at the property is an environmentally relevant activity and a
Level 1 Activity as defined under s.3 of the Environmental Management and Pollution
Control Act 1994. For further information on what your responsibilities are, click here.

NOISE REGULATIONS

Click here for information with respect to noise nuisances in residential areas.
WASTE DISPOSAL

It is recommended that the developer liaise with the Council’s Cleansing and Solid
Waste Unit regarding reducing, reusing and recycling materials associated with

demolition on the site to minimise solid waste being directed to landfill.

Further information regarding waste disposal can also be found on the Council's
website.

FEES AND CHARGES

Click here for information on the Council's fees and charges.

DIAL BEFORE YOU DIG

Click here for dial before you dig information.
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A o ——

(Michael McClenahan)
Assistant Planner

As signatory to this report, | certify that, pursuant to Section 55(1) of the Local Government Act

19893, | hold no interest, as referred to in Section 49 of the Local Government Act 1993, in matters
contained in this report.

"
i A

Officer Not Assigned

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: 12 November 2020

Attachment(s):

Attachment B - CPC Agenda Documents

Attachment C - Cultural Heritage Referral Officer Report

Attachment D - Development Engineering Referral Officer Report

Attachment E - Urban Design Advisory Panel Minutes
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Planning: #213808

Property

40 BURNETT STREET NORTH HOBART TAS 7000

People

Applicant
®
JMG Engincers and Planners

117 Harrington Street
HOBART TAS 7000
(03) 6231 2555
planningf@jjmg,net.au

Owner
Ed

Behrakis Group Pty Ltd

10 Tasma Street

NORTH HOBART TAS 7000
62343754

Peter. Shires(@behrakisgroup.com

Entered By

FRANCES BEASLEY

117 HARRINGTON STREET
HOBART TAS 7000
62312555

iboss(ajmg.net.au

Use

Commercial

Details

Have you obtained pre application advice?
* Yes

If YES please provide the pre application advice number eg PAE-17-xx

Are you applying for permitted visitor accommodation as defined by the State Government Visitor
Accommodation Standards? Click on help information button for definition. If you are not the owner of the
property you MUST include signed confirmation from the owner that they are aware of this application.

* . No

Is the application for SIGNAGE ONLY? If yes, please enter $0 in the cost of development, and you must enter the
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number of signs under Other Details below.

e . No

If this application is related to an enforcement action please enter Enforcement Number

Details
What is the current approved use of the land / building(s)?

'‘Bulky Goods Sales' and 'Residential’

Please provide a full description of the proposed use or development (i.e. demolition and new dwelling,
swimming pool and garage)
*

Demolition of existing buildings: adhesion of two lots; removal and replacement of existing access:
development of a 5-storey mixed use building predominantly for apartments; 61 car parking spaces; associated
services,

Estimated cost of development

14000000.00
Existing floor area (m2) Proposed floor area (m2) Site area (m2)

Carparking on Site

N/A
[1 Other (no selection
Total parking spaces Existing parking spaces chosen)
Other Details

Does the application include signage?

No

How many signs, please enter 0 if there are none
involved in this application?

0

Tasmania Heritage Register
Is this property on the Tasmanian Heritage
Register? .

Documents

Required Documents

Title (Folio text and Plan and Schedule of Easements)
*

All Titles.pdf
Plans (proposed, existing)
*

ARCHITECTURE - H1914 DA COMBINED DRAWINGS. pdf

Supporting Documents

Planning Report

42-44 Burnett Street Planning Report.pdl

Congcept Services Report

19.0309 20200918 Gandy and Roberts Concept Services Report.pdf
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PLANNING REPORT

FOR BEHRAKIS HOLDINGS PTY LTD

40 &‘42 /44 Burnett St,reet

October 2020

Engineers & Planners
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' 'I. e Johnstone McGee & Gandy Pty Ltd

Engineers & Planners ABN 76 473 834 852 ACN 009 547 139
www.jmg.net.au
HOBART OFFICE LAUNCESTON OFFICE
117 Harrington Street 49-51 Elizabeth Street
Hobart TAS 7000 Launceston TAS 7250
Phone (03) 6231 2555 Phone (03) 6334 5548
infohbt@jmg.net.au infoltn@jmg.net.au

Issuing Office: 117 Harrington Street, Hobart 7000
JMG Project No. 193078PH
Document Issue Status

Ver. | Issue Date Description Originator Checked Approved

0.1 Sep 2019 Draft Initial Planning Report IEB

1.0 Sep 2020 Final for Submission GRP AS

1.1 Oct 2020 Updated Final {incl. RFI IEB M5C
responses) for client review

CONDITIONS OF USE OF THIS DOCUMENT

1. Copyright @ All rights reserved. This document and its intellectual content remains the intellectual property of JOHNSTONE McGEE &
GANDY PTY LTD (JMG). ABH 76 473 B34 852 ACH 009 547 139

2. The recipient client is licensed to use this document for its commissioned purpose subject to authorization per 3. below. Unlicensed
use is prohibited. Unlicensed parties may not copy, reproduce or retransmit this document or any part of this document without JMG's prior written
permission, of this = by any party other than JMG.

3 This document must be signed “Approved” by JMG to authorise it for use, JMG accept no liability whatsoever for unauthorised or
unlicensed use,
4, Electranic files must be scanned and verified virus free by the receiver. JMG accept no responsibility for loss or damage caused by the
use of files containing viruses.

5. This document must only be reproduced and/or distributed in full colour. JMG accepts no liability arising from failure to comply with
this requirement.

LIMITATIONS & DISCLAIMERS

1. The professional analysis and advice in this document has been prepared by JMG for the exclusive use of the Recipient Client and for
the specific purpese identified in this commission
2 This document has been prepared with the standard of care defined in A54122-2010 Clause 4 - Standard of Care - to a standard of

skill, care and diligence expected of a skilled and competent professional practicing in the particular fields relevant to the Services.
To any party other than the Recipient Client, JMG:

®  accepts no responsibility or liability for any loss or damage suffered or costs incurred arising out of or in connection with
the provision of this document, however the loss or damage is caused (including through negligence);

®  does not awe any duty of care (whether in contract or in tart or under statute ar otherwise) with respect to or in connection with the
document or any part therest; and

. to the extent permitted by law, excludes all representations, warranties and ather terms.

4. This document is based on a "walkthrough® visual inspection of the various components of the building. The document does not check

original designs or previous contracts. JMG's inspections do not cover system performance testing, nor destructive testing or intrusive inspections

requiring breaking out, opening up or uncovering.

5. Compliance with NCC is not part of the scope of this document. The document may include references to NCC as a guide to Likely

compliance /non-compliance of a particular aspect but should nat be taken as definitive nor comprehensive in respect of HCC compliance.

3 IMG have no pecuniary interests in the property or sale of the property.

7. This report presents and/or relies upon representations, information and records provided by others. IMG does not claim to have

checked or verified this information, and accept no respensibility for, the accuracy of such infarmation. This includes 3+ parties engaged by JMG.

8 MG accepts no responsibility far infermation that is not included in this document, nor for the noan-inclusion of such infarmation,
ESTIMATES

1 Estimates have been prepared on the hasis of information to hand at the tima

2. Estimates are order of cost. They are not quotss, nor based on quotss and are not upper limit of cost.

3. Estimates are not based on measured quantities or a defined scope of works.

4. Unless stated otherwise i are exclusive of G5T, i ing fees, market escalation, asseciated builder's works, builder's
m;

5.

argins, design contingency, project contingency.
As project scope becomes better defined it is strongly recommended that estimates are updated

I _PHV2019\193078PH - 42-44 Burnett Street\12-Planning\04-JMG Reports\42-44 Burnett Street
Planning Report final 2 for adv 26 Oct 2020.docx
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Executive Summary

Behrakis Holdings Pty Ltd seeks to develop land located at 40 Burnett Street and 42-44 Burnett
Street, North Hobart, identified as CT 211936/1 and CT 228032/1 respectively. The site is
within the Commercial Zone and is subject to the Historic Heritage overlay (Places of
Archaeological Potential).

The proposed development is for:

Demolition of the existing buildings on CT 211936/1 and CT 228032/1 (as shown in
Demolition Plan in Appendix E);
Adhesion of two lots to create a single development site area of 1128m?;
Removal of the existing accesses to the site and replacement with a vehicle access to
service the proposed development;
Development of a 5-storey mixed use building including:
o 2 levels of on-site parking (Basement and Lower Ground level);
o 1 ground floor, providing, commercial space, on-site parking, vehicle and
pedestrian access to the residential dwellings;
o 4 floors of residential development, comprising a total of 31 multiple dwellings
arranged as follows:
= Level 1, 3 x 3 bedrooms, 5 x 2 bedrooms and 1 x 1 bedroom (total 9
multiple dwellings);
= Level 2, 3 x 3 bedrooms, 5 x 2 bedrooms and 1 x 1 bedroom (total 9
multiple dwellings);
= Level 3, 3 x 3 bedrooms, 5 x 2 bedrooms and 1 x 1 bedroom (total 9
multiple dwellings); and
= Level 4, 3 x 3-bedrooms and 1 x 2 bedroom Penthouses (total of 4
multiple dwellings).
A total of 61 on-site parking spaces are proposed with:
o 11 spaces on the ground floor, of which 5 are dedicated for visitor parking; and
o 25 spaces each on the lower ground floor and on the basement level,
respectively.
Provision of associated sewer, water and stormwater services; and
Provision of associated telecommunications, bicycle parking, rubbish and mailbox
provisions for occupants of the development.

The development is shown in proposal plans contained in Appendix C.

The development is located on land within the Commercial Zone and the proposed
development generates the following discretions under the Hobart Interim Planning Scheme
2015 (the Scheme):

23.3 Use Standards
o 23.3.2 Noise (P1);
23.4 Development Standards for Buildings and Works
23.4.1 Building Height (P1);
23.4.3 Design (P1);
o 23.4.5 Landscaping (P1).
E2.0 Potentially Contaminated Land Code
o E2.5 Use Standards (P1 (b));
Development Standards - E2.6.2 Excavation (P1(b));
E5.0 Road and Railway Assets Code
o E5.5.1 Existing road accesses and junctions (P3);
E5.6.4 Sight distance at accesses, junctions and level crossings (P1).
E6.0 Parking and Access Code
o E6.6.1 Number of Car Parking Spaces (P1);
o E6.6.3 Number of Motorcycle Parking Spaces (P1);
o E6.7.3 Vehicle Passing Area along an Access (P1);
= E6.7.8 Landscaping of Parking Areas (P1);

'.I.G 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street; October 2020 4
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= E6.7.13 Facilities for Commercial Vehicles (P1).
« E7.0 Stormwater Management Code
o E7.7.1 Stormwater Drainage and Disposal (P1 (c)) and (P2);
« E9.0 Attenuation Code
E9.7.2 Development for Sensitive Use in Proximity to Use with Potential to
Cause Environmental Harm (P1);
o E13.0 Historic Heritage Code
o E13.10.1 Building, Works and Demolition (P1).

The proposal has been assessed against all relevant Scheme criteria and is found to either
comply with Acceptable Solutions or satisfy relevant Performance Criteria.

The application is considered to be acceptable with respect to the Scheme requirements and
therefore ought to be supported by the Planning Authority.
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1. Introduction

JMG Engineers and Planners have been engaged by Behrakis Holdings Pty Ltd to prepare a
planning permit application for a mixed-use development at 40 and 42-44 Burnet Street,
North Hobart, identified as CT 211936/1 and CT 228032/1 respectively. The proposal
involves adhesion of the existing titles, the demolition of existing buildings, and new
development.

This report serves to provide an assessment of the proposed development and works
against the provisions of the Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015 (‘the Scheme’).

A number of expert reports are provided in support of the planning permit application
including Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA), Environmental Site Assessment (ESA),
Archaeological Impact Assessment and Statement, Building Physics Report (Daylight
Penetration Assessment) and an Architectural Design Statement. Such reports are
provided in the Appendices to this planning report and are referenced as appropriate
throughout the document.

2. Site Location & Context

The development site is located approximately 1.3 km north west of the Hobart GPO in the
suburb of North Hobart, on the western shore of the Derwent River. The proposed development
will require works on a number of titles as listed in Table 1 below with copies provided in
Appendix A. Copies of the owner advice letters and Council consent as required by section 52
of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 are provided in Appendix D.

Table 1: Summary of existing titles involved in the proposed development.

Title Street o nts re existing/proposed Owner Advice/Censent
Reference Number
CT 211936/1 | 40 Burnett | Containing an existing building and Advice (section 52(1) Land Use
Street outbuildings, used for residential purposes, Planning and Approvals Act 1993)
with an area of approximately 394 m®.
CT 228032/1 | 42-44 Containing an existing commercial building, Advice (section 52(1) Land Use
Burnett previously used for “Novus Windscreen Planning and Approvals Act 1993)
Street Repairs”, with an area of approximately
734m?;

Previously, of significance was the presence
of Caltex operating on the site during the
period that the underground storage tank was
commissioned.

/A N/A Awning over pedestrian entry encroaches on Council Consent as administering
Refer Burnett airspace of Burnett Street road reserve. Authority (section 52 (1B) Land Use
notations on | Street Road | Works to reconfigure vehicle accesses and Planning and Approvals Act 1993)
above two Reserve infrastructure connections associated with

title Folios the development, located within Burnett

Street road reserve,

The development site is located on land zoned ‘Commercial’. Existing buildings within 100 m of
the development site, also cn land zoned ‘Commercial’, are generally single storey displaying a
mix of styles including:

s Residential style buildings adjoining the development site to the north east and north,
as well as on the north-western side of Burnett Street;

« Commercial buildings adjoining the development site to the south and south-west, as
well as on the north-western side of Burnett Street.

Land to the north west of Burnett Street is zoned ‘Light Industrial’; land to the north east of
Argyle Street is zoned ‘Commercial’; and land occupied by Soundy Park located approximately
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70 m directly north of the development site is zoned ‘Open Space’. Zoning of the site is shown
below in Figure 2-1.

2
g :

o

h

Figure 2-1: Zoning of Subject Site and surrounding area (source: List Map).

The development site itself is clear of the LISTmap overlays as shown in Figure 2-2 and Figure
2-3 below, but it is located within the area defined by Figure E13.4.1 Places of Archaeological
Potential within the Scheme.
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Figure 2-2: Heritage and Electricity Transmission Overlays (source: List Map).
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Figure 2-3: Specific Area Plan Overlay (source: List Map).
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Land to the north east of Argyle Street and north west of Burnett Street is within the Specific
Area Plan 116.SAP.3 (as shown above in Figure 2-3). There are alsc Heritage provisions on land
within 150m of the development site including:

e« A Heritage Precinct (116.HER) along Elizabeth Street (to the south west) and Tasma
Street to the south; and
e A number of properties registered on the Tasmanian Heritage Register, including two
on the north west side of Burnett Street:
o 39 Burnett Street (Town House, ID 6581); and
o 35 -37 Burnett Street, identified on the Cadastre as 276 Argyle Street
(Conjoined Cottages, ID 2794).

The surrounding built fabric is quite mixed, and the Architectural Design Statement in Appendix
L provides more information on how the proposal responds to its surrounds.

HCC has advised that the land adjoining the proposed development site to the south west, 48
Burnett Street (identified as CT 11349/5), is known as a site on which potentially
contaminating uses exist or have occurred. Accordingly, the proposal is considered against the
provisions of E2.0 Potentially Contaminated Land Code.

Land approximately 150m north east of the development site contains Tas Networks
infrastructure, is zoned ‘Utilities’, and is subject to the Electricity Transmission Infrastructure
Protection Overlay (as shown above in Figure 2-2). Land within 200 m to the north west is
zoned ‘Inner Residential’ and ‘General Business’, highlighting the diverse development and use
nature of this established Hobart area.

The development site is located on land fully serviced by Tas Water for potable water and
sewerage. There are 8 Metro Bus stops within a 300m radius of the site, associated with a
number of services to the northern suburbs as well as southern and eastern suburbs via the
Elizabeth Street bus interchange facilities.

3. Proposed Use & Development

The proposal is for a mixed-use development comprising commercial use(s) at the ground floor
level with residential uses on Levels 1 to 4 above.

In the Commercial Zone, ‘Residential’ is a permitted use with the qualification that it is above
ground level (except for access). The proposed residential development is therefore considered
a permitted use.
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The uses within the 177m? commercial floor area on the ground floor of the building will be
within the remit of the ‘General retail and hire’ use class which is a discretionary use within
the zone. Although the specific nature of the tenancy will depend upon market conditions at
the time it is tenured, the assessment of the proposal against the Scheme assumes the ‘General
retail and hire’ use class for the purposes of this application.

The proposed development will involve the demolition of the existing non historic buildings on
number 40 and 42-44 Burnett Street; an adhesion of two titles (CT 228032/1 and CT 211936/1)
to create cne new lot; removal of the existing vehicle access to 42-44 Burnett Street; and
creation of a new vehicle access to the new proposed lot.

Detailed plans of the proposed development are shown in Appendix C and details of the
demolition are outlined in a Demolition Plan in Appendix E.

The development site is not subject to any overlays (except the Scheme Archaeclogical
Potential); however due to the nature of the proposal, a number of Scheme Codes apply and
have been considered in Section 4 of this report, in addition to the Special Provisions and
Commercial Zone clauses in the Scheme.

4, Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015

9.3 Adjustment of a Boundary

The proposed development will involve merging two lots (CT 211936/1 and CT 228032/1) to
create one new lot of 1128m?. This aspect of the proposed development has been considered
against criteria for Adjustment of a Boundary (Clause 9.3.1) under the Scheme and an
assessment is as follows:

(a) no additional lots are created; Complies - the proposed boundary
adjustment will convert 2 existing lots into 1
lot.

(b} there is only minor change to the relative | Does not comply - there will be more than a

size, shape and orientation of the existing minor change to the existing 2 lots that

lots; comprise the development site.

(c) no setback from an existing building will Complies
be reduced below the applicable minimum
setback requirement;

(d) no frontage is reduced below the Complies
applicable minimum frontage requirement;

and

(e) no lot boundary that aligns with a zone Complies

boundary will be changed.

As the proposed development does not satisfy clause 9.3.1 (b) and is not considered a
subdivision, it will be treated as an adhesion under Section 110 of the Local Government
(Building and Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1993, which is thought to be satisfactorily
addressed through permit conditions prescribing an adhesion order.

9.4 Demolition

The proposed development includes the demolition of all existing buildings on 40 Burnett
Street and 42-44 Burnett Street as shown in Appendix E. The proposed demolition forms part of
a permissible development application within the Commercial zone and it is considered that
Clause 9.4 has been satisfied.
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4.1 Commercial Zone

The proposed ‘General Retail and Hire’ and ‘Residential’ uses are discretionary and permitted
uses (respectively) as per Clause 23.2 (Use Table) within the Commercial Zone of the Scheme.
The ‘General Retail and Hire’ use of the ground floor commercial area has therefore been
considered against the provisions of Clause 23.3 (Use Standards) below.

It is noted that any future tenancies for the ground floor commercial space that do not fit into
the General Retail and Hire category would require a separate ‘change of use’ planning permit
application to be lodged.

23.3 Use Standards

As the subject site is not located within 50m of a residential zone, it is considered that the
following Use Standards are not applicable to the proposal:

e« 24.3.1 Hours of Operation;

e 24.3.3 External Lighting;

o 24.3.4 Commercial Vehicle Movements; and
e 24.3.5 Outdoor Work Areas

23.3.2 Noise
Objective:
To ensurﬂ that noise emissions de not cause environmental harm and de net have unreasonable impact en
ial ity on land within a residential zone.
Acceptable Solutlons Performance Criteria
Al P1

Noise emissions measured at the boundary of a residential zone Moise emissions measured at the boundary of a

must not exceed the following: residential zone must not cause environmental
harm within the residential zone.

(a) 55dB(A) (LAeq) between the hours of 7.00 am to 7.00 pm;

(b) 5dB(A) above the background (LA90) level or 40dB(A)
(LAeq), whichever is the lower, between the hours of 7.00 pm
to 7.00 am;

(e) 65dB(A) (LAmax) at any time.

Measurement of noise levels must be in accordance with the
methods in the Tasmanian Noise Measurement Procedures
Manual, issued by the Director of Environmental Management,
including adjustment of noise levels for tonality and
impulsiveness.

Moise levels are to be averaged over a 15-minute time interval.

The nearest residential zone is an ‘Inner Residential’ zone 70m north west of the site followed
by a subsequent ‘Inner Residential’ zone 130m south of the site. The proposal is likely to meet
the acceptable solution for Clause 23.3.2 Noise as the proposed activities on the site would be
limited to residential use and activities associated with the proposed General Retail and Hire
use. These activities are not considered likely to generate significant noise that would be
detectable at the boundary of a residential zone above the relatively high ambient noise levels
found in the area. The site is separated from the nearest residential zone land to the north-west
by Burnett Street, which is a relatively busy road, and a commercial area on the opposite side of
this road that is within the Light Industrial Zone. Therefore, the ambient noise level at the
boundary of the residential zone closest to the site, which is adjacent to this road, would be
relatively high. Noise emissions from the site as a result of the proposed development are
unlikely to be perceptible at the boundary above this ambient noise level.

It is considered that the proposal is able to satisfy Performance Criteria P1.
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23.3.6 Adult Entertainment Venues

The proposal does not include an Adult Entertainment Venue. Accordingly this provision is
considered as not applicable.

23.3.7 Take away Food Shops

For the purposes of this application the assigned use of the ground floor commercial area
‘General retail and hire’ Clause 23.3.7 is considered as not applicable.

23.3.8 Hotel Industries

The proposed development is not for a hotel industry use; hence Clause 23.3.8 is considered
not applicable.

23.3.9 Manufacturing and Processing Uses

As no part of the proposed development contains a manufacturing or processing use, Clause
23.3.8 is considered not applicable.

23.4 Development Standards for Buildings and Works
23.4.1 Building Height

Objective:
To ensure that building height contributes pesitively to the streetscape and does not result in unreasonable
img on residential amenity of land in a residential zone.

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria
Al F1
Building height must be no more than: Building height must satisfy all of the following:
(@) 11.5m high and a maximum of 3 storeys; or {a) be consistent with any Desired Future
(b) 15m high and a maximum of 4 storeys if the development Character Statements provided for the
provides at least 50% of the floor space above ground level area;
for residential use. (b) be compatible with the scale of nearby
buildings;

{c) not unreasonably overshadow adjacent
public space;

(d) allow for a transition in height between
adjoining buildings, where appropriate.

The proposed building will range in height above ground level from16.2m (at the front of the

building) to 16.3m for the various elements of the roof line; with the Lift well protruding to a
height of 18.4 m and therefore does not comply with the Acceptable Solution. The proposal is
considered against the Performance Criteria (P1) as follows:

¢ There is no Desired Future Character Statement for the Commercial Zone, therefore sub-
clause (a) is not applicable;

+ Photo montages in Appendix C show the scale of the proposed development in the context
of nearby buildings and that the proposed development is generally consistent with heights
of surrounding development (albeit slightly higher than surrounding residential
development), satisfying sub-clause (b);

+ The only public space adjacent the site are the footpaths on either side of Burnett Street
and shadow diagrams which have been generated for the site (Appendix C) demonstrate
that overshadowing of these is not unreasonable, satisfying sub-clause (c);

* The scale of the proposed development is not significantly greater than that of surrounding
commercial buildings, given the mixed nature of existing development within the
commercial zone the transition in height is considered reasonable, satisfying (d).
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On the basis of the above, the proposal is considered to satisfy the associated Performance
Criteria (P1).

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria

A2 P2

Building height within 10 m of a residential zone must be no Building height within 10 m of a residential zone

more than 8.5 m. must be compatible with the building height of
existing buildings on adjoining lots in the
residential zone..........

As the site of the proposed development is not within 10m of a residential zone, the above sub-
clauses do not apply to this application.

23.4.2 Setbacks

Objective:
To ensure that building height contributes positively to the streetscape and does not result in unreasonable
impact on residential amenity of land in a residential zone.

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria
Al P1
Building setback from frontage must be parallel to the frontage | Building setback from frontage must satisfy all of
and must be no less than: the following:
0m. (a) be consistent with any Desired Future

Character Statements provided for the area;

(b) be compatible with the setback of adjoining
buildings, generally maintaining a continuous
building line if evident in the streetscape;

(c) enhance the characteristics of the site,
adjoining lots and the streetscape;

(d) provide adequate opportunity for parking.

The building setback of the proposed development, at the ground level, is generally parallel to
the frontage and setback between 0.8m and 1.8m, as shown on the Ground Plan in Appendix C.
It is noted that the upper residential floors, levels 1 to 4 are all aligned to the frontage
boundary with Om setback.

The proposal is considered compliant with Acceptable Solution (A1).

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria

A2 P2

Building setback from the General Residential or Inner Building setback from General Residential or

Residential Zone must be no less than: Inner Residential Zone must be sufficient to
prevent unreasonable adverse impacts on

(a) 5 m; residential amenity by:

(b} half the height of the wall, (a) overshadowing and reduction of sunlight to
habitable rooms and private open space on

whichever is the greater. adjoining lots to less than 3 hours between 9.00
am and 5.00 pm on June 21 or further decrease
sunlight hours if already less than 3 hours;
(b) overlooking and loss of privacy;
(c) visual impact when viewed from adjoining
lots,
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taking into account aspect and slope.

The total wall height of the proposed development is 16.3m and therefore the building should
be setback from that at least 8.2m from the nearest residential zone. The nearest residential
land, zoned ‘Inner Residential’, is 57m north west of the site.

Therefore, the proposed development complies with Acceptable Solution (A2).

23.4.3 Design

Objective:

and adjoining land in a residential zone.

To ensure that building design contributes positively to the streetscape, the amenity and safety of the public

Acceptable Solutions

Performance Criteria

Al
Building design must comply with all of the following:

(a) provide the main pedestrian entrance to the building so that
it is clearly visible from the road or publicly accessible areas on
the site;

(b} for new building or alterations to an existing facade provide
windows and door openings at ground floor level in the front
facade no less than 40% of the surface area of the ground floor
level facade ;

(c) for new building or alterations to an existing facade ensure
any single expanse of blank wall in the ground level front
fagade and facades facing other public spaces is not greater
than 30% of the length of the facade;

(d) screen mechanical plant and miscellaneous equipment such
as heat pumps, air conditioning units, switchboards, hot water
units or similar from view from the street and other public
spaces;

(e) incorporate roof-top service infrastructure, including service
plants and Llift structures, within the design of the roof;

(f) provide awnings over the public footpath if existing on the
site or on adjoining lots;

(g} not include security shutters over windows or doors with a
frontage to a street or public place.

Fi

Building design must enhance the streetscape by
satisfying all of the following:

(a) provide the main access to the building in a
way that addresses the street or other public
space boundary;

(b) provide windows in the front fagade in a way
that enhances the streetscape and provides for
passive surveillance of public spaces;

(c) treat large expanses of blank wall in the front
fagade and facing other public space boundaries
with architectural detail or public art so as to
contribute positively to the streetscape and
public space;

(d) ensure the visual impact of mechanical plant
and miscellaneous equipment, such as heat
pumps, air conditioning units, switchboards, hot
water units or similar, is insignificant when
viewed from the street;

(e) ensure roof-top service infrastructure,
including service plants and lift structures, is
screened so as to have insignificant visual
impact;

(fJonly provide shutters where essential for the
security of the premises and other alternatives
for ensuring security are not feasible;

(g) be consistent with any Desired Future
Character Statements provided for the area.

The proposed development largely meets the above Acceptable Solution (A1) with the
exception of sub-clause (e) to “incorporate roof-top service infrastructure, including service
plants and lift structures, within the design of the roof”. The lift overrun shaft is not

incorporated into the roof design.

Therefore, the proposal has been assessed against the associated Performance Criteria (P1) as

follows:

¢ The main pedestrian entrances to the building, off of Burnett Street, are shown in the

elevation drawings (Appendix C) to clearly front the common boundary with Burnett Street

and are easily visible and accessible, satisfying sub-clause (a);
+« Approximately 61% of the building’s front facade is for window openings, allowing for a
visual connection between the building and streetscape. Furthermore, windows are from
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the commercial tenancy on ground level; apartment living and bedrooms areas on levels
one to three; and penthouse living and bedroom areas on level five; allowing for effective

overlooking and thus passive surveillance of the public space that is the footpath, satisfying

sub-clause (b);

¢ As stated above, windows occupy approximately 61% of the front facade and therefore
there are no large expanses of blank wall, so sub-clause (c) is not applicable;
+ No mechanical plant or miscellaneous equipment is viewable from the street, satisfying

sub-clause (d);

e  Although the lift overrun shaft is visible from the street, it is setback from the front facade

18.4m and therefore the visual impact is considered insignificant satisfying sub-clause (e);
+ The proposal does not include shutters and therefore sub-clause (f) is not applicable;
+ There are no Desired Future Character Statements for the Commercial Zone within the
relevant Planning Scheme, therefore sub-clause (g) is satisfied.

On the basis of the above, the proposed development is considered to satisfy the applicable

elements of Performance Criteria (P1).

Acceptable Solutions

Perfermance Criteria

AZ

Walls of a building on land adjoining a residential zone must
comply with all of the following:

(a) be coloured using colours with a light reflectance value not
greater than 40 percent;

(b} if within 50 m of a residential zone, must not have openings
in walls facing the residential zone, unless the line of sight to
the building is blocked by another building.

P2

Mo performance criteria.

The site does not adjoin a residential zone nor is it within 50m of a residential zone,
accordingly this provisions is considered not applicable.

23.4.4 Passive Surveillance

Objective:

To ensure that building design provides for the safety of the public.

Acceptable Solutions

Performance Criteria

Al
Building design must comply with all of the following:

(a) provide the main pedestrian entrance to the building so that
it is clearly visible from the road or publicly accessible areas on
the site;

(b} for new buildings or alterations to an existing facade
provide windows and door openings at ground floor level in the
front facade which amount to no less than 40% of the surface
area of the ground floor level facade;

(c) for new buildings or alterations to an existing facade provide
windows and door openings at ground floor level in the facade
of any wall which faces a public space or a car park which
amount to no less than 30% of the surface area of the ground
floor level facade;

(d) avoid creating entrapment spaces around the building site,
such as concealed alcoves near public spaces;

(e)provide external lighting to illuminate car parking areas and
pathways;

P1

Building design must provide for passive
surveillance of public spaces by satisfying all of
the following:

(a) provide the main entrance or entrances to a
building so that they are clearly visible from
nearby buildings and public spaces;

(b} locate windows te adequately overlook the
street and adjoining public spaces;

(c) incorporate shop front windows and doors for
ground floor shops and offices, so that
pedestrians can see into the building and vice
versa;

(d) locate external lighting to illuminate any
entrapment spaces around the building site;

(e) provide external lighting to illuminate car
parking areas and pathways;
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(f) provide well-lit public access at the ground floor level from (f) design and locate public access to provide

any external car park. high visibility for users and provide clear sight
lines between the entrance and adjacent
properties and public spaces;

(g) provide for sight lines to other buildings and
public spaces.

The proposed development includes the following features;

+ The main pedestrian entrances to the building are from Burnett Street as shown in the
elevation drawings (Appendix C) and are easily visible and accessible, (a);

« Approximately 46% of the building’s ground floor, front facade is for window openings or
glass doors, allowing for a visual connection between the building and streetscape. (b);

* As shown in the elevation plans there are no large expanses of blank wall, the windows and
doors (including non-glass doors) make up over 50% of the facade (c);

+« The entryway to the building site has a relatively even setback from Burnett Street and
avoids creating entrapment spaces, (d);

s External lighting to public areas will be implemented as per relevant Australian Standards
as well as lighting for the underground car parking area, (e);

s As there is no external car park, sub-clause (f) is not applicable.

Accordingly the proposal is considered compliant with Acceptable Solution (A1).

23.4.5 Landscaping

Objective:

To ensure that a safe and attractive landscaping treatment enhances the appearance of the site and if relevant
provides a visual break from land in a residential zone.

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria

Al P1

Landscaping along the frontage of a site is not required if all of Landscaping must be provided to satisfy all of

the following apply: the following:

(a) the building extends across the width of the frontage, {(a) enhance the appearance of the
(except for vehicular access ways); development;

(b) the building has a setback from the frontage of ne more (b) provide a range of plant height and forms to
than 1m. create diversity, interest and amenity;

(c) not create concealed entrapment spaces;

(d}) be consistent with any Desired Future
Character Statements provided for the
area.

Although the building extends across the width of the frontage, its minimum setback ranges
from 0.8m to 1.8mand it therefore does not meet the Acceptable Solution (A1). It has instead
been considered against the associated Performance Criteria (P1) as follows:

+ Landscaping will enhance the overall appearance of the proposed development through
being spread out across the five levels of the building and integrated with the facade, as
shown in the visualisations (Appendix C), satisfying sub-clause (a);

¢ Plants shown in the visualisations (Appendix C) are at a range of heights, providing diversity
and interest, satisfying sub-clause (b);

» Plants are integrated into the facade and therefore do not create concealed entrapment
spaces, satisfying sub-clause (c);

* As there are no Desired Future Character Statements for the area sub-clause (d) is not
applicable.

On the basis of the above, the proposal is considered to satisfy the relevant Performance
Criteria (P1).
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Acceptable Solutions

Performance Criteria

A2

Along a boundary with a residential zone landscaping must be
provided for a depth no less than:

2m.

P2

Along a boundary with a residential zone
landscaping or a building design solution must be
provided to avoid unreasonable adverse impact
on the visual amenity of adjoining land in a
residential zone, having regard to the
characteristics of the site and the characteristics
of the adjoining residentially-zones land

As no part of the site of the proposed development is adjacent to a residential zone, sub-
clauses A2 and P2 are not applicable to this application.

23.4.6 Outdoor Storage Areas

Outdoor storage areas for non-residential uses must comply
with all of the following:
(a) be located behind the building line;
(b) all goods and materials stored must be screened from
public view;
(c) not encreach upon car parking areas, driveways or
landscaped areas.

Objective:

To ensure that outdoor storage areas for non-residential use de not detract from the appearance of the site or
the locality.

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria

A1 P1

Outdoor storage areas for non-residential uses

must satisfy all of the following:

(a) be located, treated or screened to avoid
unreasonable adverse impact on the visual
amenity of the locality;

(b) not encroach upon car parking areas,
driveways or landscaped areas.

There is no outdoor storage proposed for the non-residential use and accordingly this provision

is considered not applicable.

23.4.7 Fencing

Objective:

surveillance.

To ensure that fencing does not detract from the appearance of the site or the locality and provides for passive

Acceptable Solutions

Performance Criteria

Al
Fencing must comply with all of the following:

(a) fences, walls and gates of greater height than 1.5 m must
not be erected within 10 m of the frontage;

(b) fences along a frontage must be at least 50% transparent
above a height of 1.2 m;

(c) height of fences along a common boundary with land in a
residential zone must be no more than 2.1 m and must not
contain barbed wire.

P1

Fencing must contribute positively to the
streetscape and not have an unreasonable
adverse impact upon the amenity of land in a
residential zone which lies opposite or shares a
common boundary with a site, having regard to
all of the following:

(a) the height of the fence;

(b) the degree of transparency of the fence;
(c) the location and extent of the fence;

(d) the design of the fence;

(e) the fence materials and construction;

(f) the nature of the use;

(g) the characteristics of the site, the
streetscape and the locality, including fences;
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(h} any Desired Future Character Statements
provided for the area.

No fencing is proposed as part of the proposed development therefore Clause 23.4.7 is
considered not applicable.

E 2.0 Potentially Contaminated Land Code

HCC has advised that the present and historic use of 40 Burnett Street is recorded as
residential. The property at 42-44 Burnett Street is vacant but the Environmental Site
Assessment (ESA) by GES (Appendix F) indicates that one of the historic uses on the site has
been an underground storage tank with the presence of Caltex operating on the site. In
addition, the adjoining property to the south west, 48 Burnett Street (CT 11349/5) is recorded
with current and historic permitted uses listed in Table E2.2 of the Scheme, ‘Potentially
Contaminating Activities'. Other historic uses on nearby sites identified by the ESA are an
unpaved storage yard at 27 to 35 Tasma Street (CT 52702/2), 9.5m south of the site’s rear
boundary, and a storage warehouse at 48 Burnett Street (CT 11349/5). Contamination concerns
relate to groundwater down gradients from these uses, and in the case of the underground tank
on the subject site, soil around the tank, impacted groundwater, and fill material onsite.

The Scheme defines ‘potentially contaminated land’ as:
land that is, or adjoins, land that the applicant or the planning authority:

(a) knows to have been used for a potentially contaminating activity by reference to:-
(i) a notice issued in accordance with Part 5A of the Environmental Management and
Pollution Control Act 1994; or
(ii) a previous permit ; or
(b) ought reasonably to have known was used for a potentially contaminating activity.

The proposed development is for mixed uses (including residential, i.e. sensitive use) and
development on potentially contaminated land, and the Code needs to be considered as per
Clause E2.2 Application of the Code. An assessment of the proposal against the applicable Code
provisions follows.

E2.5 Use Standards

Objective:

To ensure that potentially contaminated land is suitable for the intended use

Acceptable Solutien Performance Criteria

Al P1

The Director, or a person approved by the Director for the Land is suitable for the intended use, having

purpose of this Code: regard to:

(a) certifies that the land is suitable for the intended use; or (a) an environmental site assessment that
demonstrates there is no evidence the land is

(b} approves a plan to manage contamination and associated contaminated; or

risk to human health or the environment that will ensure the

land is suitable for the intended use. (b) an environmental site assessment that

demonstrates that the level of contamination
does not present a risk to human health or the
environment; or

(c) a plan to manage contamination and
associated risk to human health or the
environment that includes:

(i) an environmental site assessment;

(i) any specific remediation and
protection measures required to be
implemented before any use
commences; and
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(iif) a statement that the land is
suitable for the intended use.

The Director has not certified that the land is suitable for the intended use or approved a plan
to manage contamination and associated risk to human health or the environment that will
ensure the land is suitable for the intended use. Therefore, the proposal does not meet the
Acceptable Solution (A1). Accordingly, the proposal has therefore been assessed against the
Performance Criteria (P1).

The Environmental Site Assessment (Appendix F) undertaken for the site confirms that there is
no evidence that the land is contaminated in terms of evaluated risks to human health or the
environment. Provided that recommendations of the Environmental Site Assessment are
followed, the planned excavation works and change of use will not adversely impact human
health or the environment.

Based on the above the proposal is considered to satisfy Performance Criteria P1 (b).

E2.6 Development Standards
E2.6.1 Subdivision

As the proposed development does not involve subdivision, this clause is considered as not
applicable.

E2.6.2 Excavation

Objective:

To ensure that works invelving excavation of potentially contaminated land does not adversely impact on
human health or the envirenment.

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria
Al P1
Mo acceptable solution. Excavation does not adversely impact on health

and the environment, having regard to:

(a) an environmental site assessment that
demonstrates there is no evidence the land is
contaminated; or

(b} a plan to manage contamination and
associated risk to human health and the
environment that includes:

(i) an environmental site assessment;

(it} any specific remediation and
protection measures required to be
implemented before excavation
commences; and

(iii) a statement that the excavation
does not adversely impact on human
health or the environment.

An Environmental Site Assessment (Appendix F) was prepared for the site as per P1 (b) (i);
recommending that a soil and water management plans be put in place for general sediment
control to reduce the loadings into the waterways (ii) and concludes that “providing the
recommendations are followed in relation to the environment...the planned excavation works
and change of use will not adversely impact human health or the environment (iii).

On this basis, the applicable elements of Performance Criteria (P1 (b))are satisfied.
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E 5.0 Road and Railway Assets Code

The proposed development will require a new vehicle crossing; accordingly, the code must be
considered as per Clause E 5.2.1 (a).

E 5.5 Use Standards

Burnett Street is not a Category 1 or 2 Road; with a speed limit of 50km/hr and does not
impact on any existing Level Crossings. Accordingly, the following use ‘Use Standards’ are
considered as not applicable:

« E5.5.1 Existing road accesses and junctions Acceptable Solutions A1 and A2; and
e [E5.5.2 Existing level crossings.

E5.5.1 Existing road accesses and junctions

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria

A3 P3

The annual average daily traffic (AADT) of vehicle movements, Any increase in vehicle traffic at an existing

to and from a site, using an existing access or junction, in an access or junction in an area subject to a speed
area subject to a speed limit of 60km/h or less, must not limit of 60km /h or less, must be safe and not
increase by more than 20% or 40 vehicle movements per day, unreasonably impact on the efficiency of the
whichever is the greater. road, having regard to:

(a) the increase in traffic caused by the use;

(b} the nature of the traffic generated by the
use;

(c) the nature and efficiency of the access or the
junction;

(d) the nature and category of the road;

(e) the speed limit and traffic flow of the road;
(f) any alternative access to a road;

(g) the need for the use;

(h) any traffic impact assessment; and

(i) any written advice received from the road
authority.

A Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) undertaken for the proposed development (refer Appendix G)
calculates that the proposed development will generate 169 vehicle trips per day and therefore
the proposal does not meet the Acceptable Solution (A3). It has therefore been considered
against the associated Performance Criteria (P3) as follows:

* As stated above, a TIA undertaken for the site calculates that the proposed development
will generate 169 vehicle trips per day from the apartment and commercial uses combined
with up to 19 vehicles/hour during the afternoon peak hour. Such traffic movements are
not considered to be particularly high, averaging cne vehicle every three minutes during
peak hour periods and even less at other times, satisfying sub-clause (a);

« The nature of the traffic generated by the use is predominantly private vehicles, however
even these movements are relatively low, satisfying sub-clause (b);

+ Vehicle access into the site will be via a 5.8-metre-wide access driveway off the southern
side of Burnett Street, which is sufficient to accommodate the two-way traffic movement,
satisfying sub-clause (c);

« Burnett Street is a local road comprising four lanes, with two in each direction, with
kerbside lanes normally used for on-street parking. The TIA has found that traffic impacts

"I.‘ 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street; October 2020 19



Item No. 12

Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion)

Page 124

City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020 ATTACHMENT B

of the proposed development will not pose any issues of concern to the road or its nature
as described, satisfying sub-clause (d);

* Burnett Street has a speed limit of 50km/hour and the TIA calculates that traffic activity
along the street is 1300 vehicles/hour in the morning and 1,099 vehicles/hour in the
afternoon. Based on these existing conditions of the road and traffic environment, the TIA
estimates that there are no issues of concern from the proposed development, satisfying
sub-clause (e);

+ There is no alternative access to a road, therefore sub-clause (f) is not applicable;

+ The proposed development is predominantly residential (apartments) with an additional
commercial tenancy and the use will contribute to providing more diverse housing options
for the area, close to the city and sustainable transport options (walking and cycling). The
additional car parking is therefore warranted, satisfying sub-clause (g);

* Analysis contained in the TIA concludes that the proposed development will not give rise to
any adverse operational or safety issues and it is supported on traffic grounds, satisfying
sub-clause (h);

+ No written advice has been received from the road authority; therefore sub-clause (i) is not

applicable.

On the basis of the above, the proposed development is not considered to unreasonably impact
on the efficiency of the road therefore satisfying the Performance Criteria (P3).

E5.5.2 Existing level crossings - Not Applicable

The proposed development does not impact on any existing Level Crossings.

E5.6 Development Standards
E5.6.1 Development adjacent to road and railways

As the site of the proposed development is not adjacent a Category 1 or Category 2 road or rail
network, Clause E5.6.1 is not applicable.

E5.6.2 Road accesses and junctions

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria

Al P1

Hh

Mo new access or junction to reads in an area subject to a
speed limit of more than 60km/h.

The speed limit along Burnett Street is 50 km/hr and accordingly A1 is considered as not
applicable.

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria

A2 P2

Mo more than one access providing both entry and exit, or two For roads in an area subject to a speed limit of

accesses providing separate entry and exit, to roads in an area 60km/h or less, accesses and junctions must be

subject to a speed limit of 60km/h or less. safe and not unreasonably impact on the
efficiency of the road, having regard to:

(a) the nature and frequency of the traffic
generated by the use;

(b) the nature of the road;

(c) the speed limit and traffic flow of the road;
(d) any alternative access to a road;

(e) the need for the access or junction;

(f) any traffic impact assessment; and
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(g) any written advice received from the road
authority.

The Site Plan (DA102) contained in the drawing set (refer Appendix ) indicates that there will
only be one new vehicle access to provide both entry and exit for the proposed building, which
is proposed at the northern end of the site’s frontage. The proposal is compliant with the
Acceptable Solution (A2).

E5.6.3 New level crossings

As the site is not in proximity to any rail network, Clause E5.6.3 is not considered applicable.

E5.6.4 Sight distance at accesses, junctions and level crossings

Objective:

To ensure that accesses, junctions, and level crossings provide sufficient sight distance between vehicles and
between vehicles and trains to enable safe movement of traffic.

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria
Al P1
Sight distances at: The design, layout and location of an access,

junction or rail level crossing must provide
(a) an access or junction must comply with the Safe Intersection | adequate sight distances to ensure the safe
Sight Distance shown in Table E5.1; and movement of vehicles, having regard to:

(a) the nature and frequency of the traffic

(b} rail level crossings must comply with AS1742.7 Manual of generated by the use;
uniform traffic control devices - Railway crossings, Standards (b) the frequency of use of the road or rail
Association of Australia. network;

(c) any alternative access;

(d) the need for the access, junction, or level
crossing;

(e) any traffic impact assessment;

(f) any measures to improve or maintain sight
distance; and

(g) any written advice received from the road or
rail authority.

The distance between the junction to the new car park and the nearest intersection south west
of the site (148m distance) meets requirements of Table ES.1 (Safe Intersection Site Distance).
However, the distance between the junction to the new car park and the nearest intersection
north east of the site (50m) is less than the requirements of Table E5.1. Therefore, the
proposal has been assessed against the associated Performance Criteria (P1) as follows:

+ The nature of the traffic generated by the use is predominantly private vehicles and
calculated to be up to 19 vehicles/hour during the afternoon peak hour, which is not a
particularly high traffic movement for a development and averages one vehicle every three
minutes during peak hour, satisfying sub-clause (a);

+ The TIA estimates traffic travelling on Burnett Street to be 1300 vehicles/hour in the
morning and 1,099 vehicles/hour in the afternoon, however gaps in the traffic stream
generated by the upstream traffic signals means that the access to and from the
development site will operate without any significant queuing or delay, satisfying sub-
clause (b);

+ There is no alternative access to a road, therefore sub-clause (¢) is not applicable;

e As the access from the proposed development onto Burnett Street is the only entry to the
site’s car parking, it is considered necessary and has been positioned to optimise
appropriate sight distances, satisfying sub-clause (d);

« A TIA prepared for the proposed development (refer Appendix F) measured sight distances
for vehicles turning out of the development and found all sight distances to exceed the
Planning Scheme requirements, satisfying sub-clause (e);
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« Asstated in the response to sub-clause (d), the car parking access point has been
positioned to optimise appropriate sight distances, satisfying sub-clause (f);

+ No written advice has been received from the road authority; therefore sub-clause (g) is
not applicable.

The full results of the TIA are provided under Appendix F.

On the basis of the above, the proposed development is considered to satisfy the Performance

Criteria (P1).
E 6.0 Parking and Access Code

No use or development is exempt from this code as per Clause E6.4.1. The proposal has been
assessed against the relevant provisions of the code.

E 6.6 Use Standards
E6.6.1 Number of Car Parking Spaces

Objective:

To ensure that:

(a) there is enough car parking to meet the reasonable needs of all users of a use or development, taking into
account the level of parking available en or outside of the land and the access afforded by other modes of
transport.

(b) a use or development does not detract from the amenity of users or the locality by:

(i) preventing regular parking overspill;

(ii) minimising the impact of car parking on heritage and local character.
Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria
Al P1
The number of on-site car parking spaces must be: The number of on-site car parking spaces must be

sufficient to meet the reasonable needs of users,
(a) no less than and no greater than the number specified in having regard to all of the following:

Table E6.1;
(a) car parking demand;
except if:
(b} the availability of on-street and public car
(i) the site is subject to a parking plan for the area adopted parking in the locality;

by Council, in which case parking provision (spaces or cash-

in-lieu) must be in accordance with that plan; (c) the availability and frequency of public
transport within a 400m walking distance of the
(i) the site is subject to clauses E6.6.5, E6.6.6, E6.6.7, site;

E6.6.8, £6.6.9 or E6.6.10 of this planning scheme.
transport;

(e} the availability and suitability of alternative
arrangements for car parking provision;

(f) any reduction in car parking demand due to the
sharing of car parking spaces by multiple uses,
either because of variation of car parking demand
over time or because of efficiencies gained from
the conselidation of shared car parking spaces;

with the existing use of the land;

(h) any credit which should be allowed for a car
parking demand deemed to have been provided in
association with a use which existed before the
change of parking requirement, except in the case
of substantial redevelopment of a site;

(i) the appropriateness of a financial contribution
in lieu of parking towards the cost of parking

(d) the availability and likely use of other modes of

(g) any car parking deficiency or surplus associated
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facilities or other transport facilities, where such
facilities exist or are planned in the vicinity;

(i) any verified prior payment of a financial
contribution in lieu of parking for the land;

(k) any relevant parking plan for the area adopted
by Council;

(L) the impact on the historic cultural heritage
significance of the site if subject to the Local
Heritage Code;

(m) whether the provision of the parking would
result in the loss, directly or indirectly, of one or
more significant trees listed in the Significant Trees
Code.

The development site is not within a parking plan area adopted by Council nor is it subject to
clauses E6.6.5 to E6.6.10 of this planning scheme. Therefore, both the ‘General retail and hire’
and ‘Residential’ use components of the proposed development have been considered against
Table E6.1 (‘Number of Car Parking Spaces Required’). The proposal comprises thirty-one (31)
multiple dwellings, comprising 3 x 1-bedroom, 16 x 2-bedrooms, and 12 x 3-bedroom
apartments or penthouses. It also comprises a ‘General retail and hire’ use within the
commercial tenancy on ground floor. Table E6.1 stipulates the following car parking
requirements for ‘Residential’ use:

+ 1 car park for each single bedroom dwelling (3 are required);
s 2 car parks for each dwelling with 2 or more bedrooms (56 are required);
+ 1 dedicated visitor parking space per 4 dwellings (8 are required).

Table E6.1 stipulates the following car parking requirements for ‘General Retail and Hire' use:
s 1 car park per 30m? of floor area (6 are required).

Based on the above, to meet the Acceptable Solution (A1), the proposed development requires
73 car parks. However, it only has 61 car parks (11 on the ground floor and 25 on the lower
ground and basement levels respectively) and must therefore be assessed against the
associated Performance Criteria (P1). An assessment follows:

« Based on car parking space reguirements for ‘General Retail and Hire' and ‘Residential’
uses of Table E6.1 of the ‘Parking and Access Code’, the proposed development has a
requirement for 72 car parks and the proposed development provides 61, so is short of that
required by 11. However, the TIA calculates that due to characteristics of the site such as
proximity to local centres, high frequency public transit, bike lanes, and on-street parking
in the surrounding area, this supply of parking is adequate to service the propesal,
satisfying sub-clause (a);

¢ The kerbside lanes along Burnett Street are normally used for on-street parking, with the
exception of no stopping ‘clearway’ restrictions that apply during the peak periods on
weekdays, satisfying sub-clause (b);

+ High frequency bus services pass along Elizabeth Street in close proximity to the
development site, less than 400m walking distance from the site, and there are also bus
services along Argyle Street, satisfying sub-clause (c);

+ In addition to public transport, bicycle lanes are provided along Argyle and Campbell
Streets (37m to 250m north east of the site) providing further opportunity for sustainable
non car dependent travel, satisfying sub-clause (d);

+ As stated above, there is some level of on-street parking along Burnett Street providing
alternative car parking provision in addition to that within the proposed development,
satisfying sub-clause (e);

+ Although the car parking within the proposed development is 11 spaces less than the
requirements of Table E6.1, the on-street parking along Burnett Street can be shared by
multiple uses, satisfying sub-clause (f);
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« The TIA does not identify any car parking deficiency or surplus associated with the existing
use of the land; therefore sub-clause (g) is not considered applicable;

s There is no car parking credit as a result of a previous use of the site, therefore sub-clause
(h) is not considered applicable;

s As the proposed development provides adequate parking facilities, no in lieu financial
contribution is considered necessary, satisfying sub-clauses (i) and (j);

s There is no relevant parking plan for the area adopted by Council, therefore sub-clause (k)
is not applicable;

+ The site is located within Places of Archaeological Potential (Table E13.4) and Appendix J
provides a Statement of Historical Archaeological Potential, which concludes that the site
has little or no archaeological potential, and concludes that further development of the
site may proceed without the need for any further archaeological input, satisfying sub-
clause (l);

* The site is not in proximity to any significant trees listed in the Significant Trees Code;
therefore sub-clause (m) is not applicable.

On the basis of the above, the proposed development is considered to satisfy the applicable
Performance Criteria (P1).

E6.6.2 Number of Accessible Car Parking Spaces for People with a Disability

As identified in the TIA (Appendix F) disabled car parking is not required for residential
developments under the Building Code, therefore Clause E6.6.2 is not applicable.

E6.6.3 Number of Motorcycle Parking Spaces

Objective:
To ensure enough motoreyele parking is provided to meet the needs of likely users of a use or development.
Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria
A1l P1
The number of on-site motoreycle parking spaces provided The number of on-site motorcycle parking spaces
must be at a rate of 1 space to each 20 car parking spaces must be sufficient to meet the needs of likely users
after the first 19 car parking spaces except if bulky goods having regard to all of the following, as
sales, (rounded to the nearest whole number). Where an appropriate:
existing use or development is extended or intensified, the
additional number of motorcycle parking spaces provided (a) motorcycle parking demand;
must be calculated on the amount of extension or
intensification, provided the existing number of motorcycle (b) the availability of on-street and public
parking spaces is not reduced. motorcycle parking in the locality;
(c) the availability and likely use of other modes of
transport;
(d) the availability and suitability of alternative
arrangements for matorcycle parking provision.

There are no on-site motorcycle parking spaces provided as part of the proposed development,
and as there are 61 car parking spaces proposed, 2 spaces would be required to meet the
Acceptable Solution (A1). Therefore, the proposal has been assessed against the associated
Performance Criteria (P1). As the site is in close proximity to alternative modes of travel,
namely public transport routes, bicycle lanes, and walking distance to the local centre in North
Hobart and the City Centre, demand for motorcycle parking is considered to be substantially
reduced. On this basis, the proposed development is considered to satisfy the Performance
Criteria (P1).

+ There is no opportunity to provide motorcycle parking given a sizeable car park is proposed
on a relatively tight site, therefore the Traffic Impact Assessment has not deemed there to
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be demand for motorbike parking and considers the provision of bicycle parking facilities to
be more appropriate in the location and thus sub-clause (a) is considered not applicable;

+ On street parking along Burnett Street and within the general locality is considered to
adequately accommodate motorcycle parking, satisfying sub-clauses (b) and (d);

¢ The site is in close proximity to public transport routes and bicycle lanes as well as within
walking distance to the local centre in North Hobart and the City Centre, satisfying sub-
clause (c).

On the basis of the above, the proposed development is considered to satisfy the Performance
Criteria (P1).

E6.6.4 Number of Bicycle Parking Spaces

Objective:

To ensure enough bicycle parking is provided to meet the needs of likely users and by so doing to encourage
cycling as a healthy and environmentally friendly mode of transport for commuter, shopping and recreational
trips.

Acceptable Solutien Performance Criteria

AZ P2

The number of on-site bicycle parking spaces provided must The number of on-site bicycle parking spaces
be no less than the number specified in Table E6.2. provided must have regard to all of the following:

(a) the nature of the use and its operations;

(b) the location of the use and its accessibility by
cyclists;

(c) the balance of the potential need of both those
working on a site and clients or other visitors
coming to the site.

There are no minimum bicycle parking requirements for the proposed development under Table
E6.2, ‘Number and Class of Bicycle Parking Spaces Required’, as the ‘Residential’ use is not for
an aged care home and the floor area allocated for the ‘General Retail And Hire' use is less
than 500m?. Accordingly the clause is considered not applicable.

Notwithstanding the above, the proposed development provides bicycle parking, namely 2
spaces on each level of the car parking areas.

E 6.7 Development Standards
E6.7.1 Number of Vehicular Accesses

Objective:
To ensure that:
(a) safe and efficient access is provided to all road network users, including, but not limited to: drivers,
passengers, pedestrians, and cyclists, by minimising:
(i) the number of vehicle access points; and
(ii) loss of on-street car parking spaces;
(b) vehicle access points do not unreasonably detract frem the amenity of adjoining land uses;
() vehicle access points do not have a dominating impact on local streetscape and character.

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria
Al P1

The number of vehicle access points provided for each road o

frontage must be no more than 1 or the existing number of

vehicle access points, whichever is the greater.

There is currently one access on the Burnett Street frontage, associated with 42-44 Burnett
Street. The proposal includes removal of this access and relocating it approximately 5m further
north east along the frontage.
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The proposal is considered to comply with the Acceptable Solution (A1).

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria
A2 P2

In the Central Business Zone and Particular Purpose Zone 10 e

(Royal Hobart Hospital) no new vehicular access is provided

unless an existing access point is removed.

The site of the proposal is not located within the Central Business Zone or the Particular
Purpose Zone 10 (Royal Hobart Hospital) therefore Acceptable Solution (A2) is not applicable.

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria
A3 P3
In Particular Purpose Zone 4 - Calvary Healthcare Hospital Mo performance criteria.

Campus access to the site is to be provided according to the
location of approved access points off Augusta Road and Honara
Avenue shown on the endorsed plans associated with permit
PLN-14-00428-01. The other access points noted are to be
utilised for emergency access only.

The proposal is not located in Particular Purpose Zone 4; therefore Acceptable Solution (A3) is
not applicable.

E6.7.2 Design of Vehicular Accesses

Objective:
To ensure safe and efficient access fer all users, including drivers, passengers, pedestrians and cyclists by

locating, designing and constructing vehicle access points safely relative to the road network.
Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria

Al P1

Design of vehicle access points must comply with all of the "

following:

(a) In the case of non-commercial vehicle access; the
location, sight distance, width and gradient of an access
must be designed and constructed to comply with section
3 - "Access Facilities to Off-street Parking Areas and
Queuing Areas” of AS/NZS 2890.1:2004 Parking Facilities
Part 1: Off-street car parking;

(b} In the case of commercial vehicle access; the location,
sight distance, geometry and gradient of an access must
be designed and constructed to comply with all access
driveway provisions in section 3 “Access Driveways and
Circulation Roadways” of AS2890.2 - 2002 Parking
facilities Part 2: Off-street commercial vehicle facilities.

The proposal has been considered against the Acceptable Solution (A1) as follows:

+ Asoutlined in the Traffic Impact Assessment (Appendix G), the vehicular access
arrangements and all car parking and traffic design have been informed by AS/NZS
2890.1:2004 “Access Facilities to Off-street Parking Areas and Queuing Areas”, specifically:

o The access has been removed and relocated approximately 5m further north east
along the frontage; the various safe intersection sight distances associated with
vehicles entering and exiting the development’s driveway access have been found
to satisfy the requirements set out in AS 2890.1;

o The width of the proposed access driveway to the development site will be 5.8m
wide, sufficient to accommodate two-way traffic movement; and
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o The grade of the access to the site is less than 5% and the grade of the ramps will
be up to 25% with the addition of transition sections at each end. The 25% grade
will be on the inside curve of the ramp with a lesser grade at the outside curve.

e As there is no commercial vehicle access, sub-clause (b) is not considered applicable.

Further explanatory notes are contained in Appendix G - Supplement, which provide more
details on how the proposed design is able to comply with applicable standards.

On the basis of the above, the proposal satisfies the Acceptable Soluticn (A1).

E6.7.3 Vehicular Passing Areas along an Access

Objective:

To ensure that:

(a) the design and location of access and parking areas creates a safe environment for users by minimising the
potential for conflicts inveolving vehicles, pedestrians, and cyelists;

(b) use or development does not adversely impact on the safety or efficiency of the road network as a result of
delayed turning movements into a site.

Acceptable Solutien Perfor Criteria
Al P1
Vehicular passing areas must: Vehicular passing areas must be provided in sufficient
number, dimension and siting so that the access is
(a) be provided if any of the following applies to an safe, efficient and convenient, having regard to all of
access: the following:
(i) it serves more than 5 car parking spaces; (a) avoidance of conflicts between users including

vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians;
(ii} is more than 30 m long;
(b} avoidance of unreasonable interference with the
(iii} it meets a road serving more than 6000 flow of traffic on adjoining roads;
vehicles per day;
(c) suitability for the type and volume of traffic likely
(b) be 6 m long, 5.5 m wide, and taper to the width of to be generated by the use or development;
the driveway;
(d) ease of accessibility and recognition for users.
(c) have the first passing area constructed at the kerb;

(d) be at intervals of no more than 30 m along the access.

The circulation/road parking aisle serves more than 5 car parking spaces and is more than 30m
in length. Accordingly, the internal driveway through the site will be at least 5.5m to allow
almost uninterrupted two-way car movement. Within the site, the parking aisles will be at least
5.8 m for the two car and one car garage parking, which is sufficient in meeting AS 2890.1
requirements (a), (b), (¢) and (d). The one area where vehicles will not be able to pass is on
the ramps to the lower levels for which a ‘traffic light’ solution is proposed to ensure that only
one vehicle is on the ramp at any time.

Additional explanatory notes are provided in both the Traffic Impact Assessment (Appendix G)
and in the Appendix G - Supplement, which provide more details on how the proposed design is
able to satisfy the sub-clauses of Performance Criteria (P1).

E 6.7.4 On-5ite Turning

Objective:

To ensure safe, efficient and convenient access for all users, including drivers, passengers, pedestrians and
cyclists, by generally requiring vehicles to enter and exit in a forward direction.

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria

Al P1

On-site turning must be provided to enable vehicles to exit a site in a forward | ***
direction, except where the access complies with any of the following:

(a) it serves no more than two dwelling units;
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(b} it meets a road carrying less than 6000 vehicles per day.

For car parking and driveway areas on the basement, lower ground, and ground floors of the
proposed development, there are adequate on-site turning and manoeuvring areas for each car
parking space so that all vehicles are able to exit the site in a forward direction. These are
demonstrated in the concept sweep path diagrams in Appendix H.

Refer to further details in the Traffic Impact Assessment (Appendix G). Vehicle sweep paths are
provided in Appendix H for B85 vehicles.

Further explanatory notes are contained in Appendix G - Supplement, which provide more
details on how the proposed design is able to comply with applicable standards.

On this basis, the proposed development is considered able to comply with Acceptable
Solution (A1).

E 6.7.5 Layout of Parking Areas

Objective:

To ensure that parking areas for cars (including ble parking s ), motoreycles and bicycles are
located, designed and constructed to enable safe, easy and efficient use.

Acceptable Solution Perfoermance Criteria

Al P1

The layout of car parking spaces, access aisles, circulation roadways and The layout of car parking spaces,
ramps must be designed and constructed to comply with section 2 “Design of access aisles, circulation roadways
Parking Modules, Circulation Roeadways and Ramps” of AS/NZS 2890.1:2004 and ramps must be safe and must
Parking Facilities Part 1: Off-street car parking and must have sufficient ensure ease of access, egress and
headroom to comply with clause 5.3 “Headroom” of the same Standard. manaoeuvring on-site,

The TIA provides detail of the layout of car parking spaces, access aisles, circulation roadways
and ramps as follows:

« For car parking spaces, all spaces for staff, employees and residents will be 5.4m long and
2.4m wide in accordance with minimum requirements of AS2890;

s For access aisles, the width of the parking aisle for residential parking will be at least the
minimum of 5.8m and in the commercial parking area around 6.2 to 6.6m (as required by
AS 2890.1 for User Class 1A) with at least a 1.0m extension to the ends of the parking aisle
for cars to reverse out of parking spaces;

¢« For ramps, their grade will be up to 25% with the addition of transition sections at each end
and the 25% grade will be on the inside curve of the ramp with a lesser grade at the outside
curve.

All of the above as well as circulation roadways meet the relevant requirements of AS2890.

Furthermore, off-street parking areas have a height clearance of 2.2m in all trafficable areas as
required by AS 2890.1, allowing for any beams.

Refer to further details in the Traffic Impact Assessment (Appendix G).

Further explanatory notes are contained in Appendix G - Supplement, which provide more
details on how the proposed design is able to comply with applicable standards.

On this basis, the proposed development is considered able to comply with Acceptable
Solution (A1).
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E6.7.6 Surface Treatment of Parking Areas

all of the following;

of a property boundary or a sealed roadway;

(b) drained to an approved stormwater system,

standards of the Council.

(a) paved or treated with a durable all-weather pavement where within 75m

provided that the standard of paving and drainage complies with the adopted

Objective:

To ensure that parking spaces and vehicle circulation readways do not detract from the amenity of users,
adjoining occupiers or the environment by preventing dust, mud and sedi t transport.

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria

Al P1

Parking spaces and vehicle circulation roadways must be in accordance with R

The proposed off-street parking and vehicle circulation roadways will be concrete and drained

to an approved stormwater system, including a new stormwater discharge to the kerb, as
shown in the Concept Services Plan in Appendix |.

Appendix 1 provides detail of the calculated stormwater runoff. It is noted that “to service the

basement level drainage, a small private pump station shall be installed to cater for
stormwater drainage only” (pé of the Concept Services Report).

On this basis, the proposed development is considered able to comply with Acceptable

Solution (A1).

E6.7.7 Lighting of Parking Areas

Objective:

i ]

To ensure parking and vehicle circul r
provided with lighting to a standard which:

(a) enables easy and efficient use;

(b) promotes the safety of users;

(d) prevents unreasonable light overspill impacts.

ys and p

ian paths used outside daylight hours are

(c) minimises opportunities for crime or anti-social behaviour; and

Acceptable Solution

Performance Criteria

Al

Parking and vehicle circulation roadways and pedestrian
paths serving 5 or more car parking spaces, used outside
daylight hours, must be provided with lighting in
accordance with clause 3.1 “Basis of Design” and clause
3.6 “Car Parks” in AS/NZS5 1158.3.1:2005 Lighting for
roads and public spaces Part 3.1: Pedestrian area
(Category P) lighting.

P1

Parking and vehicle circulation roadways and pedestrian
paths used outside daylight hours must be provided with
lighting to a standard which satisfies all of the
following:

(a) enables easy and efficient use of the area;

(b) minimises potential for conflicts involving
pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles;

(c) reduces opportunities for crime or anti-social
behaviour by supporting passive surveillance and clear
sight lines and treating the risk from concealment or
entrapment points;

(d) prevents unreasonable impact on the amenity of
adjoining users through light overspill;

(e) is appropriate to the hours of operation of the use.

Lighting to public areas will be implemented as per Australian Standards, it is considered
appropriate that permit conditions requiring more details plans prior to works commencing be

incorporated into any planning permit issued.
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On this basis, the proposed development is considered able to comply with Acceptable
Solution (A1).

E6.7.8 Landscaping of Parking Areas

Objective:
To ensure that large parking and circulation areas are landscaped to:

(a) relieve the visual impact on the streetscape of large expanses of hard surfaces;
(b) screen the beundary of car parking areas to soften the amenity impact on neighbouring properties;
(c) contribute to the creation of vibrant and liveable places;

(d) reduce oppertunities for crime or anti-social behaviour by maintaining clear sightlines.

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria

Al P1

Landscaping of parking and circulation areas must be provided | Landscaping of parking and circulation areas
where more than 5 car parking spaces are proposed. This accommodating more than 5 cars must satisfy all
landscaping must be no less than 5 percent of the area of the of the following:

car park, except in the Central Business Zone where no (a) Relieve the visual impact on the streetscape
landscaping is required. of large expanses of hard surfaces;

[b) Soften the boundary of car parking areas to
reduce the amenity impact on neighbouring
properties and the streetscape;

(e} Reduce opportunities for crime or anti-secial
behaviour by maintaining passive
surveillance opportunities from nearby
public spaces and buildings.

Although the proposal has more than 5 car parking spaces, landscaping is not proposed for the
parking and circulation areas and therefore the Acceptable Solution (A1) is not met.
Accordingly, the proposal has been considered against the Performance Criteria (P1) as follows:

e As car parking is located within the building envelope on the ground, lower ground, and
basement level, there is no visual impact on the streetscape, therefore sub-clauses (a) and
(b) are not relevant;

¢ Only 5 of the 61 car parks will be for visitors and the remainder for residents of the
building, thus reducing the likelihood of crime. Furthermore, CCTV cameras can be
installed to reduce this further, satisfying sub-clause (c).

On the basis of the above, the Performance Criteria (P1) are satisfied.

E6.7.9 Design of Motorcycle Parking Areas

Objective:

To ensure that motoreycle parking areas are located, designed and constructed to enable safe, easy and
efficient use.

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria

Al F1

The design of motorcycle parking areas must comply with all of | ™™
the following:
(2} be located, designed and constructed te comply with
section 2.4.7 “Provision for Motorcycles™ of AS/NZS
2890.1:2004 Parking Facilities Part 1: Off-street car
parking;
(b) be located within 30 m of the main entrance to the
building.

As no motorcycle parking areas are included in the proposal, Clause E6.7.9 is not applicable.
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The design of bicycle parking facilities must comply with all the | The design of bicycle parking facilities must
following; provide safe, obvious and easy access for

(a) be provided in accordance with the requirements of Table

the bicycle parking area;
(b} be located within 30 m of the main entrance to the building.

the public road to provide adequate passive
from the parking facility to the building;

(d) avoiding creation of concealment points
minimise the risk.

Objective:

To encourage cycling as a healthy and environmentally friendly mode of transport for commuter, shopping and
recreational trips by providing secure, ible and convenient bicycle parking sp

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria

Al P1

cyclists, having regard to all of the following:

E6.2; (a) minimising the distance from the street to

(c) providing clear sightlines from the building or

surveillance of the parking facility and the route

to

There are no minimum bicycle parking requirements for the proposed development under Table
E6.2, ‘Number and Class of Bicycle Parking Spaces Required’, as the ‘Residential’ use is not for
an aged care home and the floor area allocated for the ‘General Retail And Hire’ use is less

than 500m?. Accordingly the clause is considered not applicable.

Notwithstanding the above, the proposed development provides bicycle parking on each level
of the car parking areas, with the ground floor level spaces located approximately 21m from

the vehicle entry in accordance with A1 (b).

However, bicycle parking is provided for the ground floor ‘General Retail and Hire’ use and is

within 30m of both the foyer entrance and the car access.

The proposal complies with Acceptable Solution A1.

E6.7.11 Bicycle End of Trip Facilities - Not Applicable

Objective:

To ensure that cyclists are provided with adequate end of trip facilities.

Acceptable Solutien Performance Criteria
Al P1

wha

For all new buildings where the use requires the provision of
more than 5 bicycle parking spaces for employees under Table
E6.2, 1 shower and change room facility must be provided, plus
1 additional shower for each 10 additional employee bicycle
spaces thereafter.

As the ‘Residential” and ‘General Retail and Hire’ use classes do not require more than 5
bicycle spaces, Clause E6.7.11 is not applicable.

E6.7.12 Siting of Car Parking

Objective:

To ensure that the streetscape, amenity and character of urban areas is not adversely affected by siting of
vehicle parking and access facilities.

Acceptable Solutien Performance Criteria

Al P1
Parking spaces and vehicle turning areas, including garages or .
covered parking areas in the Inner Residential Zone, Urban

Mixed Use Zone, Village Zone, Local Business Zone and General
Business Zone must be located behind the building line of
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buildings located or proposed on a site except if a parking area
is already provided in front of the building line of a shopping
centre.

As the site of the proposal is zoned ‘Commercial’, the above Acceptable Solution (A1) is not
applicable.

E6.7.13 Facilities for Commercial Vehicles

Objective:

Teo ensure that facilities for commercial vehicles are provided on site, as appropriate.

Acceptable Solutien Performance Criteria

Al P1

Commercial vehicle facilities for loading, unloading or Commercial vehicle arrangements for loading,
manoeuvring must be provided on-site in accordance with unloading or manoeuvring must not compromise
Australian Standard for Off-street Parking, Part 2: Commercial. the safety and convenience of vehicular traffic,
Vehicle Facilities AS 2890.2:2002, unless: cyclists, pedestrians and other road users.

(a) the delivery of all inward bound goods is by a single person
from a vehicle parked in a dedicated loading zone within 50 m
of the site;

(b} the use is not primarily dependent on outward delivery of
goods from the site.

Commercial vehicle facilities for loading, unloading or manoeuvring have not been provided on-
site, there is not a dedicated loading zone within 50 m of the site, and the use is not primarily
dependent on outward delivery of goods from the site. Therefore, the proposal does not meet
the Acceptable Solution (A1) and has been assessed against the associated Performance Criteria
(P1).

The Traffic Impact Assessment (Appendix G) confirms that, in relation to commercial vehicle
arrangements, the commercial tenancy will be attended to by commercial or private
contractors from on-street parking. Some of this will occur outside business hours, as is normal
for businesses in the Hobart area. It can be staggered in timing as to not compromise on the
safety and convenience of vehicular traffic, cyclists, pedestrians and other road users.

Appendix G Supplement - confirms that the waste collection commercial vehicles will not enter
the building.

The proposal is considered to satisfy Performance Criteria (P1).

E6.7.14 Access to a Road

Objective:

To ensure that access to the road network is provided appropriately.

Acceptable Solutien Performance Criteria
Al P1

Access to a road must be in accordance with the No Performance Criteria,
requirements of the road authority.

The proposed new cross over to the northern frontage of 40 Burnett Street will be 5.8m wide,
which is sufficient to accommodate the two-way traffic movement. The TIA confirms that the
dimensions of the access are compliant with relevant Australian Standards thus satisfying
requirements of the road authority.

The proposal is considered compliant with Acceptable Solution (A1).
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E 7.0 Stormwater Management Code

This code applies to development requiring the management of stormwater (Clause E7.2.1) and
no development is exempt from this code as per Clause E7.4.1. The proposal has been assessed
against the relevant provisions of the code.

E7.7 Development Standards
Supporting information for the following clauses is contained in Appendix I.

E7.7.1 Stormwater Drainage and Disposal

Objective:

To ensure that stormwater quality and quantity is managed appropriately.
Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria
Al P1

Stormwater from new impervious surfaces must be disposed of
by gravity to public stormwater infrastructure.

Stormwater from new impervious surfaces must be
managed by any of the following:

(a) disposed of on-site with soakage devices
having regard to the suitability of the site, the
system design and water sensitive urban design
principles;

(b} collected for re-use on the site;

(c) disposed of to public stormwater infrastructure
via a pump system which is designed, maintained
and managed to minimise the risk of failure to the
satisfaction of the Council.

As all areas of the site are currently impervious, the proposed development will not lead to an
increase in impervious surfaces. Appendix 1 provides detail of the calculated stormwater
runoff. It is noted that “to service the basement level drainage, a small private pump station
shall be installed to cater for stormwater drainage only” (pé of the Concept Services Report).

Hence, while the majority of the stormwater from the proposal will be disposed of by gravity,
compliant with the Acceptable Solution (A1) a small portion will rely on a pumped solution.

Accordingly the proposal is considered to satisfy Performance Criteria P1 (c)

Further information is provided in Appendix I.

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria
A2 P2

A stormwater system for a new development must incorporate
water sensitive urban design principles R1 for the treatment
and disposal of stormwater if any of the following apply:

(b) the size of new impervious area is more than 600 m*;

(b) new car parking is provided for more than 6 cars;

(c) A subdivision is for mere than 5 lots.

A stormwater system for a new development must
incorporate a stormwater drainage system of a
size and design sufficient to achieve the
stormwater quality and quantity targets in
accordance with the State Stormwater Strategy
2010, as detailed in Table E7.1 unless it is not
feasible to do so.

As the proposal provides new car parking for more than 6 cars, the above proposal requires the

incorporation of water sensitive urban design principles. Acceptable Solution (A2) has not been

met and the proposal must therefore be considered against the associated Performance Criteria
(P2).
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Appendix | provides details of the proposed management system which includes 3.7kl detention
tanks and Ocean Protect Storm Filters. MUSIC modelling is confirmed as demonstrating that the
reduction percentages achieved satisfy Performance Criteria P2. However, the

On this basis, the proposal is considered to satisfy Performance Criteria P2.

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria
A3 P3
A minor stormwater drainage system must be designed to Mo Performance Criteria.

comply with all of the following:

(a) Be able to accommodate a storm with an ARI of 20 years
in the case of non-industrial zoned land and an ARl of 50
years in the case of industrial zoned land, when the land
serviced by the system is fully developed;

stormwater runoff will be no greater than pre-existing
runoff or any increase can be accommodated within
existing or upgraded public stormwater infrastructure.

(b

The minor stormwater drainage system has been designed to accommodate a storm with an ARI
of 20 years and stormwater runoff can be accommodated within existing or upgraded public
stormwater infrastructure. This is in accordance with the Concept Services Report in Appendix |
and the proposal therefore meets the Acceptable Solution (A3).

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria
A4 P4

A major stormwater drainage system must be designed to No Performance Criteria.
accommodate a storm with an ARl of 100 years.

There is no major stormwater drainage system required as part of this proposal, therefore sub-
clause A4 is not applicable.

E8.0 Electricity Transmission Infrastructure Protection Code

The proposed development is not within:

« an electricity transmission corridor;
« 55m of a communications stations; and
e 65 m of a substation.

The TasNetworks substation at 222 Campbell Street, North Hobart is approximately 140m to the
north east of the development site.

Accordingly, an assessment against the code is not triggered by the proposal.

E9.0 Attenuation Code

The Republic Bar and Café is located at 299 Elizabeth Street (Corner of Elizabeth and Burnett
Streets) and is approximately within 110 m southwest of the subject site. The Republic Bar is a
venue know for providing live entertainment including bands. Late Night Music Venue is an
activity listed in Table E9.1 Attenuation Distances and accordingly the code must be
considered.
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E9.7.2 Development for Sensitive Use in Proximity to Use with Potential to Cause
Environmental Harm

Objective:

To ensure that new sensitive use does not conflict with, interfere with or constrain uses with potential te
cause environmental harm.

Acceptable Solutien Perfermance Criteria
Al P1
Mo Acceptable Solution. Development for sensitive use, including

subdivision of lots within a sensitive zone, must

not result in potential to be impacted by

environmental harm from use with potential to
cause environmental harm, having regard to all of
the following:

(a) The nature of the use with potential to cause
environmental harm; including:

i) Operational characteristics;

i) Scale and intensity;

iif} Degree of hazard or pollution that may
emitted from the activity;

(b} The degree of encroachment by the sensitive
use into the Attenuation Area or the
attenuation distance;

(c) Measures in the design, layout and
construction of the development for the
sensitive use to eliminate, mitigate or
manage effects of emissions.

As there is no acceptable solution for the above clause, the Performance Criteria are addressed
as follows:

e  The nature of the relevant late-night music venue is such that it is unlikely to cause
environmental harm to the proposed sensitive use. The operational characteristics of
the venue are that it is limited in size and capacity. Therefore, the scale and intensity
of the use of the venue is limited compared with other late-night music venues. While
the venue has an outdoor area, this is not used for late night music. Instead, late night
music is confined to within the building on the site, thereby reducing the degree of
noise pollution that may be emitted.

e The site is approximately 110m from the relevant late-night music venue. Therefore,
while the proposed sensitive use would be within the prescribed attenuation distance,
it would still be well separated from the venue. This separation would include the
buildings fronting onto Burnett Street between the site and the venue, such as the
substantial warehouse building on the adjoining property at 48 Burnett Street and the
two-storey commercial buildings at 56-58 and 64 Burnett Street, respectively.

« The proposed building would have very few windows facing toward the relevant late-
night music venue. As shown in the proposed south-west elevation plan, only four
relatively small windows are proposed within this elevation, other than clerestory
windows proposed on the upper level of building. The building would have concrete
panel walls which would assist in mitigating noise impacts from the venue. Much of the
south-western side of the proposed building would alse abut the substantial warehouse
on the adjoining property mentioned above.

Based on the above the proposal is considered to satisfy applicable elements of Performance
Criteria (P1).

E13.0 Historic Heritage Code

The site is not listed on the Tasmanian Heritage Register, nor is a Heritage Place on Table
E.13.1 of the Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015 listed, although it is within the Places of
Archaeological Sensitivity as defined by Figure E.13.1 of the Hobart Interim Planning Scheme
2015. Therefore, under Part E13.5 ‘Application Requirements’ of the Code, the Planning
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Authority may require an Archaeological Impact Assessment in order to assess the proposal
against the performance criteria. A full Archaeological Impact Assessment & Archaeological
Method Statement can be found in Appendix J. The proposal has also been assessed against
Part E.13.10 of the planning scheme, ‘Development Standards for Places of Archaeclogical

Potential’, as outlined below.

E13.0 Development Standards for Places of Archaeological Potential
E13.10.1 Building, Works and Demolition

Objective:

To ensure that building, works and demalition at a place of archaeological potential is planned and
implemented in a manner that seeks to understand, retain, protect, preserve and otherwise appropriately
manage significant archaeological evidence.

Acceptable Solution Performance Criteria

Al P1

Building and works do not involve excavation or ground Buildings, works and demolition must not

disturbance. unnecessarily impact on archaeological resources
at places of archaeological potential, having
regard to:

(a) the nature of the archaeological evidence,
either known or predicted;

(b} measures proposed to investigate the
archaeological evidence to confirm
predictive statements of potential;

(c) strategies to avoid, minimise and/or control
impacts arising from building, works and
demolition;

(d} where it is demonstrated there is no prudent
and feasible alternative to impacts arising
from building, works and demolition,
measures proposed to realise both the
research potential in the archaeological
evidence and a meaningful public benefit
from any archaeological investigation;

(e} measures proposed to preserve significant
archaeological evidence ‘in situ’.

The proposal will involve significant excavation to develop the new apartment building,
including the basement and lower ground floors, so does not meet the Acceptable Solution
(A1). It has therefore been assessed against the Performance Criteria (P1) as follows:

e The Archaeological Impact Assessment prepared for the site identifies a development
history since the 1840s for both 40 Burnett Street and 42-44 Burnett Street, with
excavation and subsequent development on both sites having had a major impact on earlier
archaeological remains with demolition of previous historic buildings thought to have been
reasonably thorough and truncated any subsurface remains of the earlier buildings,
satisfying sub-clause (a);

* Asstated above, an Archaeoclogical Impact Assessment was prepared for the site and
confirmed that the site has little or no archaeological potential, and therefore it is
concluded that any further development of the site may proceed without the need for any
further archaeological input, satisfying sub-clause (b);

¢ The Archaeological Impact Assessment confirms that it unlikely that substantial/intact
archaeological remains are present on the two sites and therefore sub-clause (c) is not
considered relevant;

e Asitis unlikely that substantial/intact archaeological remains are present on the two sites,
sub-clauses (d) and (e) are not considered relevant.

On the basis of the above, the proposal satisfies the Performance Criteria (P1).
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E13.10.2 Subdivision

As the proposed development does not involve subdivision, this provision is considered not
applicable.

5. Impact Assessment

5.1 Traffic and Transport Networks

A Traffic Impact Assessment has been undertaken (refer Appendix G and Appendix G
Supplement). The report considers the potential increase in traffic from the proposed uses and
development, safety implications as well as compliance with elements of the Planning Scheme
and relevant Australian Standards. The report concludes that the proposed development will
not give rise to any adverse operational or safety issues and it is supported on traffic grounds.

Metro bus stops are located within a 300m radius of the subject site. The site is also within
easy walking distance of local shops and a primary school. Future residents and users of the
proposed development will be provided with a number of active transport options contributing
to better health outcomes.

5.2 Urban Activation

The proposed development site is located in close proximity to the North Hobart transit
corridor which has been identified as a strategic location for densification.

Furthermore, the site provides excellent access to public transport and is within walking
distance of shops and cafes along North Hobart’s main road; the city centre; as well as a local
park and primary school. The proposed development repurposes fully serviced underutilised
land with a design that positively contributes to the demand for residential dwellings within
Hobart.

The Burnett Street Apartments project will activate a quieter part of North Hobart by
continuing a lively edge and link to the busy areas of Elizabeth Street. Furthermore, proximity
to leafy Soundy Park allows and encourages its residents to use the public open space, interact
and be part of the city. The North Hobart strip is currently the bustling heart of this area but is
limited to a small part of Elizabeth Street, condensing pedestrian and traffic activity. Burnett
Street provides the opportunity to expand this strip, and at the same time provide an
attractive and enjoyable connection to the nearby park.

5.3 Solar Access

The design of the proposed apartment building provides appropriate solar access through
windows to all apartments and penthouses on each side. Westerly sun has the strongest
penetration and the building’s north westerly facade fronting Burnett Street has sliding,
vertical timber battens that can block out westerly sun. The building’s south westerly facade
has few windows as the apartment buildings along that wall have alternative natural light from
the south east and north west elevations. Both the north east and south east building facades
have eave mechanisms in the form of a timber pergola on the north east facade and a balcony
overhang on the south east facade. Combined, these measures are considered adequate to
provide adequate solar access to all liveable, inhabited areas of the building whilst reducing
and blocking out intense sunlight.
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5.4 Economic Impacts

Beyond the economic stimulus from the construction activity, the future residents and visitors
to the site will provide ongoing positive contributions to the local community. Firstly, by being
within comfortable walking distance to the local shops in North Hobart as well as the Hobart
CBD. Secondly the proximity of metro bus services is likely to appeal to residents, thereby
increasing public transport patronage with consequential reduction for increased road
infrastructure.

6. Conclusion & Recommendations

The proposal seeks to develop the Burnett Street Apartment building predominantly for
residential use with a small commercial tenancy. The proposal is for demolition of existing
buildings; adhesion of two lots to create a single development site area; removal of an existing
access to the site and replacement with another access closer to the western corner of the
site; and development of a 5-storey mixed use building. The mixed-use building will comprise 2
levels of on-site parking; 1 commercial space on the ground floor; 4 floors of residential
development with a total of 31 multiple dwellings; and provision of associated
telecommunications, bicycle parking, rubbish and mailbox provisions for occupants of the
development.

The proposed development generates the following discretions under the Hobart Interim
Planning Scheme 2015 (the Scheme):

e« 23.3 Use Standards
o 23.3.2 Noise (P1);
¢ 23.4 Development Standards for Buildings and Works
o 23.4.1 Building Height (P1);
o 23.4.3 Design (P1);
o 23.4.5 Landscaping (P1).
« E2.0 Potentially Contaminated Land Code
= EZ.5 Use Standards (P1 (b));
o Development Standards - E2.6.2 Excavation (P1(b));
« E5.0 Road and Railway Assets Code
E5.5.1 Existing road accesses and junctions (P3);
E5.6.4 Sight distance at accesses, junctions and level crossings (P1).
e E6.0 Parking and Access Code
o E6.6.1 Number of Car Parking Spaces (P1);
o E6.6.3 Number of Motorcycle Parking Spaces (P1);
o E6.7.3 Vehicle Passing Area along an Access (P1);
o E6.7.8 Landscaping of Parking Areas (P1);
o E6.7.13 Facilities for Commercial Vehicles (P1).
« E7.0 Stormwater Management Code
E7.7.1 Stormwater Drainage and Disposal (P1 (c)) and (P2);
« E9.0 Attenuation Code
o E9.7.2 Development for Sensitive Use in Proximity to Use with Potential to
Cause Environmental Harm (P1);
« E13.0 Historic Heritage Code
E13.10.1 Building, Works and Demolition (P1).

The proposal has been assessed against all relevant performance criteria and found to either
comply with Acceptable Solutions or be able to satisfy applicable Performance Criteria.

In conclusion, the application is considered to be acceptable with respect to the Planning
Scheme requirements and therefore ought to be supported by the Planning Authority.

"I.G 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street; October 2020 38
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APPENDIX A

Title Information
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APPENDIX B

Survey Plan
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APPENDIX C

Proposal Plans

'.I.G 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street; October 2020 4
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APPENDIX D

Owner Advice Letters
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APPENDIX E

Demolition Report
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APPENDIX F

Environmental Site Assessment

'.I.G 8 & 10 Petchey Street - November 2018 44
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APPENDIX G

Traffic Impact Assessment

'.I.G 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, October 2020 45
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APPENDIX G Supplement

Traffic Impact Assessment - specific RFI comments

'.I.G 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, October 2020 46
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APPENDIX H

Concept Sweep Path Diagrams
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APPENDIX |

Concept Services
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APPENDIX J

Archaeological Impact Assessment & Statement
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APPENDIX K
Building Physics Report
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APPENDIX L

Architectural Design Statement
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Johnstone McGee & Gandy Pty Ltd
ABN 76 473834 852 ACN 009 547 139
www.jmg.net.au

HOBART OFFICE LAUNCESTON OFFICE
117 Harrington Street 49-51 Elizabeth Street
Hobart TAS 7000 Launceston TAS 7250
Phone (03) 6231 2555 Phone (03) 6334 5548
infohbt@jmg.net.au infoltn@jmg.net.au

Engineers & Planners
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Engineers & Planners

JMG Ref: 193078PH

27 October 2020

City Planning

Hobart City Council

Attn: Michael McClenahan

Via email - coh@hobartcity.com.au & HCC Portal

Dear Michael,

40 BURNETT STREET & 44/42 BURNETT STREET, NORTH HOBART

DEMOLITIONS, NEW BUILDING FOR 31 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS AND GENERAL RETAIL
AND HIRE, SUBDIVISION (LOT CONSOLIDATION), ALTERATIONS TO ACCESS, AND
ASSOCIATED WORKS

APPLICATION NO. PLN-20-633

Further to our recent conversations, the propeosal infermation uploaded to Council’s
Development Portal today, is a comprehensive set of information that supersedes all
previously submitted information for the above planning permit application.

The documents are provided to facilitate the statutory public notification requirements
and include updates to the original supporting planning report and a number of the
excerpt reports so as to incorporate the information previously submitted in response
to Council Further Information requests of 23 September and 20 October 2020.

If further information or clarification is required with respect to this request, please
contact me on 6231 2555 or at planning@jmg.net.au.

Yours faithfully
JOHNSTONE McGEE & GANDY PTY LTD

S B

Indra Boss
TOWN PLANNER

117 Harrington Street
Hobart 7000

Phone (03) 6231 2555
Fax (03) 6231 1535

infohbt@jmg.net.au

49-51 Elizabeth Street
Launceston 7250
Phone (03) 6334 5548
Fax (03) 6331 2954

infoltn@jmg.net.au

Johnstone McGee &
Gandy Pty Ltd

ABN 76 473 834 852
ACN 009 547 139

as trustee for Johnstone
McGee & Gandy

Unit Trust

www.jmg.net.au
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Engineers & Planners

JMG Ref: 193078PH

23 October 2020

City Planning

Hobart City Council

Attn: Michael McClenahan

Via email - coh@hobartcity.com.au & HCC Portal

—| Dear Michael,

40 BURNETT STREET & 44/42 BURNETT STREET, NORTH HOBART

DEMOLITIONS, NEW BUILDING FOR 31 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS AND GEMERAL RETAIL
AND HIRE, SUBDIVISION (LOT CONSOLIDATION), ALTERATIONS TO ACCESS, AND
ASSOCIATED WORKS

APPLICATION NO. PLN-20-633

Please refer to the following with regards to the ‘request for additional information
letter’ received from Hobart City Council, dated 23 September 2020.

The required additional information is addressed in sequence below.

1. ITEM
General Managers Consent

s Long section along back of footpath adjacent to property boundary showing
how it is proposed to transition footpath levels along the footpath to match
existing - show proposed and existing levels.

+ Long section along centre line of the footpath showing how it is proposed to
transition footpath levels along the footpath, show proposed and existing.

« Notate that lip of gutter and invert of gutter at proposed driveway will match
existing - current drawings appear to show the lip of gutter being raised at
the centre line of the driveway access.

+ Please notate BPSM drawing DA5S00 section B-B the minimum clearance of the
awing over the footpath - the minimum clearance should be 2.5m - it is
difficult to ascertain at A3 due to the scale used a notation would clarify.

It is understood these matters have been discussed with Council officers and the
attached drawings in Attachment A (previously emailed to the officers) resolve these
issues and there are no further matters impeding General Managers consent.

117 Harrington Street
Hobart 7000

Phone (03) 6231 2555
Fax (03) 6231 1535

infohbt@jmg.net.au

49-51 Elizabeth Street
Launceston 7250
Phone (03) 6334 5548
Fax (03) 6331 2954

infoltn@jmg.net.au

Johnstone McGee &
Gandy Pty Ltd

ABN 76 473 834 852
ACN 009 547 139

as trustee for Johnstone
McGee & Gandy

Unit Trust

www.jmg.net.au
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Planning (PLN Fi1)

The requested photomontages are provided in Attachment B.

Surveying

We confirm the awning will be at least 2.4m above the footpath, a permit
condition can be included in any permit issued to that effect.

Parking and Access (PA 3, PA 4, PA5.1, PA 5.2)

Page 2

The TIA submitted with the application in Section 6.4 ‘Internal Access
Driveway and Parking Layout’ (pp 18 to 19) provides description of the
proposed design. It states:

“The width of the parking aisle for the residential parking will be at least
the minimum 5.8m and in the commercial parking area around 6.2-6.6m
(as required in Figure 2.2 of AS 2890.1 for User Class 1A mere than
required for User Class 3 90-degree parking)”;

and

“With all dimensions meeting the requirements of AS 2890.1, the
driveway, parking spaces and circulation areas will be compliant with the
standard and meet the Acceptable Solution for Clause E6.7.5".

This includes B85 and B99 vehicles and signalling for one way traffic on
ramps. It is confirmed all traffic can enter and exist in a forward
direction. Milan Prodanovic is a suitably qualified person and formal
certification is not required under the planning scheme.

Typical vehicle sweep paths are shown on Drawing C010 Rev A of original
Appendix H.



Item No. 12

Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion)
City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020

Stormwater Drainage (PA 6)

e Planning Report (p32) provides details of surface treatment, namely
concrete. Concept Services plan in Appendix 1 showed proposed
connection and updated in Appendix B of the 9 Oct RFI response. More
specific internal elements will be part of detailed building design.

Waste Management (PA13)

« We confirm that further clarification has been obtained from our client,
which supersedes the details on page 20 of the TIA (original Appendix G).

e It is proposed that both the collection of domestic and commercial waste
will be managed by a private contractor and collections will occur from
the street, not from within the building.

Protection of Road Infrastructure (ENGr Fi 2)

e« Section Drawing DA5S00 Rev 4 (RF1 9/10/20) shows that retaining walls are
within the property boundary.

If further information or clarification is required with respect to this request, please
contact me on 6231 2555 or at planning@jmg.net.au.

Yours faithfully
JOHNSTONE McGEE & GANDY PTY LTD

NN

Indra Boss
TOWN PLANNER

Encl:

Attachment A: Updated Architectural Drawings
Attachment B: Updated Photomontages

cc. Hobart City Council Technical Officer - Road coh@hobartcity.com.au
Cindy Elder -Technical Officer Roads - elderc@hobartcity.com.au
Michael McClenahan - Develcpment Appraisal Planner -
mecclenahan®hobartcity.com.au

Page 3
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Engineers & Planners

JMG Ref: 193078PH
117 Harrington Street

Hobart 7000
09 October 2020 Phone (03) 6231 2555
Fax (03) 6231 1535
City Planning
Hobart City Council

Attn: Michael McClenahan

infohbt@jmg.net.au

49-51 Elizabeth Street
Via email - coh@hobartcity.com.au & HCC Portal Launceston 7250

Phone (03) 6334 5548
Fax (03) 6331 2954

—| Dear Michael, infoltn@jmg.net.au
40 BURNETT STREET & 44/42 BURNETT STREET, NORTH HOBART Johnstone McGee &
DEMOLITIONS, NEW BUILDING FOR 31 MULTIPLE DWELLINGS AND GEMERAL RETAIL i;:d:::.;;t:a“ v
AND HIRE, SUBDIVISION (LOT CONSOLIDATION), ALTERATIONS TO ACCESS, AND e
ASSOCIATED WORKS
as trustee for Johnstone
APPLICATION NO. PLN-20-633 McGee & Gandy
Unit Trust
Please refer to the following with regards to the ‘request for additional information
letter’ received from Hobart City Council, dated 23 September 2020. www.jmg.net.au

The required additional information is addressed in sequence below.

1. ITEM

“A written description of what is proposed within the Highway Reservation
and the rational for its location within the Highway Reservation”

The works proposed for within the Highway Reservation includes:

+ the provision of an awning over the pedestrian entrance to the building, as
shown in updated proposal plan Level 01 Sheet DA203 Rev 5. The awning is
proposed to provide additional visual signposting of the pedestrian access
and provide a degree of shelter from the elements for residents and
visitors. As the building facade aligns with the property boundaries the
awning inevitably projects into the airspace above the footpath within the
Highway Reservation. The proposed awning is 2.4m above the footpath at
the building entry, see also updated proposal plan Sections Sheet DAS00
Rev 4 (Attachment A).

* Proposed changes to cross overs and service connections are provided in
Attachment A, see next section for details. These works are required to
provide the required access and infrastructure to service the proposed
building.



Item No. 12

Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion) Page 162
City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020 ATTACHMENT B

“An A3 scaled plan with appropriate dimensions clearly showing what tis
proposed within the Highway Reservation, the property and City infrastructure
including the kerb line, street furniture, street trees, utilities and the like.

(including information requested via e-mail from Cindy Elder 30 September
2020)

The Concept Services Report - Planning Scheme Compliance & Existing
Infrastructure Assessment by Gandy and Roberts dated 7 October 2020 is
provided in Attachment B.

The details in Attachment B provide the requested details.

No other elements for the proposed development impinge on the Highway Reservation
as shown in the revised proposal Plans, Level 01 Sheet DA203 Rev 5, Elevation Sheet
DA400 Rev 4, and DAS00 Rev 4 in Attachment A.

2. ITEM Heritage HER Fi 1

An Archaeological Potential Analysis Report produced by a suitably qualified
practitioner was previously lodged on 22/09/20 (refer Appendix J of the
supporting Planning Report). Council previously confirmed (via e-mail of 24
September 2020 from Mr. Michael McClenahan) that this matter was resolved.

3. ITEM Roads - City Amenity PA 2.2 Scales and dimensioned drawing(s)
demonstrating vehicular and pedestrian sight distances.

Proposal plan Ground Sheet SA202 Rev 5 in Attachment B shows the sight lines
from the vehicle entry/exit to the building. The updated Traffic Impact
Assessment (Attachment C) provides additional information with respect to
sight distances on pages 13 to 14.

4. ITEM Planning - PLN Fi1 - To enable the Council to assess the application against
the development standards of the Commercial Zone of the Hobart Interim
Planning Scheme 2015, please provide the following:

1. Photomontages of the proposed building in colour, at eye level and from a
standard angle of view (Images should be equivalent to a camera lens of 45-
50mm focal length based on a 35 mm camera) from multiple locations within
the immediate, mid-range and long range with the locations shown on an
attached annotated map.

The requested photomontages are still being prepared and will be submitted to
Council as soon as they are available. In the meantime we trust that the response to
Items 1 to 3 inclusive will enable the request for GM consent to be progressed without
further delay. Once confirmation of GM consent has been received, a full set of
revised application information will be provided to Council.

Page 2
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If further information or clarification is required with respect to this request, please
contact me on 6231 2555 or at planning@jmg.net.au.

Yours faithfully
JOHNSTONE McGEE & GANDY PTY LTD

S B

Indra Boss
TOWN PLANNER

Encl:
Attachment A: Updated Architectural Drawings

Attachment B: Updated Concept Services Report
Attachment C: Updated Traffic Impact Assessment

cc. Hobart City Council Technical Officer - Road coh@hobartcity.com.au
Cindy Elder -Technical Officer Roads - elderc@hobartcity.com.au

Page 3
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ame

ATTACHMENT A

Updated Architectural Drawings

Page 4
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ame

ATTACHMENT B

Updated Concept Services Report
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ATTACHMENT C

Updated Traffic Impact Assessment
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APPENDIX A

Title Information

"I.G 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street; September 2020 42
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thel & RESULT OF SEARCH -
I RECORDER OF TITLES ﬁg;;ﬁn
‘11 )

Issued Pursuant to the Land Titles Act 1980 Government

SEARCH OF TORRENS TITLE

VOLUME FOLIO

211936 1

EDITION DATE OF ISSUE
7 17-Jan-2019

SEARCH DATE : 13-Sep-2019
SEARCH TIME : 12.21 PM

DESCRIPTION OF LAND

City of HOBART
Lot 1 on Plan 211936

Derivation : Part of 2A-2R-28Ps. (Section L.Z2.) Gtd. to W.
Johnson.

Prior CT 2513/44
SCHEDULE 1

M548707 TRANSFER to BEHRAKIS GROUP PROPERTY HOLDINGS PTY LTD
Registered 02-Dec-2015 at noon

SCHEDULE 2

FReservations and conditions in the Crown Grant if any

UNREGISTERED DEALINGS AND NOTATIONS

No unregistered dealings or other notations

Page 1 of 1

Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment www.thelist.tas.gov.au
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thel & RESULT OF SEARCH "‘
I RECORDER OF TITLES ﬁ;;;ﬁn
i
00 Issued Pursuant to the Land Titles Act 1980 Government

SEARCH OF TORRENS TITLE

VOLUME FOLIO

228032 1

EDITION DATE OF ISSUE
7 12-May-2014

SEARCH DATE : 13-Sep-2019
SEARCH TIME : 12.22 PM

DESCRIPTION OF LAND

City of HOBART

Lot 1 on Plan 228032

Derivation : Part of 2A-2R-28Ps. Gtd. to W. Johnson
Prior CT 3029/61

SCHEDULE 1

B105570 & C32164 PETER BEHRAKIS and VICTORTA ANN BEHRAKTS
(jointly as between themselves) of one undivided 1/2
share and DENNIS BEHRAKIS and MARIA BEHRAKIS (jointly
as between themselves) of one undivided 1/2 share as
tenants in common Registered 13-Aug-1997 at noon

SCHEDULE 2
Reservations and conditions in the Crown Grant if any

0118520 MORTGAGE to Commonwealth Bank of Australia
Registered 12-May-2014 at 12.02 PM

UNREGISTERED DEALINGS AND NOTATIONS

No unregistered dealings or other notations

Page 1of 1

Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment www.thelist.tas.gov.au
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APPENDIX B

Survey Plan
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APPENDIX C

Proposal Plans

'.I.G 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street; September 2020 44
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SITE DEVELOPMENT INFORMATION
Property Title reference : CT211938/1 AND CT228032/1
Zoning: 23.0 COMMERCIAL
Descriptlon: 5 LEVELS ABOVE GROUND MULTI RESIDENTIAL
DEVELOPMENT
Site Area: 384m® 4+ 734m? = 1128m7
Car parkin,
BASEMENT - 25
LOWER GROUND - 25
GROUND - 5 (VISTORS) + 6
TOTAL - 61
DRAWRNG LIST - DA
Sheet
Number Sheet Name
DA10D COVER PAGE
Dhngz SITE PLAN
DA103 DEMOLITION PLAN
DA200 BASEMENT
DAz LOWER GROUND
DA202 GROUND
DA203 LEVEL 01
DAZ04 LEVEL 02
DAZO5 LEVEL 03
DA206 LEVEL 04
DAZOT ROOF
DA400 ELEVATION
DA401 ELEVATION
DASOD SECTIONS
DAZID 30 VIEWS
DAzl 30 VIEWS
DA&10 SHADOW DIAGRAM 9AM (21 JUNE)
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-~ - REY DATE  DETALS CHECKED

THE CADASTRE IS INDICATIVE g
ONLY AND SPECIFIC TITLE L

" BOUNDARY DETAILS ARE SHOWN
IN A SEPARATE SURVEY PLAN AND
"TITLE INFORMATION ATTACHED TO

o e ——
BPSM architects
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APPENDIX D

Owner Advice Letters

'.I.G 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street; September 2020 45
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Engineers & Planners

JMG Ref:  J193078PH

18 September 2020

The Behrakis Group
10 Tasma Street

NORTH HOBART TAS 7000

To whom it may concern,
40 BURNETT STREET - DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION

We advise that JMG Engineers and Planners seeks to make a development application
on behalf of Behrakis Holdings Pty Ltd for development of land at 40 Burnett Street
North Hobart for an apartment building with a ground floor commercial tenancy.

Accordingly, we write to notify you of the application, in accordance with our
statutory obligations under section 52(1) of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act
1993.

More information will be available from the City of Hobart when the application is
formally advertised.

Yours faithfully
JOHNSTONE McGEE & GANDY PTY LTD

R 4

A rte /_‘_

e,

Ve

Mat Clark
PARTNER/SENIOR TOWN PLANNER

117 Harrington Street
Hobart 7000

Phone (03) 6231 2555
Fax (03) 6231 1535

infohbt@jmg.net.au

49-51 Elizabeth Street
Launceston 7250
Phone (03) 6334 5548
Fax (03) 6331 2954

infoltn@jmg.net.au

Johnstone McGee &
Gandy Pty Ltd

ABN 76 473 834 852
ACN 009 547 139

as trustee for Johnstone
McGee & Gandy

Unit Trust

www.jmg.net.au
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Engineers & Planners

JMG Ref:  J193078PH

18 September 2020

Peter Behrakis et al.
GPO Box 67

HOBART TAS 7000

Dear Owner,
42-44 BURNETT STREET - DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION NOTIFICATION

We advise that JMG Engineers and Planners seeks to make a development application
on behalf of Behrakis Holdings Pty Ltd for development of land at 42-44 Burnett Street
for an apartment building with aground floor commercial tenancy.

Accordingly, we write to notify you of the application, in accordance with our
statutory obligations under section 52(1) of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act
1993.

More information will be available from the City of Hobart when the application is
formally advertised.

Yours faithfully
JOHNSTONE McGEE & GANDY PTY LTD

Sy s

It £
Mat Clark

PARTNER/SENIOR TOWN PLANNER

117 Harrington Street
Hobart 7000

Phone (03) 6231 2555
Fax (03) 6231 1535

infohbt@jmg.net.au

49-51 Elizabeth Street
Launceston 7250
Phone (03) 6334 5548
Fax (03) 6331 2954

infoltn@jmg.net.au

Johnstone McGee &
Gandy Pty Ltd

ABN 76 473 834 852
ACN 009 547 139

as trustee for Johnstone
McGee & Gandy

Unit Trust

www.jmg.net.au
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D’f__ Enquiries to: City Planning
o Phone: (03) 6238 2715
) Email: coh@haobartcity.com.au

Cityof HOBART
21 October 2020
(JMG Engineers and Planners) mailto: planning@jmg.net.au
117 Harrington Street
HOBART TAS 7000
Dear Sir/Madam
44 | 42 BURNETT STREET & 40 BURNETT STREET, NORTH HOBART
WORKS IN A ROAD RESERVE NOTICE OF LAND OWNER CONSENT TO LODGE A
PLANNING APPLICATION - GMC-20-65
Site Address:
40, 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart

Description of Proposal:

Demolition, New Building for 31 Multiple Dwellings and General Retail and Hire, Subdivision
(Lot Consolidation), Alterations to Access, and Associated Works

Proposal involves works in the Road Reserve and Stormwater Infrastructure
Applicant Name:

Gabrielle Priest
JMG Engineers and Planners

PLN (if applicable):

PLN-20-633

| write to advise that pursuant to Section 52 of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act
1993, | grant my consent on behalf of the Hobart City Council as the owner/administrator of the

above land for you to make application to the City for a planning permit for the development
described above and as per the attached documents.

Hobart Town Hall Hobart Council Centre ity of Hobart T 0362382711 [F] CityofHobartOfficial
50 Macquarie Street 16 Elizabeth Street GPO Box 503 F 03 6234 7109
Hobart TAS 7000 Hobart TAS 7000 Hobart TAS 7001 E coh@hobartcity.com.au ABN 39 055 343 428

W hobartcity.com.au Hobart City Council
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Please note that the granting of the consent is only for the making of the application and in no
way should such consent be seen as prejudicing any decision the Council is required to make
as the statutory planning authority.

This consent does not constitute an approval to undertake any works and does not authorise
the owner, developer or their agents any right to enter or conduct works on any Council
managed land whether subject to this consent or not.

If planning approval is granted by the planning authority, you will be required to seek approvals
and permits from the City as both landlord, land manager, or under other statutory powers
(such as other legislation or City By-Laws) that are not granted with the issue of a planning
permit under a planning scheme. This includes the requirement for you to reapply for a permit
to occupy a public space under the City's Public Spaces By-law if the proposal relates to such
an area.

Accordingly, | encourage you to continue to engage with the City about these potential
requirements.

Yours faithfully

(Tim Short)
ACTING GENERAL MANAGER

Relevant documents/plans:

Plans by BPSM Architects:
Sections - DA500 Rev 5
Ground - DA202 Rev 6
Elevation - DA400 Rev 5

Hobart Town Hall Hobart Council Centre ity of Hobart T 0362382711 [] CityofHobartOfficial
50 Macquarie Street 16 Elizabeth Street GPO Box 503 F 03 6234 7109
Hobart TAS 7000 Hobart TAS 7000 Hobart TAS 7001 E coh@hobartcity.com.au ABN 39 055 343 428

W hobartcity.com.au Hobart City Council
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APPENDIX E
Demolition Plan

"I.G 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street; September 2020 46
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APPENDIX F

Environmental Site Assessment

'.I.G 8 & 10 Petchey Street - November 2018 47
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GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL
S O LU TI]I O N $

ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT

40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart, Tasmania
November 2019
Report for BPSM Architects

Geo-Environmental Solutions P/L 29 Kirksway Place, Battery Pont, 7004. Ph 6223 1839 E: Office@geosolutions.net.au
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Enviy tal Site A at: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, Norvth Hobeart. November 2010,
DOCUMENT CONTROL
Title Version Date Author Reviewed By

Environmental Site Assessment. 40 &
42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart,
Tasmania

Version 1

16 December
2019

K Taylor

JP Cumming

Geo Environmental Solutions — GES

Pagei
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Enviy tal Site A at: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, Norvth Hobeart. November 2010,

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report presents the findings from Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) undertaken by Geo-
Environmental Solutions Pty. Ltd. (GES) at 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart, Tasmania - hereby
referred to as “The Site’; for the proposed unit apartment complex site redevelopment. GES was engaged
by BPSM Architects on behalf of their client to conduct this investigation. The requirement for the ESA
was under the Interim Planning Schemes, Potentially Contaminated Land Code E2.6.2 Excavation Works
and E2.5 P1Change of Use as the site is potentially contaminated from former site activities.

This report has been prepared by a suitably qualified and experience practitioner in accordance with
procedures and practices detailed in NEPM (2013) guidelines and key regulations and policies.

The following conclusions were made from the desktop assessment:

e The site is inferred to be underlain with fill materials, sandy clay sediments (possibly residual), and
residually weathered Triassic aged mudstone bedrock:

* Given the localised drainage divide to the west, the nearest upgradient influence of groundwater is
inferred to be from within 50 m southwest, and west of the site:

e The desktop assessment has focused primarily on the site, as well as properties between 48 and 58
Burnett Street and 27 to 35 Tasma street:

*  Workplace Standards dangerous goods records have confirmed field observations of a single 4.5
KL underground storage tank on the site:

e Council records have identified:
o an upgradient fuel storage warehouse at 48 Burnett Street,

o have confirmed the presence of Caltex operating the site during the period the underground
storage tank was commissioned; and

o Have identified potential contaminating activities on upgradient 27 to 35 Tasma Street site

e Historical aerial photos have identified a bulk equipment storage yard at 27 to 35 Tasma Street and
unpaved surfaces for a significant timespan indicating a potential primary source of contamination;

e Areas of concern therefore include:

o Groundwater downgradient of:
= 27 to 35 Tasma Street historically unpaved storage yard;
= 48 Burnett Street fuel storage warehouse; and
= The onsite underground storage tank

o Soil around:
= Impacted groundwater:
®  The underground storage tank; and
= Fill material onsite

e The following contaminants of potential concern (COPC) are associated with imported fill and
upgradient service station: Total Petrolewm/Recoverable Hydrocarbons (TPH/TRH): Mono
Aromatic hydrocarbons: Benzene, Toluene, Ethylbenzene, Xylene (BTEX); Polycyclic Aromatic
Hydrocarbons (PAH): Heavy Metals.

Gieo Envirenmental Solutions — GES Page ii
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Enviy tal Site A at: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, Norvth Hobeart. November 2010,

The following conclusions have been made from the soil investigation based on the sampling around AEC’s
and based on analysed COPC’s and based on the nominated threshold limit criteria for assessing risks from
proposed site development works and proposal:

e Environment: There were no hydrocarbon detections and no guideline exceedances for Ecological
Screening Level guidelines. There was a single low-level detection of copper exceeding Ecological
Investigation Level guidelines. No risk from contamination to ecological receptors was identified;

e Human Health: There were no Health Screening level exceedances for assessing petroleum vapour
intrusion risk and dermal contact risk. There were no Health investigation level exceedances for
assessing dust inhalation and soil ingestion risks; and

e [Excavated Soil Management: The soil samples were compared against IB105 guidelines for soil
disposal. Most of the soil was classified as Level 1 Material — Clean Fill. Five (5) of the eighteen
(18) samples had slightly elevated levels of metals including barium, beryllium, copper, cobalt,
manganese and nickel which classified the material as Level 2 material. GES recommends that all
soil excavated for the site is stockpiled, sampled by a suitably qualified and experienced
environmental consultant and results compared against /81035 guideline limits for appropriate soil
disposal. Where necessary, it is to be transported to a Level 2 waste facility (Copping). A permit
to transport the waste (obtained through the EPA) will be required. However, these
recommendations have been superseded by the need to manage ASS at the site.

GES recommends the following:

e Although an ecological risk has not been identified, a soil and water management plan
should be put in place for general sediment control to reduce loadings into the waterways.

Statement of Suitability

The findings from the invasive soil investigation can confirm that there is no evidence that the land is
contaminated in terms of evaluated risks to human health or the environment.

Therefore, providing the above recommendations are followed in relation to the environment, GES can
confirm that the planned excavation works and change of use will not adversely impact human health or
the environment.

No additional contamination remediation or management measures will be required during the site
redevelopment works.

Gieo Envirenmental Solutions — GES Page iii



Item No. 12 Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion) Page 208

City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020 ATTACHMENT B
Enviy tal Site A at: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, Norvth Hobeart. November 2010,
Table of Contents
DOCUMENT CONTROL |

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 1}

ABREVIATIONS Vi

1 INTRODUCTION 1

1.1 GENERAL

1.2 SITE DETAILS

1.3 INVESTIGATION OBJECTIVES

1.4 ScOPE OF WORKS

1.5 ADOPTED LAND USE SETTINGS FOR THE INVESTIGATION

W W W N

2 PLANNING

w

2.1 ZonING

2.2 INTERIM PLANNING SCHEME

2.2.1 EXCAVATION WORKS (E2.6.2 P1)
2.2.2  CHANGE OF UsE (E2.5 P1)

2.3 PROPOSED SITE REDEVELOPMENT WORKS

wmwn R Rw

3 PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATION - DESKTOP

=]

3.1 SITE TOPOGRAPHY & DRAINAGE

3.2 MRT GEOLOGY MAPPING

3.3 GROUNDWATER

3.3.1 POTENTIAL UP-GRADIENT CONTAMINATION SOURCES
3.3.2 DOWNGRADIENT ECOLOGICAL RECEPTORS

3.3.3  GROUNDWATER BORES

3.4 DANGEROUS GOODS RECORDS (WORKSAFE TASMANIA)
3.5 EPA TASMANIA PROPERTY INFORMATION REQUEST
3.6 HISTORICAL AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY INTERPRETATION
3.7 CouNcIL ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS

3.8 HISTORICAL SITE INVESTIGATIONS

3.9 POTENTIAL CONTAMINATION ISSUES

3.9.1 AREAS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

3.9.2 CONTAMINANTS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

W W0 W w0 e N NN NN

4 FIELD INVESTIGATION PROCEDURES 9

4.1 WORKS SUMMARY 9
4.2 SITE WALKOVER 11
4.2.1 SURFACE COVERINGS 11
4.2.2  SIGNS OF CONTAMINATION 11
4.3 SOIL INVESTIGATION 13
4.3.1  SOILSAMPLING 13
4.3.2  SOILANALYSIS 14

3 QUALITY CONTROL 15

Geo Environmental Solutions — GES Page iv



Item No. 12 Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion) Page 209

City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020 ATTACHMENT B

Enviy tal Site A at: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, Norvth Hobeart. November 2010,

5.1 FIELD 15
5.2 LABORATORY 16
6 FIELD INVESTIGATION FINDINGS 17
6.1 GEOLOGICAL INTERPRETATION 17
6.1.1 GRAIN CLASS INTERPRETATION 17
7 SOILECOLOGICAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 18
7.1 PROTECTED ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES 18
7.2 NEPM ASC (2013) GUIDELINES 18
7.3 GUIDELINES 18
7.3.1 ECOLOGICAL SCREENING LEVELS 18
7.3.2 ECOLOGICAL INVESTIGATION LEVELS 19
7.4 FINDINGS 20
7.4.1 ECOLOGICAL SCREENING LEVELS 20
7.4.2 ECOLOGICAL INVESTIGATION LEVELS 21
8 SOILHUMAN HEALTH DIRECT CONTACT ASSESSMENT 22
8.1 GUIDELINES 22
8.1.1 LAND USE CLASSIFICATION 22
8.1.2  ADOPTED LAND USE CLASSIFICATION 22
8.2 FINDINGS 22
8.2.1 DERMAL CONTALT - PETROLEUM HYDROCARBONS 22
8.2.2 DUST INHALATION & SOIL INGESTION 23
9 PVIASSESSMENT — HSL'S (TRENCH & INDOOR VAPOUR) 25
10 SOIL DISPOSAL ASSESSSMENT 25
10.1 GUIDELINES 25
10.2 FINDINGS 26
11 CONCEPTUAL SITE MODEL 28
11.1 POTENTIAL & IDENTIFIED SOURCES OF CONTAMINATION 28
11.1.1 POTENTIAL ONSITE CONTAMINATION 28
11.1.2 POTENTIAL PRIMARY OFFSITE CONTAMINATION 28
11.1.3 POTENTIAL SECONDARY ONSITE CONTAMINATION 28
11.1.4 IDENTIFIED PRIMARY SOURCES 28
11.1.5 IDENTIFIED SECONDARY SOURCES 28
11.2 POTENTIAL RECEPTORS 28
12 CONCLUSIONS 29
12.1 DESKTOP ASSESSMENT 29
12.2 SoIL ASSESSMENT FINDINGS 30
13 RECOMMENDATIONS 30

Geo Environmental Solutions — GES Page v



Item No. 12 Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion)
City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020

Enviy tal Site A at: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, Norvth Hobeart. November 2010,

13.1 STATEMENT OF SUITABILITY

14 REFERENCES

Page 210
ATTACHMENT B

30

31

15 LIMITATIONS STATEMENT

32

APPENDIX 1 GES STAFF

33

APPENDIX 2 PROPOSED SITE DEVELOPMENT PLANS

34

APPENDIX 3 SURROUNDING BORE DATA

35

APPENDIX 4 EPA SEARCH & DANGEROUS GOODS RECORDS

38

APPENDIX 5 HISTORICAL SITE PHOTOGRAPHS

52

APPENDIX 6 SITE PHOTOGRAPHS

61

APPENDIX 7 PID CALIBRATION RECORD

65

APPENDIX 8 LABORATORY CHAIN OF CUSTODY

67

APPENDIX 9 LABORATORY SAMPLE RECEIPT NOTIFICATION

71

APPENDIX 10 QUALITY ASSURANCE AND QUALITY CONTROL DOCUMENTATION

76

APPENDIX 11 BOREHOLE LOGS

109

APPENDIX 12 CERTIFICATE OF ANALYSIS

117

Plates

PLATE 1 UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK IDENTIFIED LOCATION. ..covviinennns

PLATE 2 FILL POINT FOR THE SINGLE 4.5 KL UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK ...

PLATE 3 ONE OF THE INVESTIGATION HOLES DRILLED NEAR THE UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANK

PLATE 4 2019 HISTORICAL AERIAL IMAGE THE SITE (12 APRIL 2019 ..o e e e
PLATE 5 2017 HISTORICAL AERIAL IMAGE THE SITE (13™ NOVEMBER 2017 wivveiie e e e e sseesseesrae s e e
PLATE 6 2003 HISTORICAL AERIAL IMAGE THE SITE (14™ OCTOBER 2003) 1vviviiiiriiininiiisnsrarmssss s ssssssre s sesssssssssssssese s

11
w12
.13

........................... 52
........................... 52

53

PLATE 7 1992 HISTORICAL AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH THE SITE 1uvuitiinseiirirsiosinsssmssnsssssssssesnssssiasansnssns aimssssssssssssssnsnssssnnssssnsssnsssnsns

PLATE 8 1989 HISTORICAL AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH — INVESTIGATION AREA.

PLATE 9 1984 HISTORICAL AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH — GREATER AREA .vvieiueessmsnssrassssesnssssss e sase e sassannnassrnnns

PLATE 11 1973 HISTORICAL AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH = GREATER AREA Loutivuiiiensriie e s ass s assassnnesiassnssssassnsesenssnssssness
PLATE 12 1969 HISTORICAL AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH — GREATER AREA 1vveusereureseveesereeesessissasnsnsseesasassesssssssssesnsssssessssensssnssnssssseen

PLATE 13 1965 HISTORICAL AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH wovvevatieisesiisinssrississnssssns smas s s
PLATE 14 1957 HISTCRICAL AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH WITH APPROXIMATE INVESTIGATION AREA.

PLATE 10 1977 HISTCRICAL AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH — GREATER AREA Lutiiiertetnesnsiisssineiisiin s e ssssn na s sisas e ssss s snasasss sassasassnns

56
.57
.58
59
59

PLATE 15 1946 HISTORICAL AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH WITH APPROXIMATE INVESTIGATION AREA....oimrersuinirivsscssssmsvssssssssmressssssssnneces 00
Figures

FIGURE 1 SITE LOCATION (IMAGE SOURCED FROM THE LIST) cocvviviiiiiie it aas s s ssen b sn s 1
FIGURE 2 AERIAL PHTOGRAPH OF THE CURRENT SITE LAYOUT (¢/0 GOOGLE EARTH) 12 APRIL 2019 ..o ieieiisenns 2
FIGURE 3 COUNCIL PLANNING ZONES (2015) UNDER THE TASMANIAN INTERIM PLANNING SCHEME .vovevevrivisrssesiinsessnsssmenssssssnenenens &

Geo Environmental Solutions — GES



Item No. 12

Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion)

Page 211

City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020 ATTACHMENT B
Enviy tal Site A at: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, Norvth Hobeart. November 2010,
FIGURE 4 SURFACE TOPOGRAPHY AND INFERRED GROUNDWATER FLOW 1rvereuieeiesiarrsreireiisisrsssssssssnssnasssnsnssesssssnsnnsnssss saseasassnsnses 6

FIGURE 5 MINERAL RESOURCES TASMANIA 1:25,000 SCALE MAPPING (THE LIST). ovoveieee
FIGURE B BOREHOLE PLAN . ..cvviciiiiaieniini s cnnse s sn s sssins s ssssnsassmssssassnsnssnssssesnsssnns

Tables

TABLE 1 SITE DETAILS 1evtvvvrnenisereassnssnsesssessnssnmnssssnsiaassssseasesssonsinesearssssnsieasssrasnsessons
TABLE 2 HISTORICAL AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH REVIEW. ...vivveiiiiecr e acnens
TABLE 3 SUMMARY OF SITE INVESTIGATION WORK DATES vvevvvervrniienirnnns

TABLE 4 SUMMARY OF SOIL SAMPLING METHODS. .............
TABLE 5 OVERVIEW OF SOIL ANALYSIS AND QUALITY CONTROL ..
TABLE 6 SOILFIELD QA/QC PROCEDURES AND COMPLIANCE .. et
TABLE 7 S0IL LABORATORY QA/QC PROCEDURES AND COMPLIANCE.‘....‘..‘....‘....‘..‘....‘..M..
TABLE 8 SUMMARY OF GRAIN CLASS BASED ON USCS CLASSIFICATION — IN TP1 AND TP2.. .
TABLE 9 SUMMARY OF SOIL INVESTIGATION LIMITS CONSIDERED AT THE SITE BASED IN NEPM ASC {2013}
TABLE 10 SUMMARY OF SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS COMPARED WITH ECOLOGICAL SCREENING LEVEL'S FOR URBAN RESIDENTIAL LAND USE
TABLE 11 SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS COMPARED AGAINST ECOLOGICAL INVESTIGATION LEVELS FOR URBAN RESIDENTIAL LAND USE ..... 21

TABLE 12 SUMMARY OF LAND USE SPATIAL AND TEMPORAL SETTING FOR DETERMINING EXPOSURE RISK ... e 22
TABLE 13 SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS COMPARED AGAINST CRC CARE GUIDELINES FOR DERMAL CONTACT .. .23
TABLE 14 SOIL ANALYTICAL RESULTS COMPARED AGAINST NEPM {2013) HEALTH INVESTIGATION LIMIT GUIDELINES..vvveveverrrrene. 24

TABLE 15 SUMMARY OF IB10S CLASSIFICATION GUIDELINES .. e 29
TABLE 16 SolLANALm-:ALRESULTSCOMPAREDAGAINSTIBIOSINVESTlGATlONLlw'rchrnsan D\sposm..'..‘ v 27

Gieo Envirenmental Solutions — GES Page vii



Item No. 12

Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion) Page 212

City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020 ATTACHMENT B
Envir tal Site A it: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, Novth Hobart. November 2019,
ABREVIATIONS
AEC Areas of Environmental Concern
AHD Australian Height Datum
ALS Analytical Laboratory Services
ANZECC Australia and New Zealand Environment and Conservation Council
BGS Below Ground Surface
BH Borehole
BTEX Benzene Toluene Ethylbenzene Xylene
CMP Contamination Management Plan
COA Certificate of Analysis
coc Chain of Custody
CoPrC Contaminant of Potential Concern
CRC CARE  Corporative Research Centre for Contamination Assessment and Remediation of the
Environment
CSM Conceptual Site Model
DQO Data Quality Objectives
EOH End Of Hole
EIL Ecological Investigation Levels
ESL Ecological Screening Levels
EPA Environmental Protection Authority
ESA Environmental Site Assessment
GDA94 Geocentric Datum of Australia 1994
GES Geo-Environmental Solutions Pty. Ltd.
HIL Health Investigation Levels
HSL Health Screening Levels
IL Investigation Levels
LiDAR Light Detection And Ranging
LOR Limits of Reporting
MCRWBA Minimum Construction Requirements for Water Bores in Australia
MDL Mean Detection Limit
NATA National Association of Testing Authorities
NEPM ASC National Environmental Protection (Assessment of Site Contamination) Measure
NHMRC National Health and Medical Research Council
NRMMC Natural Resource Management Ministerial Council
NL Non Limiting
NRMMC Natural Resource Management Ministerial Council
PAH Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons
PCP Physico-Chemical Parameters
PEV Protected Environmental Values
PHC Petroleum Hydrocarbons
PID Photo-Ionisation Detector
PPA Preferential (PVI) Pathways Assessment

Gieo Envirenmental Solutions — GES Page viii



Item No. 12

Envir

Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion)
City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020

PSH
PVI
Redox
SCA
SCM
TPH
TRH
USCSs
WRG

tal Site A at: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, Norvth Hobeart. November 2010,

Phase Separated Hydrocarbons
Petroleum Vapour Intrusion
Reduction / Oxidation Potential
Site Contamination Assessment
Site Contamination Model

Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons
Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons
Unified Soil Classification System

Water Resource Group

Geo Environmental Solutions — GES

Page 213
ATTACHMENT B

Page ix



Item No. 12

Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion)

Page 214

City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020 ATTACHMENT B

Envirenmental Site Assessment: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. November 2019,

1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 General

This report presents the findings from Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) undertaken by Geo-
Environmental Solutions Pty. Ltd. (GES) at 40 & 42-44 Bumett Street, North Hobart, Tasmania - hereby
referred to as ‘The Site’; for the proposed unit apartment complex site redevelopment. GES was engaged
by BPSM Architects on behalf of their client to conduct this investigation.

The Site location is presented in Figure 1 and the cuirent site aerial photograph is presented in Figure 2.
The requirement for the ESA was under the Interim Planning Schemes, Potentially Contaminated Land
Code E2.6.2 Excavation Works and E2.5 P1Change of Use as the site is potentially contaminated from
former site activities.

This report has been prepared by a suitably qualified and experience practitioner in accordance with
procedures and practices detailed in NEPM (2013) guidelines and key regulations and policies identified
in the References section of this document. Personnel engaged in preparing this ESA are listed in Appendix
1 along with their relevant qualifications and years of experience.

1”.‘
G p
7 o Site
Lo % &
rn& o(( ;]

= T,
& (s . z 4
o & %
N 2
‘l a\““‘
¥ £
5
<. *
« 2
s A
- %
« > - 4+
)
. “ %,
- f") b,
" e
“,
G,
& ®
© N
& e
& N £
< -
L N Lambert
o ;
&

School

I 160 m 1
2 GDASA MGASS - 526204E_5253163N 1:1,693 Disclaimer and Copyright Notice

Figure 1 Site Location (image sourced from the LIST)

Subject site : 40 and 42-44 Burnett Street, Hobart (CT 211936/1 and 228032/1)
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Figure 2 Aerial Phtograph of the Current Site Layout (c/o Google Earth) 12 April 2019

1.2 Site Details

Site details are presented in Table 1.

Table 1 Site Details

Site Address
40 to 44 Burnett Street, North Hobart, Tas, 7000.

Current Title identification details
PID 5658661 Title Reference 211936/1 (40 Burnett 5t)
PID 5658653 Title Reference 228032/1 (42-44 Burnett St)

Current land use
Novus windscreen repairs & Tradelink plumbing supplies

Current Ownership (as per current certificates of title; the LIST)
5658661 BEHRAKIS GROUP PROPERTY HOLDINGS PTY LTD
5658653 PETER BEHRAKIS, VICTORIA ANN BEHRAKIS, DENNIS BEHRAKIS, & MARIA BEHRAKIS

Zoning
23.0 Commercial under the Tasmanian Interin Planning Scheme, 2015,

Local Council
Hobart City Council

Proposed Site Use
Residential apartments & commercial street frontage

Requirement for current Investigation
The site 1s listed as a potentially contaminated site under the Interim Planning Scheme. Proposed change of used
and excavation works have triggered this assessment.
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1.3

Investigation Objectives

The objective of the ESA was to address E2.6.2 P1 (excavation works) and E2.5 P1 (change of use)
performance criteria under the Interim Planning scheme.

1.4 Scope of Works

The scope of works of this ESA was to:

L]

Conduct a desktop assessment, site history; plus undertake an invasive soil assessment

A total of nine locations were sampled and 18 primary soil samples were collected for analysis of
Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons (TRH), Benzene Toluene Ethylbenzene Xylene Naphthalene
(BTEXN), Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) and a suite of 15 Metals.

All soil samples were sent to a National Association of Testing Authorities (NATA) accredited
laboratory to determine the presence/ absence of contamination and at what level;

All samples were sent with quality assurance/quality control samples for analysis:

All analytical results against were compared against NEPM ASC (2013) guidelines as well as other
relevant guidelines for assessing hydrocarbon vapour and soil dermal contact risks; and

Present the findings of the site investigation, conduct a risk assessment and develop a conceptual
site model (CSM) plus present future contamination management recommendations in this ESA
document.

1.5 Adopted Land Use Settings for the Investigation

The following investigation limits/guidelines were adopted for the site for the proposed development:

L]

Ecosystem — as the site is fully paved and proposed to be fully paved, there is a low risk to onsite
ecological receptors, although the site needs to be addressed against ecological criteria relevant to
the zoning with consideration for site erosion risks to waterways and the receiving environment:
the following guidelines were adopted:
o Soil — Urban residential / public open spaces land use EILs and ESLs
The period during the development phase where excavation is proposed for the basement car park,
criteria for assessing risks to onsite workers (and commercial workers on neighbouring sites
potential exposed to activities during site development) are considered:
o HSL D for vapour intrusion risk to commercial workers plus TRENCHWORK specific
vapour assessment (allowance for HSL D given basement car park venting):
o HSL D (CRC CARE) for assessing dermal contact risk to commercial workers; and
o HIL D for assessing dust inhalation and soil ingestion risk to commercial workers:
Future land users — the following land use settings have been applied for future site users;
o HSL D for vapour intrusion risk to onsite commercial workers, future trench workers, and
onside residence (allowance for HSL D given basement car park venting);
o Given that the site is proposed to be fully paved, the following criteria are relevant to all
future site users:
- HSL D (CRC CARE) for assessing dermal contact risk: and
- HIL D for assessing dust inhalation and soil ingestion risk.

2 PLANNING

21 Zoning

The site is zoned Commercial under the Tasmanian Interim Planning Scheme of 2015 (Figure 3) and is
surrounded by Utilities and Light Industrial. There are no residential areas near the site.
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Figure 3 Council planning zones (2015) under the Tasmanian Interim Planning Scheme

2.2 Interim Planning Scheme

The development application is for the proposed construction of a building on a site where potentially
contaminating activities may have taken place or may have been influenced by contaminating activities on
aneighbouring site. The Council are therefore required to address the Potentially Contaminated Land Code
E2.0 of the Interim Planning Scheme 2015 under section 54 of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act
1993,

An environmental site assessment (ESA) is the principal requirement within the IPS E2.0 performance
criteria. According to the IPS, the ESA report must be prepared by an suitably qualified person and define
the nature, extent and levels of existing contamination and the actual or potential risk to human health or
the environment, on or off the site, resulting from that contamination, prepared in accordance with the
National Environment Protection (Assessment of Site Contamination) Measure 1999, as amended 16 May
2013.

There is a proposed change of use from commercial to mixed commercial/residential, and there is proposed
excavation works at the site, and therefore both E2.5 P1 performance criteria for change of use and E2.6.2
P1 performance criteria for proposed excavation works are to be addressed.

2.2.1 Excavation Works (E2.6.2 P1)

As there is proposed excavation works at the site, there are no acceptable solutions to proposed works,
E2.6.2 P1 performance criteria are to be addressed. The performance criteria identify that the excavation
works must not adversely impact on health and the environment, having regard to:

(a) an environmental site assessment that demonstrates there is no evidence the land is
contaminated; or
(b) a plan to manage contamination and associated risk to human health and the environment that
includes:
i an environmental site assessment;
ii.  any specific remediation and protection measures required to be implemented before
excavation commences: and
iii.  a statement that the excavation does not adversely impact on human health or the
environment.
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2.2.2 Change of Use (E2.5 P1)

As there is proposed change of use of the site (from commercial to residential), and there are no acceptable
solutions to change of use, E2.5 P1 performance criteria are to be addressed. The performance criteria
identify that for there to be a change of use, the objective is that it must be suitable for the intended use,
having regard to:

(a)
(®)
(c)

an environmental site assessment that demonstrates there is no evidence the land is
contaminated; or
an environmental site assessment that demonstrates that the level of contamination does not
present a risk to human health or the environment; or
a plan to manage contamination and associated risk to human health or the environment that
includes:
i an environmental site assessment;
ii.  (any specific remediation and protection measures required to be implemented
before any use commences; and
1ii. a statement that the land is suitable for the intended use.

2.3 Proposed Site Redevelopment Works

The proposed development plans are included in Appendix 2 and includes:

Demolition of the existing buildings on CT 211936/1 and CT 228032/1.

o it is noted that aerial imagery (from LISTmap) indicates that the building on 42-44
Burnett Street (CT 228032/1) appears to occupy a portion of the Burnett Street road
easement, requiring permission from the relevant Road Authority/Administrator for
approval for the making of the application as per 52 (1B) of the Land Use Planning and
Approvals Act 1993 (LUPAA):

Boundary adjustment between the two lots to create a single development site area of 1128 m*;
Removal of the existing vehicle access to 42-44 Burnett Street and provision of a new vehicle
access to 40 Burnett Street:

o it is noted that there is a strip of land identified as subdivision road (CT 86267/1) with
Hobart City Council identified as the owner, between 40 Burnett Street and the Burnett
Street road easement, requiring permission from Hobart City Council as the relevant
Road Authority/Administrator for approval for the making of the application as per s52
(1B) of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 (LUPAA);

Development of a 5 storey mixed use building including:

o 2 basement levels, providing parking,

o 1 ground floor, providing, commercial space, on-site parking, vehicle and pedestrian
access to the residential dwellings:

o 4 floors of residential development, comprising a total of 31 multiple dwellings arranged
as follows:

= Level 1, 4 x 3 bedrooms, 4 x 2 bedrooms and 1 x 1 bedroom (total 9 multiple
dwellings):
= Level 2, 4 x 3 bedrooms, 4 x 2 bedrooms and 1 x 1 bedroom (total 9 multiple
dwellings):
= Level 3. 4 x 3 bedrooms, 4 x 2 bedrooms and 1 x 1 bedroom (total 9 multiple
dwellings): and
= Level 4, 3 x 3 bedroom Penthouses and 1 x 2 bedroom Penthouse (total of 4
multiple dwellings).
A total of 37 spaces of on-site parking is proposed with:
© 12 spaces on the ground floor; and
© 50 spaces in the lower ground and basement.
Provision of associated sewer, water and stormwater services; and
Provision of associated telecommunications, bicycle parking, rubbish and mail box provisions
for occupants of the development.
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3 PRELIMINARY INVESTIGATION - DESKTOP
3.1 Site Topography & Drainage

Based on Mt Wellington and Derwent River LIDAR (2013), the centre of the investigation area is
approximately 40m above sea level. Natural surface water flow is inferred to be draining from properties
from the southwest within 50 m of the site (Figure 4).

l’)ij'.J
N

W \ ltl 0 50 100 150 200
1 metres

Figure 4 Surface Topography and Inferred Groundwater Flow
3.2 MRT Geology Mapping

The geology of the site has been mapped by Mineral Resources Tasmania (Figure 5). The site is inferred
to be underlain with:
* Rgpc - Predominantly interbedded siltstone shale and mudstone and planar-bedded, ripple cross-
laminated or cross-bedded sandstone, red-purple, green or carbonaceous siltstone at places (part of
Knocklofty Formation where in Hobart area).
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METRES

< Rape - Predominantly interbedded siltstone
# Raph - Freshwater predominantly W shale and mudstone and planar-bedded,
ross-bedded quartzose to feldspathic ipple cross-laminated or cross-bedded
sandstone commonly with overturned - \sandstone, red-purple, green or
-beddi bordi I arbonaceous siltstone at places
Swith sparse plant and vertebrate fossils part of Knocklofty Formation where
arbonaceous beds and coal seams. | ‘._‘{‘_ : . % (Knocklofty Formation). b Plin Hobart area).

Figure 5 Mineral Resources Tasmania 1:25,000 Scale Mapping (The LIST).
3.3 Groundwater
The stratigraphy is tilted 16° to the west and groundwater may have preferential flow to the west rather

than immediately downgradient to the northeast if there are permeable strata.

Given the site is fully paved, there is little opportunity from surface water ingress from the site.

3.3.1 Potential Up-Gradient Contamination Sources
Relevant properties draining towards the site include 48 through to 58 Burnett Street.

3.3.2 Downgradient Ecological Receptors

The closest ecological receptor directly leading from the site groundwater is the Derwent River estuary.
Groundwater is likely to follow a similar path to the former drainage alignment alongside the broker
highway (Campbell Street). Potential contamination originating from the site may enter the Derwent
Estuary from surface water flow into the stormwater system. Considerations need to be given to assessing
surface water quality is site dewatering it required during the basement excavation works.

3.3.3 Groundwater Bores

Mineral Resources Tasmania Registered water bores are presented in Appendix 3. The nearest registered
groundwater bore to the site (bore ID 2864) is located approximatelyl.lkm to the east of the site in a
Jurassic dolerite rock aquifer. The bore has been abandoned. No groundwater receptor identified.

3.4 Dangerous Goods Records (WorkSafe Tasmania)
A single registered but abandoned 4.5 kL petroleum underground storage tank is present on the site (see
appendix 4). The underground storage tank and associated infrastructure was originally commissioned in

1960. The bowser has been decommissioned (unknown date) possibly when the lease was transferred to
Lifeline prior to 1988. The tank will need to be officially decommissioned in accordance with IB109.

Geo Environmental Solutions — GES Page 7



Item No. 12

Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion)

Page 221

City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020 ATTACHMENT B

Envirenmental Site Assessment: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. November 2019,

3.5 EPA Tasmania Property Information request

A property information request was lodged with EPA Tasmania and the search failed to find any records
relating to contamination on the site (see appendix 4). The request noted a number of nearby properties
where there is potential contamination, however many are either down gradient, or separated by
considerable distance.

3.6 Historical Aerial Photography Interpretation

Historical aerial photographs of the site and surrounding areas were provided by the Department of Primary
Industries, Parks, Water and Environment (DPIPWE) and Google Earth Imagery. The individual aerial
photos are presented in Plate 4 (2019) to Plate 14 (1946) in Appendix 5. Table 2 presents a summary of the
date and corresponding historical aerial photograph for each photograph.

To summarise, the site was originally a residence up until circa 1965 when a large warechouse was
constructed. A warehouse was constructed on the neighbouring site at 48 Burnett between 1973 and 1977,
and prior to this, the site looks to have had a residential dwelling in place. Upgradient site 27-35 Tasma
has had a long history of being used as a storage yard and was unpaved for a considerable period.

Table 2 Historical Aerial Photograph Review

Photo Observations

2019 e Historical Aerial Image Plate 4

2017 e Historical Aerial Iinage Plate 5

2003 +  Historical Aerial Image Plate 6 Neighbouring site to the South and Southeast 15 not paved.
1992 s  Historical Aerial Photograph Plate 7 Upgradient site at 27-35 Tasma 1s used as a storage yard

although 1t 1s paved.

1989 +  Historical Aerial Photograph Plate 8
1984 ¢  Historical Aerial Photograph Plate 9
1977 ¢ Historical Aerial Photograph Plate 10

¢ A warshouse has been constructad at 48 Burnett

1973 e [Historical Aerial Photograph Plate 11
1969 ¢ Historical Aerial Photograph Plate 12
1965 ¢  Historical Aerial Photograph Plate 13

¢ Warehouse constructed at 42 to 44 Burnett.

1957 e Historical Aerial Photograph Plate 14.
e Large storage yard out the back of 42 to 44 Burnett.

e 27-35 Tasma is not paved and used for storage

1946 ¢ Historical Aerial Photograph Plate 15.

¢ Both sites have residential buildings on them

3.7 Council Environmental Records
The Hobart City Council was contacted on the 13% December 2019. An Environmental Health Officer with
the Council confirmed the following information:

e 42 to 44 Burnett Street is classified as a contaminated site on the basis that Caltex historically
owned the site. Other business occupying the site include Fruit and Vegetable Wholesalers Stokes
& Hammond Pty Ltd and Lifeline neither of which are of environmental concern.

Geo Environmental Solutions — GES FPage 8
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e There is no record available for 40 Burnett Street, nor for upgradient properties 50 or 52 Burnett
Street.

e Downgradient property 274 Argyle Street was occupied by Sims Brickworks. Given the site has a
building on it which has been present before 1946, this may have either been a business office or
the brickworks occurred before 1946.

e Upgradient 48 Burnett Street had residential buildings up until 1973, when a large storage shed
was constructed. The site was occupied by COR/BP, HCS Leigh, Golden Fleece, as well as Hanson
& Younkin. It is likely that the site was used for fuel transport services (storage of tankers): and

e Upgradient 27-35 Tasma Street was occupied by Jonathan Hemming and is currently owned by
Design Makers Tasmania and owned by State Growth.

In summary potential contaminating activities are most likely to originate from underground storage tanks
onsite as the highest priority.

3.8 Historical Site Investigations
GES is not aware of any previous investigations for the site.
3.9 Potential Contamination Issues

3.9.1 Areas of Potential Concern
As determined in this desktop assessment, the following areas of concern have been identified:

e Potential fill material beneath the existing pavement:

¢ Soil around the existing UST and groundwater below and downgradient of the UST:

* Groundwater and potentially soil on the site which may have been impacted by fuel stored on the
neighbouring site at 48 Burmett Street;

e Groundwater and potentially soil on the site which may have been impacted by fuel stored on the
neighbouring site at 27 to 35 Tasma Street.

3.9.2 Contaminants of Potential Concern

The following contaminants of potential concern (COPC) could be associated with imported fill and the
up-gradient Gagebrook service station:

Total Petroleum/Recoverable Hydrocarbons (TPH/TRH);

Mono Aromatic hydrocarbons: Benzene, Toluene, Ethylbenzene, Xylene (BTEX):
Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAH) and

Heavy Metals.

* & °

4 FIELD INVESTIGATION PROCEDURES
4.1 Works Summary

A single site visit was conducted to complete the environmental site assessment, see details in Table 3;
borehole locations are presented in Figure 6. Photographs of site are presented in Appendix 6.

Table 3 Summary of Site Investigation Work Dates

Scope Data Lab Report Details
Drilling/ 21% Gotober EMI1917734 18 Primary Samples were collected from 9 soil bore
- locations.
Sample 2019

Primary Lab

collection Secondary lab ES1935030

Geo Environmental Solutions — GES FPage 9
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Figure 6 Borehole Plan
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4.2 Site Walkover

A site walkover was completed by GES staff on the 21* October 2019. Images of the underground storage
tank location and drilling are presented in Plate 1 to Plate 3 and additional general site photographs are
presented in Appendix 6.

4.2.1 Surface Coverings

The surface of the site is fully paved with concrete.

4.2.2 Signs of Contamination

A visual assessment of the fill is not enough to rule out site contamination; however there were signs of
more recent oil spills.

Plate 1 Underground Storage Tank Identified Location

Geo Environmental Solutions — GES Page 11
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Plate 2 Fill Point for the Single 4.5 KL Underground Storage Tank
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Plate 3 One of the Investigation Holes Drilled Near the Underground Storage Tank

4.3 Soil Investigation

4.3.1 Soil Sampling

At each of the bore locations, the following precautions were put in place to avoid disrupting underground
service assets:

¢ Dial Before You Dig plans were obtained; and
e Archers Underground Service were engaged;

A Geoprobe drilling rig was used to collect soil samples and sampling was conducted per the National
Environmental Protection (Assessment of Site Contamination) Measure (NEPM ASC 2013) and AS4482
sampling guidelines. Table 4 presents a summary of the soil assessment methodology adopted at the site.

Table 4 Summary of Soil Sampling Methods

Activity Details / Comments

At each testing location, the following precautions were put in place to avoid disrupting
Underground Service | underground service assets:

Clearance ¢ Dial Before You Dig plans were obtamed; and

*  Where practical, the first meter of the bore was cleared with a hand auger.

Sampling Method Soil samples were collected directly from excavator bucket

Logging the soil was conducted in accordance with the unified so1l classification system
(USCS) as detailed in AS1726 (1993).

Decontamination of Decon 90 was used to decontaminate reusable sampling equipment (hand auger and core
Sampling Equipment | trays) which was triple rinsed, the final rinse with delonised water.

In accordance with AS4482.2. Individual soil samples were collected using disposable
nitrile gloves from approximately at 1.0m intervals below ground surface (bgs) and/or
change i geology.

In accordance with AS4482.2. Collected samples were screened for volatile fractions
using a Photoionisation Detector (PID). This was done by placing the samples within

Soil Loggmg

Soil Sample
Collection

Soil Screening

Geo Environmental Solutions — GES Page 13
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Activity Details / Comments

snap lock bags and analysing the headspace with a PID probe. A service record for
GES’s PID is mcluded in Appendix 6 for the second round of sampling.

A minimum number of samples were carefully selected which would provide enough
wmformation to identify hydrocarbon contamination in soils.

Samples were placed into a jar for laboratory analysis. Soil jars were placed in a pre-
chilled cool box with 1ce bricks.

Sample holding times were within acceptable range (based on NEPM B3-2013) from
collection to extraction

Sample Selection

Sample preservation

Sample holding times

4.3.2 Soil Analysis

Primary and QC samples were submitted to Analytical Laboratory Services (ALS) Environmental,
Springvale Avenue in Melbourne for analysis. The Inter lab duplicate split sample was sent to ALS
Environmental, located in Smithfield, NSW. The samples were analysed for TPH/TRH, BTEX, PAHs and
15 Metals. One duplicate and Inter lab duplicate split sample was collected. Chain of Custody (COC)
documentation was completed and is provided in Appendix & plus the Sample Receipt Notification (SRN)
in Appendix 9. Table 5 presents a sumnmary of the laboratory analyses undertaken for the soil samples.

Table 5 Overview of Soil Analysis and Quality Control

Analytes Primary Soil Samples Duplicates® s
TPH/TRH 18 1 1
BTEX 18 1 1
PAH 18 1 1
15 Metals 18 1 1

Sampling Quality Control Standards (AS4482)
a—0One (1) in twenty (20) inter laboratory duplicate samples
b - One (1) mn twenty (207 ntra laboratory split (ILS) samples

Given that a full 15 metal suite was analysed, there was requirement to assess the following soil physical
properties to determine soil threshold investigation levels:

e Soil grain class (sand/silt or clay)

® % Clay content;

e Cation exchange capacity: and

e Soil pH

The soil physical properties were assessed through site assessment and chemical properties were based on
knowledge of similar soil types encountered around the greater Hobart.

Geo Environmental Solutions — GES Page 14
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5 QUALITY CONTROL

All Field and laboratory Quality Assurance and Quality Control (QA/QC) details, outputs and reports are
presented in Appendix 10.

5.1 Field

1t is standard to expect up to 10% error in field duplication and up to 10% laboratory error. Therefore, in
theory up to 20% error can be assumed on duplicate analysis. Some variation may exist in soil and
groundwater because even though all efforts are made to split samples homogeneously of materials may
bias samples in certain elements.

Relative Percentage Differences (RPDs) for the duplicate and triplicate samples where applicable are
calculated using the method outlined below.

The acceptance criteria used for the RPDs depend on the levels of contaminants detected and the
laboratory’s Method Detection Limits (MDL). The closer the levels detected are to the MDL the greater
the acceptable RPD. RPDs are calculated as follows:

¢ RPD <50% for low level results (<20 * MDL)
e RPD <30% for medium level results (20-100 * MDL)

e RPD <15% for high level results (=100 * MDL)

e No limit applies at <2 * MDL (Method Detection Limit)

Field QA/QC procedures and compliance are swmmarised in Table 6.

Table 6 Soil Field QA/QC procedures and Compliance
—

QA/QC Requirement Comp C ts
Appropriate sampling strategy . ] . .
used, and representative Yes Sampling program was undertaken in accordance with

21-
samples collected AS4482.1-2005

Appropriate and well
documented sample collection,

handling, logging and Yes Appropriate and well documented
transportation procedures.
1at 10n s
Decontamination Yes Appropriate decontamination such as cleaning tools before

sampling and between sample locations was undertaken

COC were completed mn accordance with NEPM Schedule B2,

Section 5.4.5 and transported under strict COC procedures.

Cham-of-custody The signed COC documents are mcluded m this report, which
o Yes .

documentation completed includes the condition report on arrval of samples to the

Laboratory, cross checking of sample identification and

paperwork and preservation method.

Required number of splits:
Duplicate & mter-lab splits: 1 Yes
per 20 primary samples

A total of 18 Primary samples were selected for analysis; 1
duplicate sample and 1 inter-lab splits: was required

QA/QC samples reported For Duplicate and BHO1 1.5-1.6 pairs, 98% of analytes
method detection limits within Acceptable complied. For ILS and BHO7 0.5-0.6 pairs, 91% of analytes
indicated gudelines. complied.

Trip blanks collected with no

laboratory detections? NA According to AS4482.2-1999. Not required.

Required numbers of rinse
blank samples collected withno | No
laboratory detections?

One rinse blank should have been collected as per AS4482.1-
2005 but was not.

Samples delivered to the
laboratory within sample All samples were sent to the laboratory within holding times
holding times and with correct and correct preservative.

preservative
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5.2 Laboratory

Soil laboratory QA/QC procedures and compliance are summarised in Table 7.
Table 7 Soil Laboratory QA/QC Procedures and Compliance

outliers

QA/QC Requirement Compliance | Comments
ALS Laboratories 1s NATA Accredited. Appropriate analytical
All analyses NATA Yes methods used, in accordance with Schedule B(3) of the NEPM
accredited ASC 2013. Acceptable laboratory limits of reporting (LORs)
adopted
Method Blanks: zero to There were no method blank value outliers m any of the QC1
<Practical Quantitation Yes reports including Primary: EM1917734; Secondary: ES1935030
Limit (PQL)
Laboratory Control
Samples: Yes There were no laboratory control outliers in any of the QC1
70% to 130% recovery for reports including Primary: EM1917734; Secondary: ES1935030
soil.
Matrix spikes: 70% to Therel were matrix spillrcze ‘outliers in the E(';‘u}lm‘}c']: (EM191]17734)
130% recovery for organics sample BHO[ 0.5-0.6 for Manganese and vanadium. Hig] )
o 80%-120% recovery for No cou;-entratlous of manganese detected in primary sgmples may be
oorganics attributed to laboratory error; No matrix spike outliers exist for the
Secondary sample: ES1935030
E;[:]'Jol/:f:;f;gamp]es oto Yes There were no duplicate sample outliers
Surrogates: 70% to 130% Yes There were no surrogate recovery outliers in any of the QC1
recovery reports including Primary: EM1917734; Secondary: ES1935030
Analysis holding time Ves No hold-time outlmers exist for any of the QC1 reports mcluding

Primary: EM1917734; Secondary: ES1935030

Quality Control Sample
Frequency Qutliers

There were quality control sample frequency outliers in the QC1
report for the Primary batch (EM1907730) attributed to PHH's
and TRHs; No frequency outliers exist for the Secondary sample:

ES1935030

Geo Envirowmental Solutions — GES
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6 FIELD INVESTIGATION FINDINGS
6.1 Geological Interpretation

In general, the Mineral Resources Tasmania (MRT) geological mapping was consistent with the ground
conditions encountered during the investigation. All boreholes were drilled through concrete of variable
thickness into underlying dark brown to dark grey Sandy CLAY fill material to depths of up to 1.0 m. The
only variation was Silty SAND fill present in BHO4 overlying the Sandy CLAY material. Natural soils
overlying the mudstone bedrock comprised of yellow/grey Sandy CLAY. The mudstone varied in depth
from 0.4 m depth (BHO06) through to 2.6 m depth (BHO04). As a rule, typically only 100 mm of mudstone
could be drilled at the site although a couple of the holes were drilled up to 1.0 m into the mudstone. For
full borehole logs see Appendix 10.

6.1.1 Grain Class Interpretation

Grain size classifications are applied to all soils at the site to determine threshold screening level
concentrations for hydrocarbons to assess soil ecological and human health risks.

Grain class threshold values are determined based on either the:

e sample grain size (in the case of ecological screening levels or chromium limits); or
e average grain class overlying the sample point (when assessing petroleum vapour screening levels).

‘When assessing petroleum vapour intrusion screening levels, where soil is proposed to be excavated from
the site, the excavated material is excluded from the grain class averaging. The corresponding depth class
from which the sample is collected is also shallowed based on the renewed basement depth.

Table 8 provides a summary of the grain class averages for material overlying the sample.

Table 8 Summary of Grain Class Based on USCS Classification —in TP1 and TP2

E Soil Grain Size Class Averaging Above Soil Sample Attenuation g
-=
1 -_% =
< o - |~ 2
=
z o= sl e
2 B é = 0 B e| E -*E ]
H é S3 - ’:' = =|e 50 3
Sample 23 =2 =|E|l = U & * g:|2
3= e GWGPWGCSWSPSMSCMLCLOLMHCHOHCI-HE Elg|e|ElsE | =
g B &8 é [ ﬂ : i | E ela
e £ - E|l=2l|le| g gls
£E 8= Bl 2|8 rd
- = | 2 =
= | 5|2 -
3 g |= &

BHO1 0.5-0.6 35 < NA |01)10 10| CLAY | CI
IBHOl 15-16 35 < MA |01) 1.0 |10| CLAY | CL
IEHCII 2528 3.3 < NA J0.1] 10 |10| CLAY |Rock
IBHUZ 0.5-0.6 4.0 < MA |01) 10 |10] Clay |
IBHOZ 15-16 40 < MA |01 10 |10| CLAY | CL
IEH02 23-24 4.0 < MA |01 1.0 |10| CLAY |Rock
IEHOS 0.5-0.6 3.8 3 MA |01) 10 10| CLAY | CI
|BHC|3 1516 3.3 < NA J01[10]10[ ClaY | CL
IBHOl‘l 0.5-0.6 4.0 < MA |01 1.0 |10| CLAY | SM
IBHO4 15-16 4.0 < MA |01) 10 |10| CLAY | CL
IEH04 2526 4.0 < MA |01) 10 |10]| CLAY | CL
IBHUS 0.5-0.6 39 < MA |01 1.0 |1.0| CLAY | 5M
|BHCIS 12-13 3.9 < WA J01| 10 |10| Clay |
IBHOG 04-05 29 < MA |01 1.0 |1.0| CLAY |Rock
IBHO? 0.5-0.6 38 < MA |0.1) 1.0 |1.0| CLAY |Rock
IBHO? 1.3-14 38 < NA |01] 1.0 |10[ CLAY |Rock
IBHOB 0.5-0.6 4.2 < MA |01) 10 |10 CLAY | CL
IBHCIQ 0506 4.2 < NA J01]10 10| ClaY | CL

* Grain class is modified based on proposed building construction: concrete is interpreted to have similar vapour intrusion properties to clay and
15 therefore designated as CLAY within the gram size averaging assessment, backfill is mferred to comprise of gravel (GW)

< Sample has been collected from above the proposed excavation (base of slab or proposed ground level) and 15 not relevant m PVI sk assessment

" Excavation depths are approximate and may vary due to change in services depths or overall building/footing construction design”

Geo Environmental Solutions — GES Page 17
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7 SOILECOLOGICAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT
7.1 Protected Environmental Values

The requirement for protecting soil from contaminated activities in Tasmania is managed under the
Environmental Management and Pollution Control Act 1994 (EMPCA) which states in Part 5A:

(2) An area of land is a contaminated site if —
(a) there is in, on or under that area of land a pollutant in a concentration that —
(1) is above the background concentration; and

(i1) 1s causing or is likely to be causing serious or material environmental harm or
environmental nuisance, or is likely to cause serious or material environmental harm or
environmental nuisance in the future if not appropriately managed:

Potential soil impact at the site is assessed through application of the following environmental investigation
guidelines.

7.2 NEPM ASC (2013) Guidelines

The following ecological investigation guidelines are to be addressed to assess acceptable levels of risk to
terrestrial ecosystems:

e NEPM ASC (2013) Ecological Investigation Levels (EIL’s) — have been developed for selected
metal and organic substances. EIL’s depend on specific soil and physicochemical properties and
land use scenarios and generally apply to the top two (2) metres of the soil profile (NEPM 2013);

e NEPM ASC (2013) Ecological Screening Levels (ESL’s) — have been developed for selected
petroleum hydrocarbon compounds and total petroleum hydrocarbon fractions. ESL’s broadly
apply to coarse- and fine-grained soils and various land use scenarios within the top two (2) metres
of the soil profile (NEPM ASC 2013).

Soil analytical results are compared against Ecological Screening Levels (ESL’s) and Ecological
Investigation Levels (EIL’s) limits presented in Table 9.

Table 9 Summary of Soil Investigation Limits Considered at the Site based in NEPM ASC (2013)

Analytes Investigated
Investigati Hydrocarbons Metals
Levels (IL) TR TRH Benzo(a) pyrene | Naphthalene Zn, Cu, Cr(IID), | | o DDT
- (F1to F4) | (PAH) (PAH) Ni & As
ESL’s Analysed Analysed Analysed
EIL’s Analysed Analysed Analysed Not Analysed

7.3 Guidelines

7.3.1 Ecological Screening Levels
The following compounds were compared against NEPM (2013) Ecological Screening Levels (ESL’s):

¢ BTEX:
e FIltoF4 TRH: and
e Benzo(a)pyrene

Selection of ESL threshold investigation limits are set out in the NEPM (2013) guidelines and require
classification of the soil according to:

e Land use sensitivity:
e Areas of ecological significance
e Urban residential and public open space: and

e Dominant particle size passing through a 2 mm sieve into:
e Coarse — sand sizes and greater; and

Geo Environmental Solutions — GES Page 18
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e Fine — clay and silt sizes.
Adopted NEPM (2013) soil and land use classifications are presented below.

7.3.2 Ecological Investigation Levels
The following compounds were compared against Environmental Investigation Levels:

Lead:
Nickel:
Chromium:
Zinc;
Copper:
Arsenic; and
Naphthalene.

* ® & & & ¢

There was a requirement to classify the soil according to physicochemical properties given that the above
listed compounds. Adopted physicochemical parameters are presented in the results tables.

Selection of EIL threshold investigation limits are set out in the NEPM ASC (2013) guidelines and require
classification of the soil per specific soil and physicochemical properties which are presented in the results
tables. The adopted land use scenario applied was commercial/ industrial land use guidelines because it
was the best fit for current and future land use of the site.

Geo Environmental Solutions — GES FPage 19
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7.4.1 Ecological Screening Levels
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Laboratory analytical results for soil are presented in Appendix 11. Table 10 summaries all soil analytical
results against relevant ESLs guideline limits for urban residential / public open spaces land use.
Concentrations which exceed laboratory limits of reporting (LOR) would be highlighted in bold. ESL
exceedances would be highlighted with a coloured cell. Samples within the proposed excavation zone are
marked with an X. There were no hydrocarbon detections and no risk to ecological receptors identified.

Table 10 Summary of Scoil Analytical Results Compared with Ecological Screening Level’s for urban
residential land use

NEPM Ecological Screening Levels for Soil BTEX PAH TRH
Bold - Indicates LOR Exceedances
X -Indicates Sample has been Excavated g & = =
u [ — — ful =
= K, S U [¥] ]
@ & = ] | ]
= = g o © +
Colour Shading - Indicates ESL Exceedances: g o é = % ' a a 0
21 * 2:5% "% 5:20 %, *** 2050 x, **** >50 X Bl S| F| 5 g 8 L O
] S = = [ — ~ m =+
e [l w > =] w w o w
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a o = a
£ e [§3| B s |g
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BHO1 0.5-0.6 X 21/10/19 F URBAN <0.2 <05 | <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <10 <50 <100 |[<100
BHO11.5-1.6X 21/10/19 F URBAN <0.2 <05 | <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <10 <50 <100 |[<100
BHO12.5-2.6X 21/10/19 C URBAN <0.2 <05 | <0.5 | <0.5 <0.5 <10 <30 <100 |[<100
BHO2 0.5-0.6 X 21/10/19 F URBAN <0.2 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <10 <50 <100 [<100
BHO2 1.5-1.6 X 21/10/19 F URBAN <0.2 <05 | <0.5 | <0.5 <0.5 <10 <50 <100 |[<100
BHO2 2.3-24 X 21/10/19 C URBAN <0.2 <0.5 | <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <10 <50 <100 |[<100
BHO3 0.5-0.6 X 21/10/19 F URBAN <0.2 <05 | <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <10 <30 <100 |[<100
BHO3 1.5-1.6 X [21/10/19 F_|URBAN <0.2 | <05 | <05 | <0.5 | <05 <10 <50 <100 |<100
BHO4 0.5-0.6 X |21/10/19 C__|URBAN <0.2 | <05 | <05 | <0.5 | <05 <10 <50 <100 |<100
BHO4 1.5-1.6 X 21/10/19 F URBAN <0.2 <05 | <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <10 <50 <100 |[<100
BHO4 2.5-2.6 X 21/10/19 F URBAN <0.2 <05 | <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <10 <50 <100 |[<100
BHO5 0.5-0.6 X 21/10/19 C URBAN <0.2 <05 | <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <10 <50 <100 |[<100
BHO5 1.2-1.3 X 21/10/19 F URBAN <0.2 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <10 <50 <100 [<100
BHOG6 0.4-0.5 X 21/10/19 C URBAN <0.2 <05 | <0.5 | <0.5 <0.5 <10 <50 <100 |[<100
BHO7 0.5-0.6 X 21/10/19 C URBAN <0.2 <0.5 | <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <10 <50 <100 |[<100
BHO71.3-14X 21/10/19 C URBAN <0.2 <05 | <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <10 <50 <100 |[<100
BHO2 0.5-06 X 21/10/19 F URBAN <0.2 <05 | <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <10 <350 <100 |<100
BHO09 0.5-0.6 X |21/10/19 F__|URBAN <0.2 | <05 | <05 | <0.5 | <05 <10 <50 <100 |<100
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7.4.2 Ecological Investigation Levels

Laboratory analytical results are presented in Appendix 11. Table 11 compares all soil analytical results
against relevant ecological investigation limits (EILs) for urban residential / public open spaces land use.
Concentrations which exceeded laboratory LOR are detailed in the table. EIL exceedances would be
highlighted with a coloured cell and samples within the proposed excavation zone are marked with an X.
There was a single EIL guideline exceedances for copper in BHO7 0.5-0.6 assessed on the basis of an
inferred soil pH of 4.5, based on the cation exchange capacity approach, an exceedance was not identified.

Table 11 Soil Analytical Results Compared Against Ecological Investigation Levels for urban residential land

use
NEPM Ecological Investigation Levels for Soil
Bold - Indicates LOR Exceedances
X - Indicates Sample Withiin Inferred Excavation
Colour Shading - Indicates ESL Exceedances:
»1x, *2-5% ** 5-20x, *** 20-50 x, **** >50 x
— o = = 2
¥ g | 8| E = 3
o T © e 5 _ '1'5 L £
@ o o — U ~
2 g0 | £ 22| & o T O I -
a 8 SE | £ 55| 8 S |z |/ |O6[8]|< ]|z
& v T2 | g r |58
=z 2 5% | Y L 23] 2| 2 |2 e | 2|22
3 e [ 22|z =z 22 3| 3|33 3[3|%]%
& & I & a & & E] E E e | E | E £ £ E
BHO10.5-0.6 X |21/10/19 |[URBAN 35 4.5(3) F 15 15 7 9 7 <5 <5 <1
BHO1 1.5-1.6 X |21/10/19 |[URBAN 35 4.5(3) F 7 7 7 27 3 <5 <1
BHO1 2.5-2.6 X |21/10/19 |URBAN 10 4.5(3) C <5 <5 8 36 5 6 <5 <1
BHO2 0.5-0.6 X |21/10/19 |[URBAN 35 4.5(3) F 28 28 20 19 13 <5 <5 <1
BHO? 1.5-1.6 X |21/10/19 [URBAN 35 4.5(3) F 6 6 13 30 3 7 <5 <1
BHO? 2.3-2.4 X |21/10/19 [URBAN 10 4.5(3) C <5 <5 10 39 5 <5 <5 <1
BHO3 0.5-0.6 X |21/10/19 [URBAN 35 4.5(3) F 45 45 33 37 22 <5 <5 <1
BHO3 1.5-1.6 X |21/10/19 [URBAN 35 4.5(3) F 15 15 23 25 8 11 <5 <1
BHO4 0.5-0.6 X [21/10/19 |URBAN 15 | 45(3)| C <5 <5 2 | <5 | «2 | <5 | <5 | <1
BHO4 1.5-1.6 X [21/10/19 |URBAN 35 | 45(3)| F <5 <5 10 | 43 4 8 <5 | <1
BHO4 2.5-2.6 X [21/10/19 |URBAN 35 | 45(3)| F <5 <5 6 28 4 9 <6 | <1
BHOS 0.5-0.6 X [21/10/19 |URBAN 15 | 45(3)| <5 <5 <2 14 2 <5 | <5 | <1
BHOS 1.2-1.3 X |21/10/19 |[URBAN 35 4.5(3) F 18 18 16 64 10 65 <5 <1
BHO6 0.4-0.5X |21/10/19 |[URBAN 10 4.5(3) C <5 <5 32 56 3 17 <5 <1
BHO7 0.5-0.6 X |21/10/19 |[URBAN 10 4.5(3) C 106 106 62 26 4 <5 <5 <1
BHO7 1.3-1.4 X |21/10/19 |[URBAN 10 4.5(3) C 13 13 35 43 <2 8 <5 <1
BHO8 0.5-0.6 X |21/10/19 |[URBAN 35 4.5(3) F 9 9 23 29 8 <5 <1
BHO09 0.5-0.6 X |21/10/19 |[URBAN 35 4.5(3) F 11 11 5 10 10 <5 <5 <1

"pH Designation:

1) Using 0.01M CaCl2 extract. Rayment, G.E. and Lyons, D.J. (2011). “Soil Chemical Methods — Australasia”. 495+20 pp. CSIRO
Publishing, Melbourne.

2) pHF (1:5). Adjusted by subtracting 0.75 with +/- 0.25 error to calibrate to the CaCl2 method (per comm. ALS Brisbane Acid
Sulphate Soils Laboartory). Metheds in accordance with Ahern, C.R., Stone Y., and Blunden B. {1998b). ‘Acid Sulfate Seils
Assessment Guidelines’. Acid Sulfate Soils Management Advisory Committee, Wollongbar, NSW, Australia.

3) Classified in accordance with parent material typical soil pH as per the tasmanian soils database

Note: where rock materil is identified, the sail texture class by default is defined as 'coarse™
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8 SOIL HUMAN HEALTH DIRECT CONTACT ASSESSMENT
8.1 Guidelines

Guidelines presented herein are based on potential exposure of human receptors to soil impact which may
include:

* Onsite excavation works which may include basement carpark and deep foundations. Receptors
include onsite commercial contractors, offsite residential receptors as well as sensitive land use
and recreational receptors;

* Proposed future onsite residential land users which may be exposed to potential shallow soil impact
in non-paved areas of the site — not likely given the entire site will be sealed by a concrete carpark;

e Trench workers repairing or building services (typically to 1 m bgs) as assessed against commercial
worker guidelines for dermal contact and HILs.

8.1.1 Land Use Classification

The NEPM (2013) guidelines have been referenced to ensure that the correct land use and density category
has been adopted for the site and the surrounding properties (where applicable). As per NEPM (2013)
guidelines, the adopted land use class is dependent on the building density and the opportunity for soil
access by site occupants (exposure to potentially impacted soil). Aspects needing to be considered include:

e Whether the site is of sensitive land use such as a childcare centre, preschool, primary school or
aged care facility in which case land use Class A is applicable;

e The proportion of paved area to determine direct contact exposure risk and therefore classification
as low or high density: and

e Classification based on residential, recreational or commercial/industrial setting.

8.1.2 Adopted Land Use Classification
The adopted land use class is presented in Table 12.

Table 12 Summary of Land Use Spatial and Temporal Setting for Determining Exposure Risk

Su_ll Construction Location Land Use Pathway™® | Land Use Class
Bores Phase
All During Site Commercial contractors ALL D
Trench workers ALL D & Standard
Post Site Restricted assess — Commercial ALL D
workers
* Pathways:

DC — Dermal Contact — HSL Trench Worker Guidelines (CRC CARE 2013)
DI - Dust Inhalation - HIL Guidelines (NEPM ASC 2013)

SI— Soil Ingestion - HIL Guidelines (NEPM ASC 2013)

ALL — All of above

8.2 Findings

8.2.1 Dermal Contact - Petroleum Hydrocarbons

Laboratory analytical results are presented in Appendix 11.

Table 13 presents soil hydrocarbon analytical results compared against CRC CARE (Friebel & Nadebaum,
2011) Health Screening Levels (HSL) guidelines for assessing dermal contact risk HSL D commercial
workers, Trench workers. Concentrations which exceeded laboratory LOR would be highlighted in bold.
HSL exceedances would be highlighted with a coloured cell indicating the highest HSL land used class
which is exceeded. Samples within the proposed excavation zone are marked with an X.

There were no hydrocarbon detections in any of the samples and therefore no guideline exceedances and
no dermal contact risk to workers during the site redevelopment.
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Table 13 Soil Analytical Results Compared Against CRC CARE Guidelines for Dermal Contact

EP0O80: BTEXN EP080/071: TRH
CRC CARE Health Screening = = =
Level c = 3 2
9 @ @ @
g g | 2§ | = | £ | &
Dermal Contact Hazard from Soil g S o fie o 3 Q
L] o c = Jul (=] 8] o 6
Hydrocarbons' = < é“ = E d 4 o -
e 3 _é I S ' — — o]
& e [ e z 8] W ‘A b
Units meg/kg | me/ke | me/kg | me/ke |me/ke|me/ke | me/kg | mg/ke | me/ke
LOR 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.5 1 10 50 100 100
HIDE ROW 120 | 18000 | 5300 | 15000 | 1900 [ 5100 | 3800 | 5300 | 7400
HIDE ROW 430 | 99000 | 27000 | 81000 |11000( 26000 | 20000 | 27000 | 38000
HSL C Recreational 120 | 18000 | 5300 | 15000 | 1900 | 5100 | 3800 | 5300 | 7400
HSL D Commercial/Industrial 430 | 99000 | 27000 | 81000 | 11000 | 26000 | 20000 | 27000 | 38000
Intrusive Maintenance Worker 1100 |120000] 85000 | 130000 | 29000 | 82000 | 62000 | 85000 | 120000
Date Sample
21/10/2019 |BHO10.5-0.6 X <0.2 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <1 <10 <50 <100 <100
21/10/2019 |BH011.5-1.6X <0.2 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <1 <10 <50 <100 <100
21/10/2019 |BHO12.5-2.6 X <0.2 | <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <1 <10 <50 <100 | <100
21/10/2019 |BH02 0.5-0.6 X <0.2 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <1 <10 <50 <100 <100
21/10/2019 |BHO2 1.5-1.6 X <0.2 | <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <1 <10 <50 <100 | <100
21/10/2019 |BH022.3-2.4X <0.2 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <1 <10 <50 <100 <100
21/10/2019 |BHO3 0.5-0.6 X <0.2 | =0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <1 <10 <50 <100 | <100
21/10/2019 |BHO03 1.5-1.6 X <0.2 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <1 <10 <50 <100 <100
21/10/2019 |BHO4 0.5-0.6 X <0.2 | <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <1 <10 <50 <100 | <100
21/10/2019 |BHO4 1.5-1.6 X <0.2 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <1 <10 <50 <100 <100
21/10/2019 |BHO4 2.5-2.6 X <0.2 | <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <1 <10 <50 <100 | <100
21/10/2019 |BH050.5-0.6 X <0.2 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <1 <10 <50 <100 <100
21/10/2019 |BHO051.2-1.3X <0.2 | <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <1 <10 <50 <100 | <100
21/10/2019 |BHO6 0.4-0.5 X <0.2 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <1 <10 <50 <100 <100
21/10/2019 |BHO7 0.5-0.6 X <0.2 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <1 <10 <50 <100 <100
21/10/2019 |BHO7 1.3-1.4X <0.2 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <1 <10 <50 <100 <100
21/10/2019 |BHO8 0.5-0.6 X <0.2 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <1 <10 <50 <100 <100
21/10/2019 |BHO9 0.5-0.6 X <0.2 <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <1 <10 <50 <100 <100

8.2.2 Dust Inhalation & Soil Ingestion

Laboratory analytical results are presented in Appendix 11. Table 14 presents the soil analytical results
compared against combined dust inhalation and soil ingestion risk is assessed through the application of
NEPM (2013) Health Investigation Levels (HILs) for exposure to soil contaminants. Concentrations which
exceeded laboratory LOR would be presented in bold, metals are simply reported. HIL exceedances would
be highlighted with a coloured cell indicating the highest HIL land used class which is exceeded. Samples
within the proposed excavation zone are marked with an X.

There were no HIL D commercial land use, exceedances at the site. A dust inhalation and soil ingestion

risk has not been identified based on the following receptors investigated:

e Commercial confractors developing the site;
e Future site users (residential or commercial) on the basis there is limited opportunity for access to

the soil: or

¢ Future onsite commercial workers.
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Table 14 Soil Analytical Results Compared Against NEPM (2013) Health Investigation Limit Guidelines

Bold - Indicates LOR
Exceedance in Non Metalic EGGBST: ;Ttal
Compouncls EGO05T: Tatal Metals by |CP-AES N::r?:\:JT:D:FIMS EPO75(SIM]BE; Palynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbans
NEPM Health Investigation
Levels (HIL's)
=)
Dust Inhalation and Soil ol E @ g
Ingestion Assessment % E g E % E g
. - E g2 2 v 8 ElZ|E|2|%|e 8
X - Indicates Sample Within = el =|8 7 T H sls|2|m|Ele =
| & i E E|lE|=s =lg|2 Sl |E|E2|E|Y=E|Z &
Proposed Excavation Zone o = E 152 Y s | _| E|z z N -0 -0 N = I = I S O I = el (= =
E 1203 8 |E|2|E)| & gIE| 2| B e g Zls|glele|s|g|E|F| 5|85 2 |e|El8]2]3
28| 5 |85 & B2 |22 |58)| & 2 Bl 2|22z |5|8|2|8|2|8]8)5 |8
T I I A A R g glelzle|le|2|zle|2|l2|el2|e|l2|2|g 22
OHie MHuo E|E ¥ B |E|B|E| B |B| EF|E|E|ElE g FlE(E|F|lE|E|B|E| 8| 2| E|E|X|E|E|E|E ¥
LOR 5 10 |1 i 1| 2| 2 5 5 5 2 n 5 5 0.1 050505 |05 )05 o5 |05 )os5|os5 |05 05|05]|05|05]|05]05[ 05 [05
HIL D Commerial /Industrial 3000 500 | 300000 | 900 4000 [ 240000 |1500 | 60000 | 6000 | 10000 400000 730 4000 | 40
Sampledate:|5ampleID
21/10/2018 |BH01. 0506 % <5 40 |<1| «s0 [« | 7| 7 15 <5 38 7 <5 | 42 ] <01 <05 |<0.5 |05 [<0.5|<05|<05 |<05|<05|<05|<05|<05|<05|<«05|<05]|<05|<05 | <05 |05
21/10/2019 ]BHOL 15-1.6% <5 | 160 |<1| <50 | <1 | 3 | 4 7 5 | 397 | 7 <5 | 10 27 <0.1 <0.5 [<0.5 [<0.5 |<0.5 [<0.5 [<0.5 |<0.5 [<0.5| <05 [<0.5 |<0.5 |<0.5 [<0.5 |<0.5 |[<0.5 [<0.5 | <0.5 [<0.5
21/10/2018 |BH01 25-26X% <5 30 [<1| <50 |<1| 5 | 4 <5 6 | 306 | & <5 |12 36 <0.1 <05 |<0.5 |05 [<0.5|<05 |<05 |<0.5|<0.5|<05|<05|<05|<0.5|«05|<05]<05 <05 | <05 |5
21/10/201% |BH02 0506 <5 70 | <1 <50 <1 |13 | 25 28 <5 | 342 20 | <5 75 18 <0.1 <0.5<05[<0.5|<0.5 <05 <05 |<0.5]<05|<05|<05[<05|<05(<05]|<05]|<05|<05 | <05 (<05
21/10/2018 |BH02 15-16X <5 | 940 |<1| <50 |<1 | 3| 7 6 7 | soo |13 | <5 |21 30 <0.1 <05 |<0.5 |05 0.5 |<0.5 |<0.5 |<0.5 [<0.5|<0.5 |<0.5 |<0.5 |<0.5 |<0.5 |<0.5 |<0.5 [<0.5 | <05 |<05
21/10/2018 |BH02 23-24% <5 20 [« | <0 |<1 |5 |11 <5 <5 | 232 |10 | <5 |11 39 <01 <05 [<0.5 [<0.5|<0.5 [<0.5 |<05 |<0.5 [<0.5|<05 [<0.5|<0.5 <05 [<0.5]|<0.5 <05 [<05| <05 [<05
21/10/2019 |BH03 0.5-06% <5 120 | <1 <50 <1 | 22 | 103 45 <5 754 33 <5 73 37 <01 <0.5 <05 |<0.5 [<0.5|<0.5 |<0.5 |<0.5 [<0.5 |<0.5 | <05 |<0.5|<05|<0.5 [<0.5|<0.5 <05 <0.5 |<0.5
21/10/2018 |BH03 15-16X <5 70 [<1| <s0 | <1 | 8 |12 15 11 [ 1340 | 23 | <5 |31 25 <0.1 <05 |<0.5 |05 [<0.5|<05 |<05 |<0.5|<0.5|<05|<05|<05|<0.5|«05|<05]<05 <05 | <05 |5
21/10/201% |BH04 0.5-0.6 % <5 <10 | <1 <50 <l | <2 | <2 <5 <5 <5 <2 <5 <5 <5 <0.1 <05 |<05|<0.5|<0.5[<05|<05 (<05 |<05|<05 [<05|<05[<05|<05]|<05][<05]|<05 <05 <05
21/10/2018 |BHO4 15-16X <5 B0 [<1| <50 | <1 | 4 | & <5 8 | 386 | 10 | <5 |15 43 <0.1 <05 |<0.5 |05 0.5 |<0.5 |<0.5 |<0.5 [<0.5|<0.5 |<0.5 |<0.5 |<0.5 |<0.5 |<0.5 |<0.5 [<0.5 | <05 |<05
21/10/2018 ]BH04 25-26% <5 40 |<1| <50 [<1 | 4 | 4 <5 g | 337 6 <5 ] 28 <01 <05 |<0.5 |05 [<0.5 <05 |<05 |<05[<05|<05|<05|<05|<05|<05|<05]|<05[<05 | <05 |<05
21/10/2019 |BH05 05-06X% <5 20 [<1| <0 |1 | 2 | <2 <5 <5 12 | =2 | =5 | =5 14 <0.1 <0.5 [<0.5 [<0.5 |<0.5 [<0.5 [<0.5 |<0.5 [<0.5| <05 [<0.5 |<0.5 |<0.5 [<0.5 |<0.5 |[<0.5 [<0.5 | <05 (<05
21/10/2018 |BH05 12-13% <5 | 270 |<1 | <0 | <1 |10 12 18 65 | 146 | 16 | <5 | 21 64 0.5 <05 |<0.5 [<0.5 [<0.5 [<05 |<05 |<0.5 |<0.5]|<0.5 |<0.5|<05|<0.5|<0.5|<05|<05 <05 | <05 [<05
21/10/201% |BHOG 04-05% <5 730 | 2 <50 <1 | 3 | 35 <5 17 | 110 | 32 <5 g 56 <0.1 <05 |<05|<0.5|<0.5[<05|<05 (<05 |<05|<05 [<05|<05[<05|<05]|<05][<05]|<05 <05 <05
21/10/2019 |BHO? 05-06% <5 170 ) 2 <50 1 4 | 188 106 <5 712 62 <5 (141 26 <01 <0.5 <05 |<0.5 [<0.5|<0.5 |<05 |<0.5 [<0.5 |<05 | <05 |<0.5|<05|<0.5|<0.5|<0.5(<05| <05 |<05
21/10/2018 ]BHO? 13-14% <5 |1960 [ <1 | <50 2 | <2 | s0 13 8 |10200| 35 [ <5 | 27 48 <01 <05 |<0.5 |05 [<0.5 <05 |<05 |<05[<05|<05|<05|<05|<05|<05|<05]|<05[<05 | <05 |<05
21/10/2019 |BH08 05-06X% <5 | 250 |<1| <50 | <1 | 8 |33 9 3 50 | 23| <5 | 16 29 <0.1 <0.5 [<0.5 [<0.5 |<0.5 [<0.5 [<0.5 |<0.5 [<0.5| <05 [<0.5 |<0.5 |<0.5 [<0.5 |<0.5 [<0.5 [<0.5 | <05 [<05
21/10/2019 |BH09 0.5-06X% <5 10 | =1 <50 <1 |10 7 11 <5 12 5 =5 40 10 <01 <0.5(<05|<0.5 [<0.5|<0.5 <05 |<0.5|<0.5 (<05 |<05|<05|<05|<05|<05]<05(<05| <05 |<05
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9 PVIASSESSMENT - HSL’s (TRENCH & INDOOR VAPOUR)

Given that all soil tested at the site is proposed to be excavated, an assessment of vapour intrusion risk
needs to be conducted based on what soils have been tested at the site. As there was no detection of
hydrocarbons in any soil samples (including around the underground storage tank), it can be concluded
that there is a low risk that vapours may be present from onsite activities.

As groundwater was not intercepted in any of the deeply drilled diamond holes at the site (11 m
maximum depth), screening depths are inferred to be greater than 7 m below the proposed basement
level and outside of the potential vapour intrusion screening depth criteria.

It may therefore be concluded that the petroleum vapour intrusion risk to development workers and
future site users is low.

10 SOIL DISPOSAL ASSESSSMENT
10.1 Guidelines

Soil which is excavated from the site for landfill disposal is to be assessed against Information Bulletin
105 (IB105) for Classification and Management of Contaminated Soil for Disposal. The Environmental
Protection Authority (EPA) uses 4 categories to classify contaminated soil as per Table 15:

e (Level 1) Fill Material;

e (Level 2) Low Level Contaminated Soil;
e (Level 3) Contaminated Soil; and

® (Level 4) Contaminated Soil.

Fixed numerical values are presented for soil concentrations and leachable fraction concentrations.

Table 15 Summary of IB105 Classification Guidelines

Classification Controlled Comments
(with reference to Table 2) Waste'

Fill Material’ Soil that exhibits levels of Unlikely Soil classified as Fill Material can still
(Level 1) contaminants below the limits be a ‘pollutant’ under the

defined under Fill Material in Environmental Management and

Table 2. Poliution Control Act 1994 and

needs to be responsibly managed.

Low Level Soil that exhibits levels of Likely Where leachable concentrations
Contaminated contaminants above the limits have not been prescribed, maximum
Soil defined under Fill Material but total concentrations will be used to
(Level 2) below the limits defined under classify the soil.

Low Level Contaminated Soil in

Table 2.
Contaminated Soil that exhibits levels of Yes Where leachable concentrations
Soil contaminants above the limits have not been prescribed, maximum
(Level 3) defined under Low Level total concentrations will be used to

Contaminated Soil but below classify the soil.

the limits defined under
Contaminated Soil in Table 2.

Contaminated Soil that exhibits levels of Yes Soil that contains contaminants that

Soil for contaminants above the limits do not have criteria for leachable

Remediation defined under Contaminated concentrations  (e.g.  petroleum

(Level 4) Soil in Table 2 (regardless of hydrocarbons), and the levels of
the maximum total contaminants exceed the maximum
concentrations) is generally not total  concentrations listed in
considered acceptable for off- Contaminated Soil, are generally
site disposal without prior classified as Contaminated Soil for
treatment. Remediation.

" Controlled Waste is defined in the Environmental Management and Pollution Control Act 1994,
2 Criteria for Fill Material are the limits set by the Director for the purposes of R.9(2)(a)(ii) in the Regulations.
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10.2 Findings

The soil samples were compared against IB105 guidelines for soil disposal, see Table 16. Most of the
soil was classified as Level 1 Material — Clean Fill.

The following samples exceeded Level 1 guidelines:

Barium in natural soil and rock in soil collected from BHO02, BH06 & BHO7, are typical
occurrences for residual soil derived from Triassic sediments throughout greater Hobart;
Beryllium is borderline Level 1/Level 2 within borehole BH06 and BHO7:

Detections of Copper marginally exceeding Level 1 were detected in BHO7;

Cobalt detections in BHO3 and BHO7;

Moderately high concentrations of Manganese in all natural and fill samples may be attributed
to naturally occwrring marine elements within the Triassic sediments:

Nickel in BHO7:

The unusual signature of nickel, cobalt and copper in BHO7 may be naturally occurring as these
elements typically occur together in serpentinite soil which is derived from ultramafic rocks
such as a basalt. The basalt may have been locally derived. There is no evidence to suggest
BHO7 0.5 to 0.6 comprises fill material. The origins are inconclusive without further
assessment.

If the natural background barium and manganese are excluded from the assessment, on average,
the bulk material is considered Level 1.
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= |%
Information Bulletin 105 s | E
s |8
Classification and Management £ e | s 3 Tg_ o o | W
of Contaminated Soil For 't 2 Sl 8| £ |23 g | s
E|E| 3 2 = E G w 25| w c =
Disposal HE AR AN 53|32 HEIBE R IEERE
Sl sl 5l=|l &= |3| 8|52l 2| 2|5l <= |s2ls]|2|2]F%
= o o 8] =] Q [s] P} = = = w N o Q U A | o [ [} —
Unit me/ke| me/ke [e/kene/kgme/kelme/kg |me/ke |me/ke] ma/ke [me/ke me/kefme/ke| me/ke |me/ke|me/ke| me/ke |me/kg|me/kg|me/ke| me/ke |me/ke
LOR 5 10 1 1 2 5 2 5 5 0.1 2 5 5 0.5 10 50 05 | 0.2 0.5 0.5 0.5
Investigation Level Selected
IB105 Level 1 <20 | <300 | <2 <3 | <50 | =100 | <100 |<300| <500 <1 <60 | <10 <200 |<0.08| <65 | <1000 | <20 <1 <1 <3 <14
IB10S Level 2 20 300 2 3 50 100 | 100 | 300 | 500 1 60 10 200 | 008 | 65 1000 20 1 1 3 14
|I3105 Level 3 200 | 3000 | 40 | 40 | 500 | 2000 | 200 |1200| 5000 | 30 |e00 | 50 |14000 A 650 | 5000 40 5 100 | 100 | 180
IB105 Level 4 750 | 30000 | 400 | 400 |5000 | 7500 | 1000 |3000 |25000| 110 |3000| 200 | 50000 | 20 |1000| 10000 | 200 | 50 [1000|1080 |[1800
21/10/2019 |BHO1 0.5-0.6 X <5 40 <1 | <1 7 15 7 <5 38 | <01 | 7 <5 9 <05 | <10 | <50 | <05 |<0.2 [ <05 <05 |<05
21/10/2019 |BHO1 1.5-1.6 X <5 160 <1 | <1 3 7 4 5 397 | <01 7 <5 27 <0.5 | <10 <50 <05 | <02 | <05 ]| <0.5 | <0.5
21/10/2019 |BHO1 2.5-2.6 X <5 30 <1 <1 5 <5 4 6 306 | =01 8 <5 36 <0.5 | <10 =50 <05 | =02 | <05 ] <0.5 | <05
21/10/2019 |BHO2 0.5-0.6 X <5 70 <1 | <1 13 28 25 <5 342 | <01 | 20 <5 19 <0.5 | <10 <50 <05 | <02 | <05 | <0.5 | <0.5
21/10/2019 |BHO2 1.5-1.6 X <5 940 <1 <1 3 6 7 7 900 | =01 13 <5 30 <0.5 | <10 <50 <05 | <02 | <05 ] <05 | <05
21/10/2019 |BHO2 2.3-2.4X <5 20 <1 | =1 5 <5 11 =5 232 | <01 | 10 <5 39 =0.5 | <10 =50 <05 | =02 | <05]| <05 | <05
21/10/2015 |BHO3 0.5-0.6 X <5 120 <1 | <1 | 22 45 103 <5 754 | <01 | 33 <5 37 <0.5 | <10 <50 <05 | <02 | <05 | <0.5 | <0.5
21/10/2019 |BHO03 1.5-1.6 X <5 70 <1 <1 8 15 12 11 | 1340 | <01 23 <5 25 <0.5 | <10 <50 <05 | <02 | <05 ] <05 | <05
21/10/2019 BHO4 0.5-0.6 X <5 <10 <1 <1 <2 <5 <2 <5 <5 <0.1 <2 <5 <5 <0.5 | <10 =50 <05 | <02 | <05 | <05 | <0.5
21/10/2019 |[BHO4 1.5-1.6 X <5 60 <1 | <1 a4 <5 8 8 366 | <01 | 10 <5 43 <0.5 | <10 =50 <05 | <02 | <05]| <05 | <05
21/10/2019 |BHO4 2.5-2.6 X <5 40 <1 | <1 4 <5 4 9 337 | <01 6 <5 28 <0.5 | <10 <50 <05 | <02 | <05 ]| <0.5 | <0.5
21/10/2019 BHOS 0.5-0.6 X <5 20 <1 <1 2 <5 <2 <5 12 <0.1 <2 <5 14 <0.5 | <10 =50 <05 | <02 | <05 | <05 | <0.5
21/10/2019 |BHOS5 1.2-1.3 X <5 270 <1 <1 10 18 12 65 146 05 16 <5 64 <0.5 | <10 =50 <05 | =02 | <05 ] <0.5 | <05
21/10/2015 |BHO6 0.4-0.5 X <5 730 2 <1 3 <5 35 17 110 | =01 | 32 <5 56 <0.5 | <10 <50 <05 | <02 | <05 | <0.5 | <0.5
21/10/2019 |BHO7 0.5-0.6 X <5 170 2 1 a4 106 | 188 <5 712 | <01 | 62 <5 26 <0.5 | <10 <50 <05 | <02 |<05]| <05 | <05
21/10/2015 |BHO7 1.3-1.4 X <5 1960 | =1 2 <2 13 50 8 |10200) <0.1 | 35 <5 48 <0.5 | <10 <50 <05 | <02 | <05 | <0.5 | <0.5
21/10/2019 |BHOS8 0.5-0.6 X <5 250 <1 <1 8 9 33 6 50 <0.1 23 <5 29 <0.5 | <10 <50 <05 | <02 | <05 ] <05 | <05
21/10/2019 |BH09 0.5-0.6 X <5 10 <1 <1 10 11 7 <5 12 <0.1 5 <5 10 <0.5 | <10 <50 <05 | <02 | <05 ] <0.5 | <05
Averaging <5 300 <1 | <1 6 25 32 10 875 | <01 | 20 <5 30 <0.5 | <10 =50 <05 |=«02|<05] <05 | <05
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11 CONCEPTUAL SITE MODEL

It should be noted that the area onsite investigated was limited to the areas tested, which reflects the
footprint of the proposed new sewer pump station. If these locations change additional soil testing may be
required.

11.1 Potential & Identified Sources of Contamination

11.1.1 Potential Onsite Contamination
The primary potential sources of contamination includes the following:

¢ Fill material beneath the existing pavement; and
s Existing 4.5 KL UST & associated fuel lines

GES is not aware of any other potentially contaminating activities at the site.

11.1.2 Potential Primary Offsite Contamination
Potential primary offsite contaminating activities may have occurred at the following location:

e Potential oil/fuel leaks on upgradient site at 27 to 35 Tasma Street (which appeared to be unpaved
for a significant timespan: and
e Upgradient fuel storage warehouse at 48 Burnett Street;

11.1.3 Potential Secondary Onsite Contamination

e Soil and groundwater which may have been impacted by upgradient sources including:
o fuel stored on the neighbouring site at 48 Burnett Street: and
o fuel spills from 27 to 35 Tasma Street.
e Soil and groundwater which may have been impacted by onsite sources including:
o Fill material beneath the existing pavement; and
o Existing 4.5 kL UST & associated fuel lines

11.1.4 Identified Primary Sources

Although fill has been confirmed on site no confirmed contamination source has been identified. A single
4.5 KL UST has been identified onsite. The tank, former bowser and fuel lines may have been a primary
source of contamination.

11.1.5 Identified Secondary Sources

Slightly elevated levels of metals have been identified but they do not exceed guideline limits for human
health risk at the site. No ESL exceedances have been identified for assessing risk from hydrocarbon impact
although a single EIL exceedance has been identified when assessing copper in BHO7 0.5-0.6 m against
screening criteria for pH 4.5 soils. Cation exchange capacity criteria were not exceeded for the same soil
sample indicating a minor exceedance.

11.2 Potential Receptors
Although potential receptors may exist onsite and offsite, given that the threshold criteria for identified

potential receptors are not exceeded, a risk to potential receptors has not been identified and transport
pathways to not need to be considered in this assessment.
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12 CONCLUSIONS

12.1 Desktop Assessment

The following conclusions were made from the desktop assessment:

The site is inferred to be underlain with fill materials, sandy clay sediments (possibly residual), and
residually weathered Triassic aged mudstone bedrock;

Given the localised drainage divide to the west. the nearest upgradient influence of groundwater is
inferred to be from within 50 m southwest, and west of the site;

The desktop assessment has focused primarily on the site, as well as properties between 48 and 58
Burmett Street and 27 to 35 Tasma street;

‘Workplace Standards dangerous goods records have confirmed field observations of a single 4.5
kL underground storage tank on the site;

Council records have identified:
o an upgradient fuel storage warehouse at 48 Burnett Street,

o have confirmed the presence of Caltex operating the site during the period the UST was
commissioned; and

o Have identified potential contaminating activities on upgradient 27 to 35 Tasma Street site

Historical aerial photos have identified a bulk equipment storage yard at 27 to 35 Tasma Street and
unpaved surfaces for a significant timespan indicating a potential primary source of contamination;

Areas of concern therefore include:

o Groundwater downgradient of:
= 27 to 35 Tasma Street historical unpaved storage yard:
= 48 Burnett Street fuel storage warehouse; and
= The onsite UST tank.

o Soil around:
= impacted groundwater;
=  The UST: and
= Fill material onsite

The following contaminants of potential concern (COPC) are associated with imported fill and
upgradient service station: Total Petroleum/Recoverable Hydrocarbons (TPH/TRH): Mono
Aromatic hydrocarbons: Benzene, Toluene, Ethylbenzene, Xylene (BTEX): Polycyclic Aromatic
Hydrocarbons (PAH): Heavy Metals and Asbestos.

Geo Environmental Solutions — GES Page 29 of 150



Item No. 12

Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion)

Page 243

City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020 ATTACHMENT B

Environmental Site Assessment: 40 & 42-44 Bionett Street, North Hobeart. November 2010,

12.2 Soil Assessment Findings

The following conclusions have been made from the soil investigation based on the sampling around AEC’s
and based on analysed COPC’s and based on the nominated threshold limit criteria for assessing risks from
proposed site development works and proposal:

e Environment: There were no hydrocarbons detections and no guideline exceedances for Ecological
Screening Level guidelines. There was a single low-level detection of copper exceeding Ecological
Investigation Level guidelines. No risk from contamination to ecological receptors was idenfified:

e Human Health: There were no Health Screening level exceedances for assessing petroleum vapour
intrusion risk and dermal contact risk. There were no Health investigation level exceedances for
assessing dust inhalation and soil ingestion risks; and

e Excavated Soil Management: The soil samples were compared against IB105 guidelines for soil
disposal. Most of the soil was classified as Level 1 Material — Clean Fill. Five (5) of the eighteen
(18) samples had slightly elevated levels of metals including barium, beryllium, copper, cobalt,
manganese and nickel which classified the material as Level 2 material. GES recommends that all
soil excavated for the site is stockpiled, sampled by a suitably qualified and experienced
environmental consultant and results compared against /BJ 05 guideline limits for appropriate soil
disposal. Where necessary, it is to be transported to a Level 2 waste facility (Copping). A permit
to transport the waste (obtained through the EPA) will be required.

13 RECOMMENDATIONS
GES recommends the following:
e Although an ecological risk has not been identified, a soil and water management plan (SWMP)
should be put in place for general sediment control to reduce loadings into the waterways.

13.1 Statement of Suitability

The findings from the invasive soil investigation can confirm that there is no evidence that the land is
contaminated in terms of evaluated risks to human health or the environment.

Therefore, providing the above recommendations are followed in relation to the environment, GES can
confirm that the planned excavation works and change of use will not adversely impact on human health
or the environment.

No additional contamination remediation or management measures will be required during the site
redevelopment works.

Yours faithfully,

K

Kris Taylor BSc (Hons)

Environmental & Engineering Geologist
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15 LIMITATIONS STATEMENT

This ESA Report has been prepared in accordance with the scope of services between Geo-Environmental
Solutions Pty. Ltd. (GES) and Report for BPSM Architects (*the Client”). To the best of GES's knowledge,
the information presented herein represents the Client's requirements at the time of printing of the
Report. However, the passage of time, manifestation of latent conditions or impacts of future events may
result in findings differing from that described in this Report. In preparing this Report, GES has relied
upon data, surveys, analyses, designs, plans and other information provided by the Client and other
individuals and organisations referenced herein. Except as otherwise stated in this Report, GES has not
verified the accuracy or completeness of such data. surveys, analyses, designs, plans and other
information.

The scope of this study does not allow for the review of every possible soil and groundwater contaminant
over the whole area of the site. Samples collected from the investigation area are assumed to be
representative of the areas from where they were collected and indicative of the contamination status
of the site at that point in time. The conclusions described within this report are based on these samples,
the results of their analysis and an assessment of their contamination status.

This report does not purport to provide legal advice. Readers of the report should engage professional legal
practitioners for this purpose as required.

No responsibility is accepted for use of any part of this report in any other context or for any other purpose
by third party.

Note If the design of the proposed sewer pump station is altered than there may be a requirement to assess
the soil results against alternative guidelines or conduct further site investigations.
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Appendix 1 GES Staff

GES is a specialist geotechnical and environmental consultancy providing advice on all aspects of soils, geology,
hydrology. and soil and groundwater contamination across a diverse range of industries.

Geo Environmental Solutions Pty Ltd:

s ACN-115004 834
e  ABN-24 115004 834

GES STAFF - ENGAGED IN SITE INVESTIGATION WORKS

Dr John Paul Cumming B.Agr.Sc (Hons) Phd CPSS GAICD

e DPrinciple Author and Principle Environmental Consultant
e PhD in Environmental Soil Chemistry from the University of Tasmania in 2007
® 18 years’ experience in environmental contamination assessment and site remediation.

My Kris Taylor Bsc (Hons)

e Senior Environmental & Engineering Geologist

e Honours in Environmental Geology at the University of Tasmania in 1998
20 years® experience in environmental contamination assessments and hydrogeology (including honours in mine
site tailing pollution assessment). Including 15 years® experience in asbestos assessment.

Ms Sarah Joyce BSc (Hons)

Environmental Geologist

Honours in Geography and Environmental Science at the University of Tasmania in 2003
Undergraduate Degree Double Major in Geology and Geography & Environmental Science
15 years professional work experience and 7 years contaminated site assessment

My Aaron Phunmer (Cert. IV)

e Soil Technician
e 5 years’ experience in hydrocarbon and heavy metal contamination sampling of soils and groundwater.

GES STAFF — WITH CONTAMINATED SITES EXPERIENCE

My Grant McDonald (Adv. cert. hoit.)

* Soil Technician
® 10 years’ experience in hydrocarbon and heavy metal contamination sampling of soils and groundwater.

My Mark Downie B.Agr.Sc (Hons)

e Soil Scientist
® 8 Year experience in contamination assessment and reporting of soils and groundwater.

Ms Peri Lucas B.Agr.Sc (Hons)

e Soil Scientist
e 2 Year experience in contamination assessment and reporting of soils and groundwater.
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Appendix 2 Proposed Site Development Plans

|o 5 10 15 IQI
[ METRES

b E— T

Proposed basement car park excavation to 40.17 m AHD
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Appendix 3 Surrounding Bore Data

= Disclaimer and Copyright. Map data is compiled from a variety of sources and hence its accuracy is variable. If you wish to make decisions based on this data you should consult with
*.,' m«xﬂm Apart from use permitted under the Copyright Act 1968, no ofmmpuﬂma¥MWW(MOWMMMMHMEHS@LWIMWM
- ces Division, Department of Industries, Parks, Water and Environment, PO Box 41, Hobart. TAS 1.
Tasmania
[Reebpe

131122019 Page 1
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Groundwater Feature
Detailed Report
Identification Feature id: 2864 Feature type: Bore
Location Locality: Hobart
Easting: 526814 Datum: GDA%4
Northing: 5254583 Accuracy: 200
Ground level (m
ASL):
Construction Date drilled: 21/02/1983
Drilling company: u:lnes Department (=Tasmania Department of
ines)
Depth (metres): 54.00
Initial yield (L/sec): 0.23
Initial EC (uS/cm):
Bore diameters
From (m) To (m) Diameter (mm) _|Drilling technique
0.0 540 54.00(Air Percussion (Rotary air -
R)
Casings
From (m) |To (m) Inside diameter |Outside Material
(mm) diameter (mm)
NA
Screens
From (m) lTo (m) Ilnlel type
NA
Seals
From (m) [ro (m) [Material type
NA
Geological / . .
Hydrogeological  Lithological Log
Information From (m) To (m) |Lithological description
0.0 3.0]soil and boulders
3.0 54.0|dolerite
Depth to water struck
Date |_From {m) To (m) Cumulative yield
21/02/1983 40.0 0.23
Main aquifer geology: Jurassic Dolerite
Final TDS (mg/L): 1800
Standing Water )
Levels Standing water levels
Date [SWL (metres)
NA
13122019 Page 2
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Groundwater Feature
Detailed Report
Current status

Last recorded statuses

Type Value Date recorded

function Unknown 21/02/1983

131272019 Page 3
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Appendix 4 EPA Search & Dangerous Goods Records

23

Level 7,

GPO Box 1550, Hobart, TAS 7001 Australia

Enquines: Contaminated Sites Unit
Phone:

134 Maoguanie Street. Hobart TAS

era

TASMANIA

(

3 (03) 6165 4508
Email: contaminatedsite tas.gov.au ENYIRONMENT PROTECTION AUTHORITY
Web: e 02 13 gov.ay
Our Ref: (EN-EM-AV-100706_30:M5602268) sma
29 November 2019
Ms Sarah Joyce

Geo Environmental Solutions
sioyce@geosolutions.net.au

Dear Ms Joyce

On 21

PROPERTY INFORMATION REQUEST
40 Burnett Street, North Hobart  Certificate of Title: 211936/1
42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart  Certificate of Title: 228032/1

October 2019, the Contaminated Sites Unit received your Property Information Request

relating to the land referred to above (‘the Sites’). A search of relevant databases and records has
been undertaken.

No records relating to contamination or potentially contaminating activities at 40 Burnett Street
were found.
Historical WorkSafe Tasmania [WST] file S291 (1960-1988) refers to dangerous goods being

stored

at 42-44 Burnett Street in underground storage tanks [UST]. Business names associated

with this record are “Stokes and Hammond Pty Ltd", Caltex and “Lifeline” as a leasee.

No further records regarding the Sites were found, however records relating to properties within
150m of the Sites were identified.

Jan 2018 - EPA received notification of a workplace incident which resulted in the loss of
coolant oil from a transmission cable near the comer of Argyle and Bumett Streets.

16-18 Lefroy St and 45a Burnett St (former plant nursery): EPA has several archive
records regarding the decontamination works around 1992-1994: The land is now
residential units.

o WST record regarding UST at 16-18 Lefroy Street. file reference is A241 (1971):

32 Burnett Street 7 April 2011, EPA acknowledged receipt of a underground petroleum
storage systems (UPSS) decommissioning form for this property.

o WST record IS67155-14 (1990-1991) refers to dangerous goods storage in UST.

267 Argyle St (including 214-220 Campbell Street): hosts one active under UPSS
total capacity of 20000L. No record of contamination was found during the search;
however the ongoing storage of fuel is considered a potentially contaminating activity.
There are several historic WST files relating to UST at this property

o 267 Argyle St WST File C90 1949-1976

o 214-220 Campbell & 267 Argyle St WST File R237 & R21A 1936-1973
285 Elizabeth St previously hosted a BP Service Station, which ceased operating in 2010.

All UPSS were removed and site remediation works commenced in 2011. In a letter dated
5 Nov 2012, The Director EPA accepted the consultant's report conclusions
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o Former BP Service Station, 285 Elizabeth St, North Hobart, Environmental
Status Assessment Report Issued 23 August 2012. Prepared by
Environmental Management and Consulting.

* 66 Burnett St and 281a Elizabeth Street are currently being redeveloped

o EPA has recently received several environmental reports relating to
abandoned UST and requests to dispose of 50m?* of contaminated soil to the

Copping Waste Disposal site
o WST File G327 (1954-1972) relates to dangerous goods storage in UST at
66 Bumett St.

WorkSafe Tasmania records also indicate that dangerous goods were stored in UST at the
following properties

« 48 Bumett Street WST File 1066 1960-1989

+ 56-58 Bumett Street WST File L2866 1963-1985

« 25 Tasma Street WST File T246 1970

*  248-250 Argyle Street WST File S53 1936-1965

No other records relating to contamination or potentially contaminating activities at adjacent
properties were found.

The search of records is restricted to those held by EPA and includes records relating to: The
Environmental Management and Pollution Control (Underground Petroleum Storage Systems)
Regulations 2010; Industrial Sites (which are or have been regulated by EPA); historical landfills;
and contamination issues reported to the Contaminated Sites Unit. In addition, the Incidents and
Complaints database and records relating to the historical storage of dangerous goods (as detailed
below) are searched.

WorkSafe Tasmania (1300 366 322 or wstinfo@justice tas gov.au) may have issued dangerous
goods licences andfor may hold relevant records for the Site and adjoining properties. As the
storage of dangerous goods/fuels is an environmentally relevant activity, you may wish to contact
them for further information.

Please note that the dangerous goods licensing records referred to by EPA Tasmania are for sites
with underground storage tanks that ceased holding Dangerous Goods Licences prior to 1993.
WorkSafe Tasmania hold the records for these Licences after 1993.

EPA does not hold records on all sites that are or may be contaminated. You should consider
obtaining a site history to determine the likelihood of contamination. If contamination on the Site or
an adjacent property is considered likely, further assessment by a competent environmental
assessment practitioner is recommended. Site assessments should be conducted in accordance
with the National Environment Protection (Assessment of Site Contamination) Measure 1999,
National Environment Protection Council (or as varied). https:/epa.tas gov.au/requlation/contaminated-
sitesfidentification-and-assessment-of-contaminated-land/contaminated-site-assessment

Please note since 1 July 2015, the Director requires all environmental site assessments and
reports, submitted to the Contaminated Sites Unit for consideration, to be prepared by a person
certified as a specialist contaminated sites consultant under a scheme approved by the Director.
Effective 30 June 2018, the endorsed scheme is operated by Certified Environmental Practitioners
(CEnvP): Consultants certified under this scheme are approved to use the seal CEnvP Site
Contamination. hitps://www.cenvp.org.

Further details are avallable at. s:/lepa tas

o

''''' ===

As local councils are able to issue Environment Protection Notices, Environmental Infringement
Notices and record complaints, you may wish to contact them for additional information that may
be relevant to the site. Further, if the Site has historically been subject to a permit under the Land
Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993, the Council would have issued the permit.

(]
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23

Under the Right to Information Act 2009 (RTI Act), you are entitied to apply for any records
mentioned within this letter such as reports, letters, or other relevant documents. For further
information on how the RTI process works and how to request information under the RTI Act
please \nsn the Deparh‘nenl of Primary Industries, Palts Water and Enwmnment webs:te or

If you are purchasing a property, you should consider Part 5A of the Environmental Management
and Pollution Control Act 1994 (EMPCA) which defines and specifies requirements for managing
contaminated sites. If there is reason to believe the site is, or is likely to be, contaminated there
are certain requirements that you must meet (e.g. notification of a likely contaminated site to the
Director, EPA as outlined in section 74B of the EMPCA).

Although all due care has been taken in the preparation of this letter, the Crown gives no warranty,
express or implied, as to the accuracy or completeness of the information provided. The Crown
and its servants or agents accept no responsibility for any loss or damage arising from reliance
upon this letter, and any person relying on the letter does so at their own risk absolutely.

If you have any queries in relation to the matters above, please contact the Contaminated Sites
Unit using the details at the head of this correspondence or refer to the EPA website at
www epa tas gov.au and click on ‘Regulation to locate information on Underground Fuel Tanks and
Contaminated Sites.

As you are aware, property searches incur a charge of $243.00. An invoice has been emailed as
instructed  If you require this letter and invoice posted, please advise the Contaminated Sites Unit.

Yours sincerely
—'—‘./ n
--ﬂ"-'c:;?f" —
Ve

Bruce Napier
ENVIRONMENTAL OFFICER - CONTAMINATED SITES

Email: mican@gegsolutions net ay
Attachment: Invoice
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Search Results (Environmentally Relevant Activity)

Site ID: 1692
Address: 42-44 Bumett St
North Hobart 7000

File Number: 3291

Held By: Workplace Standards Tasmania
File From: 1960 To: 1938
Location Status: Confirmed

PID: 5658653

Comments:

Activity:

Underground Storage Tank/s

Monday, 4 November 2019 Page1of1
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Search Results (Names Associated With Site)

Sire ID: 1692

Address: 42-44 Bumett St
Morth Hobart 7000

File Number: $291
Held By: Workplace Standards Tasmania
File From: 1950 Tp: 1988
Location Status: Confirmed
PID: 5658653
Comments:
Names Associated With Site:
Lifeline (leasee)
Caltex
Stokes & Hammeond Pty. Lid

Monday, 4 November 2019

Appendix 5 Historical Site Photographs
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Environmental Site Assessment: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. November 2019.

File NoSZ?[

DEPARTMENT OF MINES, TASMANIA

NAME OR SUBJECT:.. .S 7o#e0. .. . Mamomoe o Fladtd,

ADDRESS: 42—44—_@M$7 .............................

———————NN—NN

23 Appendix 5 Historical Site Photographs Page 43
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Envir ! Site A t: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. November 2019.

Page 257
ATTACHMENT B

- )
INSPECTION REPORT - 001
p KEEPING DANGEROUS GOODS

FILE NO: 22’ AREA CODE f»m: 93 g-

BUSINESS TRADING NAME:

SToKz% & Hommond "7 A

OWNER/OCCUPIER:

POSTAL ADDRESS:

T ™

INES.

[ Fle Ret. S Q||
252G 1988

Action Offider Initialy 1

_&up_',[_"‘_f’,f

LOCATION OF STORAGE:  42- N 1o arl 2 -
Nl Aownd -

Licénce No.

APPROVAL DATE: APPROVAL NO: INSPECTION

TYPE OF INSPECTION : ARPROVAL/FOLLOW-UP/ROUTINE/NEW/ADDMMONAT® SUPPLIER

xé %W
RECOMMENDED FOR LICENSING: YES/NO INSPECTOR: é‘-{_

| DATE: 5 - Ji

REMARKS :
2.
. —
EQONlmanT A2 prp opniio ([l ose A7/~

Name of dangerous Class || No. of Size of 0/G | No. of No. of Size of

goods tanks tanks O/H | and type cylinders | cylinders
U/G | of pumps || drums drums

5 packages | package

—7

, P

/

RESUBMIT DATE: 701

23 Appendix 5 Historical Site Photographs
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AS3850

DEPARTMENT OF MINES — TASMANIA

APPLICATION FOR RENEWAL OF LICENCE

Page 258
ATTACHMENT B

-
cabe

Bligh Sweet. Rosmy Park 7018
OR

P.0. Box 56
Rosey Park 7018
DANGEROUS GOODS ACT 1976 Li Period
‘ from to
LICENCE TO KEEP DANGEROUS 600DS 01707788 30/0¢789

STOKES & HAMMOND PTY. LTD.
GePesQs BOX ETA,
HOEARTS 7001

Location of Licensed Premises

If a renewal is required please retarn this form with the prescribed fee to the above address within 30 days. If the sworage

has been removed please advise this depanument. Penalties are provided for breaches of the Act

LICENCE TO KEEP DANGEROUS GOODS

DANGERQUS COQesS
PETROL

s " AS mmr e
o r - ' N 27

= . 7 e
AThey nT# P L &

FEE TOTAL FEE

a4
=leay

Any alterations see reverse side.
SO PACE DB AL Mivhale M

23 Appendix 5 Historical Site Photographs
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Enviy Site A t: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, Novth Hobert. November 2010.

B o

S219]
tons  chedlot ot Ko Lo et £ e o
# radins” . 2 aen” e
-.'z/.—..-(v,»\;_m P et 4. A e
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Envir ! Site A t: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. November 2019.

"'" BRA I e;l cosm|AuMaE
FORM 5
" 27 FEB 1961 e
Inflammable Liquids Act 1929 o il

APPLICATION FOR LICENCE IN RESPECT OF PREMISES FOR
MANUFACTURE OF OR KEEPING INFLAMMABLE
LIQUIDS OR DANGEROUS COMMODITIES

-

. Applicant’s Full Name _ STOKES AND BAMMOND PTY, LiD.

od

Applicant’s Postal Address G.P,0. BOX 67A, HOBART, TAS.

4. Situation of Premises to be Li d 42 = 44 BURNETT STREET, HOBART. . . ...

L

Name of Municipality and Town or Township within which, or within five miles of which, the

Premises is situated .. . HOBART .. < Sho e e

- - SRAACRL < e
. Name and quantity to be kept under this Application:—

Inflammable Liquid Class A .PETROL ’ o 4

(Petrol, &c.) 8"( %

Inflammable Liquid Class B , v S
(Kerosene, &c.) /[5V7

Dangerous Commodity....

N

. s 2 Gl
Number of Tanks and Package Storage Areas under this Application ONE X .

8. Name and Total Quantity to be kept:—
Inflammable Liquid Class A..1,000 2811008 . ... ... %
(Petrol, &ec.)
Inflammable Liquid Class B S SR e
(Kerosene, &c.)
9. Total Number of Tanks and Package Storage Areas installed. ONE e R N
14
I declare that the above statements and answers are true to the best of my knowledge and
belief. I sk snsflmnesm o 1
STOKEY/S Hi ID.

el A )

. /q/\‘} k.,
(Signed) =t -

Dated this .Thirteenth . . . . ..day of ... ... February — L1961 .

(This Application, with Licence Fee of £/~ 9 = ., to be forwarded to—
Director of Mines, Hobart.)

(Scale of fees is shown on reverse hereof.)

23 Appendix § Historical Site Photographs Page 47



Item No. 12

Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion) Page 261
City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020 ATTACHMENT B

Envir
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t: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, Novth Hoben't. November 2010,

MEMORANDUM

For the Direct
From the Inspe

Record of Inspection of Installation

Premises cf: ,Jév&g QM}
Known as: 42 H & anndl? ST

Finding:

Pump Qutfit PechesoSt=rewe—hrea:

Variation from Approval:

Application Form: Left with occupier/ Ferwerdedhrerewidh,
Amount of Fee advised: Yes/o-

R R Y

INSPECTOR OF EXPLOSIVER

Appendix 5 Historical Site Photographs Page 48
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Envir tal Site A t: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, Novth Hoben't. November 2010,

g 20 JUN 1950
Lot it Gt W
T tard

Dear Sir,

INFLAMMABLE TTQUIDS ACT, 1929
Permission is hereby granted for the following
installation provided that it be in accordance with

the approved drawings and that the requirements of
the above Act and Regulations be complied withi-

On the premises of: Mo ¢WW, ga%lo?-dfg W
Kerbside Pumps: 0;;5 a'??é etonGec o .

Underground Tanks: / x s8¢ gallons
P gallons

Other Tanks:

Package Storage Area X gallons/feet
x gallons/feet

Other Installations:

Please advise when the installation is
completed.

i Yours faithfully,
gf /

y (J. G. Symons)
Oﬂ

.. AliD
INSPECTOR OF SIVES.

23 Appendix 5 Historical Site Photographs Page 49
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Envir ! Site A : 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. November 2019.

e su[<ma®])  gtancsl Wo.142

v
x Insert neme of fo/ .24 , %
owner or proprietor I ﬂ' £ of

* ms x ;{M‘@/ﬂ%ﬁw
77

hereby agree to CALTEX OIL (AUST.) PTY. LTD.

™ Number and type x e ”
x  of pusp/s installating /dsﬂ/ g&@ . Pump/s

x  Number and x
Capacity of tanks ad /¥ /00D Und:gmund
tank/s

X .
x Addrees of at my premises situated at f ZWM
prenises C

Sk Hobast .
//% 7/17/@1,-:;,“)1:(/ /’,/‘ L.
y o T

S .__.2\,..‘ Crector

To the Chief Inspector of Explosives,
P,0. Box 177E,

HOBART.

Taspania, .

23 Appendix 5 Historical Site Photographs Page 50
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Environmental Site Assessment: 40 & 42-44 Biurnett Street, North Hobart. November 2019.
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Envir ! Site A t: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. November 2019.

Appendix 5 Historical Site Photographs
e & 2 .

50 ,

o SRS \ 1\‘ 4 ‘( S .

Plate 52017 Historical Aerial Image the Site (13" November 2017)
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Envir ! Site A : 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. November 2019.

Plate 7 1992 Historical Aerial Photograph the Site
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Envir | Site A at: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Streef, North Hobert. November 2010,

Plate 8 1989 Historical Aerial Photograph — investigation area
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Envir ! Site A : 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. November 2019.

Plate 9 1984 Historical Aerial Photograph — Greater Area
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Envir | Site A t: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, Novth Hoben't. November 2010,

Plate 10 1977 Historical Aerial Photograph — Greater Area
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Envir ! Site A : 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. November 2019.

Plate 11 1973 Historical Aerial Photograph — Greater Area
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Envir tal Site A : 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. November 2019.

Plate 12 1969 Historical Aerial Photograph — Greater Area
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Envir ! Site A t: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. November 2019.

Plate 14 1957 Historical Aerial Photograph with approximate investigation area

Appendix 6 Site Photographs
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Environmental Site Assessment: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. November 2019.

a a

Plate 15 1946 Historical Aerial Photograph with approximate investigation area
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Envir ! Site A t: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. November 2019.

Appendix 6 Site Photographs
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Envir ! Site A t: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. November 2019.
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Envir ! Site A t: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. November 2019.
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Environmental Site Assessment: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. November 2019.
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it: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, Novth Hobart. November 2019,

Envir tal Site A

Appendix 7 PID Calibration Record

Phone (03] 6216 1500
s 09 555053 Fax (00) 6216 1555
info@imbros.com.au

s
1mbros i bl e e

Tasmania Auskralia 7170

Calibration Test Certificate
7/2019

Technology for Laboratory and Marine Science
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Envir Site A t: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, Novth Hobert. November 2010.

1059 Cambridge Road info@imbros.com.au Ph: (03) 6216 1500
Cambridge TAS 7170 Australia www.imbros.com.au Fax: (03) 6216 1555

m Imbros Pty Ltd ABN 29 009 525 053
im b ros

SERVICE/ REPAIR REPORT

Customer:
Job No: 4161

Cash Sales | '

| e
Aaron Plummer | CstABN:
0400 821 977 | Date: 24/07/2019
aplummer@geosolutions.net.au | . "

| Service Engineer: Hills, Adrian

Reported Fault / Required Service:

RAE SYSTEMS PGM7300 MiniRAE Lite
Serial Number: 590-902123

Service and calibration
Work Performed / Recommendation (if any):

Incoming evaluation - no faults found.

Calibration carried out successfully.
Functionality test - passed.

See calibration sheet for full details.

Page 1 of 1

Technology for Laboratory and Marine Science
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City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020

Environmental Site Assessment. 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, Novth Hobart, November 2019,

Appendix 9 Laboratory Sample Receipt Notification

Page 284
ATTACHMENT B

ALS) Environmental
SAMPLE RECEIPT NOTIFICATION (SRN

Work Order -EM1917734
Chent - GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS Laboratory : Envis Division Melb
Contact : DR JOHN PAUL CUMMING Contact : Shirley LeComu
Address - 29 KIRKSWAY PLACE Address - 4 Westall Rd Springvale VIC Australia
BATTERY POINT TASMANIA, 31N
AUSTRALIA 7004
E-mad - jeumming@geosolutions. net. au E-mail - shifey lecomu@Alsglobal com
Telephone - +61 03 6223 1839 Telephone : +6138549 9630
Facsimie - +61 03 6223 4539 Facsimile : +61-3-8549 9626
Project - 40-44 Page c1of3
Order number - Quote number . EB2017GEOENVSOL0001 (EN222)
C-O-C number == QC Level : NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard
Site p—
Sampler - GM
Dates
Date Samples Received : 23-0c1-2019 09:10 Issue Date - 23-0ct-2019
Chent Requested Due : 30-Oct-2019 Scheduled Reporting Date © 30-Oct-2019
Date
Delivery Details
Mode of Delivery : Carrier Security Seal - Intact.
Mo. of coclers/baxes. 1 Temperature : 5.1°C - Ice Bricks present
Receipt Detad : HARD ESKY No. of samples received / snalysed - 20/20

General Comments
®  This report ins the
- Sample Contai reservation Non-C:
- & y of le(s) and R Anslysis
- Proactive Hokling Time Report
- Requested Deliverables
Please direct any queries related to sample condition / numbering / breakages to Client Services.
Sample Disposal - Aqueous (3 weeks), Solid (2 months) from receipt of samples.
Analytical work for this work order will be conducted at ALS Springvale.
Please refer to the Proactive Holding Time Report table below which summarises breaches of
recommended holding times that have occurred prior to samples/instructions being received at
the laboratory. The absence of this summary table indicates that all samples have been received
within the recommended holding times for the analysis requested.
®  Piease be swsre thst APHANEPK recommends water and soil samples be chilled to less than or equsl to 8°C for chemical
analysis, and less than or equal to 10°C but unfrozen for Microbiclogical analysis. Where samples are received sbove this
temparature, It should be taken into consideration when infarprating results. Refer to ALS ErviroMail 85 for ALS
recommendstions of the best practice for chilling samples after sampling and for maintaining 8 cool temperature during transit.

RIGHT SOLUTIONS RIGHT PARTNER
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Environmental Site Assessment. 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, Novth Hobart, November 2019,

I1ssue Date - 23-Cct-2018

Page :20f3

Wiiork: Order - EM1817734 Amendment 0

Ciient : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS ALS

Sample Container(s)/Preservation Non-Compliances
All comparisons are made against pretreatment/preservation AS, APHA, USEPA standards.

® No sample container / preservation non-compliance exists.

Summary of Sample(s) and Requested Analysis

Some items described below may be part of a laboratory |
process necessary for the execution of client requested
tasks. Packages may contain additional analyses, such

as the determination of moisture content and preparation §
tasks, that are included in the package. 4
If no time is i the i time will z
defaull 00:00 on the dale of sampling. If no sampling daite "
is provided, the sampling date wil be assumed by the g
laboratory and displayed in brackets without a time 2 §
component -l 2 T
i3 §| 2
Mstric: SOIL = 3 M L
3:(32/38
Laboratory sample Client sampling Client sample ID S i a22l4 g
['s] dte / time 32 2=2F
EM117734-001 21-0ct-201000:00 | BHO10.508 v o Y
EM1817734-002 21-Oct-2019 00:00 | BHO11.5-1.8 v o
EM1817734-002 21-0ct-201000:00  BHO12528 v o Y
EM1817T34-004 21-Oct-2019 00:00 | BHO20.5-0.6 v v
EM1817734-005 21-Oct-2010 00:00 | BHO2 1.5-18 v
EM1817734-008 21-0ct-201900:00  BHO223-24 v
EM1817734-007 21-Oct-2019 00:00 | BHO30.5-0.6 v v
EM1817734-0028 21-0ct-2019 00:00 | BHO3 1.5-18 v
EM1817734-000 21-Oct-201800:00 | BHO4 0.5-06 v v v
EM1817734-010 21-O0ct-201900:00 | BHD4 1.5-18 v
EM1E817734-011 21-0ct-2016 00:00 | BHO4 2.5-28 v
EM1817734-012 21-0ct-201900:00  BHO50.5-06 v v
EM1917734-012 21-Oct-201900:00 | BHOS 1.2-1.3 v
EM1817734-014 21-0ct-2016 00:00 | BHO8 0.4-0.5 v v
EMIB17734-015 21-0ct201900:00 | BHOT 0.5-0.6 v ¥
EM1817734-016 21-Oct-2019 00:00 | BHOT 1.3-1.4 v o o
EM1817734-017 21-O0ct-2019 00:00  BHOB0.5-08 v oY
EM1017734-018 21-0ct-201000:00 | BHOD0.508 v o
EM1817734-018 21-Oct-2016 00:00 | Duplicate v v v

=

g
E = -
Matrix WATER g H 2z
Laboratory sample Cient sampling Client sampie ID ] g & E
) date /tme g2<f
EM1917734-020 | 21-Oct-201800.00 | Rinsate v
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Page 286
ATTACHMENT B

Issue Date : 23-Oct-2018
Page :30f3
Wiork Order . EM1817734 Amendment 0
Client : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS ALS
Proactive Holding Time Report
Sample(s) have been received within the recommended holding times for the requestad analysis.
Requested Deliverables
All Invoices
- A4 - AU Tax Invoice (INV) Email smeintosh@geosolutions.net.au
JOHN PAUL CUMMING
- "AU Certificate of Analysis - NATA (COA) Email J ing@g! Jutions.net.au
- "AU Interpretive QC Report - DEFAULT (Anon QCI Rep) (QCI) Email j ing@g! lutions.net.au
- "AU QC Report - DEFAULT (Anon QC Rep) - NATA (QC) Email @g lutions.net.au
- A4 - AU Sample Receipt Notification - Environmental HT (SRN) Email J ing@g! ions.net.au
- A4 - AU Tax Invoice (INV) Email L ing@9 ions. net.au
- Aftachment - Report (SUBCO) Email i ing@g ions.net.au
- Chain of Custedy (CoC) (COC) Email I ing@g! lutions.net.au
- EDI Format - ENMRG (ENMRG) Email i ing@g! lutions.net.au
- EDI Format - XTab (XTAB) Email i ing@ga! lutions.net.au
M IRAN
- A4 - AU Tax Invoice (INV) Email miran@geosolutions net.au
SARAH JOYCE
- *AU Certificate of Analysis - NATA (COA) Email sjoyce@geosolutions.net.au
- *AU Interpretive QC Report - DEFAULT (Anon QCI Rep) (QCI) Email sjoyce@geosolutions.net.au
- *AU QC Report - DEFAULT (Anon QC Rep) - NATA (QC) Email sjoyce@geosolutions.net. au
- A4 - AU Sample Receipt Nofification - Environmental HT (SRN) Email sjoyce@geosolutions.net au
- A4 - AU Tax Invoice (INV) Email sjoyce@geosolutions. net au
- Afttachment - Report (SUBCO) Email sjoyce@geosolutions.net. au
- Chain of Custody (CoC) (COC) Email sioyce@geosolutions.net au
- EDI Format - ENMRG (ENMRG) Email sjoyce@geosolutions.net. au
- EDI Format - XTab (XTAE) Email sioyce@geosolutions.net.au
Appendix 0 SRN Page 73
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City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020 ATTACHMENT B

Environmental Site Assessment. 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, Novth Hobart, November 2019,

ALS) Environmental
SAMPLE RECEIPT NOTIFICATION (SEN

Work Order - ES1935030
Client : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS Labaratory : Environmental Division Sydney
Contact : DR JOHN PAUL CUMMING Contact : Shirley LeComu
Address : 29 KIRKSWAY PLACE Addrese : 277-289 Woodpark Road Smithfield
BATTERY POINT TASMANIA, NSW Australia 2164
AUSTRALIA 7004
E-rnai ) ing@g! Juti net.au E-mad : shirley_ lecomu@Alsglobal com
Telephone - +6103 1839 Telephone - +5138549 9630
Facsimile - #6103 4539 Facsimile . +61-2-8784 3500
Project - 40-44 Page “1of2
Order number s — Quote number : EB2017GEOENVSOL0001 (EN/222)
C-O-C number | QC Level : NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard
Site D —
Sampler : GM
Dates
Date Samples Received : 24-0ct-2019 12:45 Issue Date : 25-0ct-2019
Client Requested Due : 31-0ct-2019 Scheduled Reporting Date © 31-Oct-2019
Date
Delivery Details
Mode of Delivery : Undefined Security Seal - Not Available
No. of coolers/baxes 1 Temperature - 14.0°C - lce present
Recsipt Detsi : ESKY No. of samples received / anafysed - 1/1

General Comments
®  This report ins the ing i i

= Sample Container(s)Preservation Non-Compliances

- S ¥ of and Requested Anslysis

= Proactive Holding Time Report

- Requested Deliverables
* Please refer to the Proactive Holding Time Report table below which summarises breaches of
recommended holding times that have occurred prior to samples/instructions being received at
the laboratory. The absence of this summary table indicates that all samples have been received
within the recommended holding times for the analysis requested.
Please direct any queries you have regarding this work order to the above ALS laboratory contact.
Analytical work for this work order will be conducted at ALS Sydney.
Samgle Disposal - Agueous (3 weeks), Solid (2 menths = 1 week) from receipt of samples.
Pleaze be aware that APHA/NEPM recommends water and soll samples be chilled fo less than or equal to 8'C for chemical
analysis, and less than or equal to 10°C but unfrozen for Microbiclogical analysis. Where samples are received sbove this
temparature. it should be taken into consideration when interpreting results. Refer to ALS EmdroMail 85 for ALS
recommendations of the best practice for chilling samples after ing and for a ool during transit.

RIGHT SOLUTIONS | RIGHT PARTNER
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Issue Date . 25-Oct-2018

Page :20f2

Wiork Order . ES1935030 Amendment 0

Client : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS ALS

Sample Container(s)/Preservation Non-Compliances
All comparisons are made against pretreatment/preservation AS, APHA, USEPA standards.

® No sample container / preservation non-compliance exists.

Summary of Sample(s) and Requested Analysis

Some items described below may be part of a laboratory |
process necessary for the execution of client requested
tasks. Packages may contain additional analyses, such

as the determination of moisture content and preparation §
tasks, that are included in the package. g
If no i time is i the i time will o
defaull 00:00 on the dale of sampling. If no sampling daite <
is provided, the sampling date wil be assumed by the E B
laboratory  and P in brackels without a time g| &
component s T
- 23| §| ¢
Mstric: SOIL E6|lm2|n2
3:3z38
Laboratory ssmple Glient sampling Client sample 1D o H 23|2%
D date / ime. 2 § e lRE

<
<
e

[Estessosom | 21020100000 |1t

Proactive Holding Time Report
Samgle(s) have been received within the recommended holding times for the requesied analysis.

Requested Deliverables

All Invoices

- A4 - AU Tax Invoice (INV) Email i Qg i net.au
JOHN PAUL CUMMING

- *AU Certificate of Analysis - NATA (COA) Email [ ing@geosolutions. net au

- *AU Interpretive QC Report - DEFAULT (Anon QCI Rep) (QCI) Email J ing@g jutions.net.au

- "AU QC Report - DEFAULT (Anon QC Rep) - NATA (QC) Email jcumming@geosclutions.net.au

- Ad - Al Sample Receipt Notification - Environmental HT (SRN) Email J ing@geosolutions.net.au

- A4 - AU Tax Invoice (INV) Email j ing@g! ions.net.au

- Aftachment - Report (SUBCO) Email J ing@g ions.net.au

- Chain of Custedy (CoC) (COC) Email § ing@g! ions.net.au

- EDI Format - ENMRG (ENMRG) Email K ing@g! ions.net.au

- EDI Format - XTab (XTAB) Email jcumming@geosolutions.net.au
M IRAN

- Ad - AU Tax Invoice (INV) Email miran@geosolutions.net au
SARAH JOYCE

- AU Certificate of Analysis - NATA (COA) Email sjoyce@geosolutions.net au

- *AU Interpretive QC Report - DEFAULT (Anon QCI Rep) (QCI) Email sjoyce@geosolutions.net.au

- *AU QC Report - DEFAULT (Ancn QC Rep) - NATA (QC) Email sjoyce@geocsolutions.net. au

- A4 - AU Sample Receipt Notification - Environmental HT (SRN) Email sjoyce@geosolutions.net.au

- A4 - AU Tax Invoice (INV) Email sjoyce@geosolutions.net. au

- Attachment - Report (SUBCO) Email sjoyce@geosolutions.net au

- Chain of Custody (CoC) (COC) Email sjoyce@geosolutions net au

- EDI Format - ENMRG (ENMRG) Email sjoyce@geosolutions net au

- EDI Format - XTab (XTAB) Email sjoyce@geosolutions net au

Appendix 0 SRN Page 75



Item No. 12 Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion) Page 289
City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020 ATTACHMENT B

Environmental Site Assessment: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. November 2019,

Appendix 10 Quality Assurance and Quality Control Documentation

Soil Duplicate & Inter Lab Split

e 3
¥ E L3
v | Elz T 5 g
. H tlelelf]e i H g5 & g
Duplicate Comparrison Sample 3 i HEFEAE % £ z 5 | FE | E| E i 1§ 3
4 p - e = £ g g [ g y I
F E g ¥ SlE|R|2|=]|¢ £l g s[E)] £ 2] E N
£ ¢ ] 5 2]y 1NE HEIFIEELE AHHHHHHH R 2138
3 £Els £ = Bl e B ] a|E|7 K Y « 1zl 2
3 i H § : £l i|s|E[8]F )¢5 HE L ElE s |55 1B & V| &
e I EMTA T o) g g/ [rog g [ [ g g [ oo [ g g g Vg ETT T BT [mgg friy
£ £ R R T Y e R AT e T TN e AR — 0 e e e e e e e e e e B e HE e JEER | R
1/10/2019 |Mn- 320 < | = & | 499 34 |<01]|<05|<05 |05 |05]|<05]05]|<05]|=05]05 05 | D5 | 05 |06 | <05 | 05 | D5 |06 |02 |06 |05 | D5 |06 |0z |05] <1 | <10 | <50 | <100 | <100 | <50 <50 | <100 |<100| <50
11072019 |Nl 1518 ] 160 < | < 3 4 7 5 197 7 10 |27 |<01]|«0s |08 |05 |06 |05 | 08|05 |08 |08 Q5 |05 |05 |08 |05 |05 |05 |08 |[02]|06 |05 |05 |08 |02 |08 A [0S0 | <100 | <100 | S0 50 | <100 |<100| <50
[Pl ati v Parcantage Difer ence (270 % A 6.7 NA NA 00 |222|250|462| 228 250|182 |230 | Na A & A A Ma A A NA MA & NA A A & A A A NA | NA | N& NA NA | NA A A A A A A A A A N A
[RPD Compdiance Limit % WA 30 NA NA NA 50 A NA 0 50 50 50 A NA NA A NA Na A NA NA MA A A NA N NA NA A A NA NA | NA | NA NA NA NA NA NA A NA WA NA WA A A A
[Pathod Detection Limit (MOU WA 1000 A NA M 40 A NA | 500 40 | 100 | 100 | NA NA A A NA NA A NA WA MA A NA A N NA NA A A NA NA | NA NA NA NA NA NA NA A NA A NA WA N L3 el
[FADL Clans NONE | MED | NONE |POONE| NONE | LOWY | NONE |[WONE| MED | LOW | LOW | LOW [NONE| NONE | NOME | RONE | NONE | WONE | NONE | RONE | NONE | NONE | NONE | NONE | MONE | RO | NONE | WONE | NOWE | NOWE [ NONE |[NONE[NONE [N [NONE [MONE [WaNE [hane [NonE[nomE [nane| none | nowE | nane NONE | NOME |NONE| NONE
RPO Compdlance With MDL? 55,56 {98%) NO
1/10/201% LS <5 640 2 <1 3 Jua3 152 ]| <5 | 715 [ 90 | 233 | 40 |01 <05 |05 |05 | 05|05 ]| 0505 05]|05]| 05| <05|06]05]|<05]<05]05]|05]|05|02[06[|05]05]|05]|02]05] 2 |<10]|<50] <200 [<100] <50 <50 | <100 |<100]| <50
11012019 BHOT 05-06 ) 17 2 1 4 | 188 | 106 | <5 | 742 | 62 [ 141 | 26 | <01 | <05 | OS5 | 05 |05 |05 |05 |05 | 06 |05 |05 |05 [ 05 |05 |05 |05 | 05 |05 |05 |02 |05 |05 |05 |06 |02 05| <1 |10 | S0 | <100 [ <100 | <50 <50 | <100 |<100| <50
(Rl ative Parcantage DiMereece (370 % A 1160 | a0 NA | 286 |498 | 357 | NA o4 368 | 497 (424 | Na A A A NA Na A NA NA NA A A NA A A A A A NA NA | NA | NA NA NA A NA NA NA A A WA A RA A A el
[ﬂPDCoWIlncllei\, KA 30 50 NA A 30 0 NA 15 30 £ 50 NA NA NA A NA NA A NA NA MA A NA NA A NA NA A A NA NA | NA | NA NA NA | NA NA NA NA A A WA NA RA NA L3 A
[Msthod Detection Limit (MDL) WA 1000 £ NA NA | 200 | 500 | NA | »500 | 200 | 500 | 100 | Na A & A A MA A A NA NA A A A A A A A A A NA | NA | NA NA A A NA A A A A A A N A A
ML Class NONE | MED |LOW IM:IM NONE | MED | MED [NONE| HIGH | MED | MED | LOW IM:IK NONE WIIDIE NONE N}'EIHDEIK]IE NONE Wlmi NONE WIDDDE NONE MIINEIMIKJIE MIINEIEE [MOME [NONE [NONE |NONE |[MOME [NONE [NONE |[NONE [NONE| NOME | NONE | NONE I‘)!Iml NONE | NONE [NONE| NONE
L ] R0 [ [ v [ [ o [wo [ [ v [wo [ wo [ o [ [ [ | | K| | K|  ICEEN ITEN AT TN TS AT T T T AT T A 3 [

*Footnote: For Duplicate and BHO1 1.5-1.6 pairs, 98% of analytes complied. Non compliances include: an RPD of 67% for Barium where <30% was expected: For ILS and BHO7 0.5-0.6 pairs. 91% of analytes complied. Non compli i an

RPD of 116% for Bariwm where <30% was expected: an RPD of 50% for Cobalt where <30% was expected: an RPD of 36% for Copper where <30% was expected; an RPD of 37% for Nickel where <30% was expected: an RPD of 49% for Vanadiun
where <30% was expected:
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ALS

Enuironmental

QUALITY CONTROL REPORT

Work Order -EM1917734 Page “1of11

Client : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS Laborstory : Envi I Division M,

Contact - DR JOHN PAUL CUMMING Contact - Shirley LeComu

Address : 29 KIRKSWAY PLACE Address : 4 Westall Rd Springvale VIC Australia 3171

BATTERY POINT TASMANIA, AUSTRALIA 7004

Telephone : +6103 6223 1839 Telephone : +6138549 9630

Project . 40-44 Date Samples Received :23-0ct-2019 T,

Order number f— Date Analysis Commenced  : 23.0¢1-2019 SN, A
SN— %

C-0-C number pp— Issue Date - 29-0ct-2019 =z

Soror o jlacurs NATA

ste i— s N

Quote number - ENR22 o Accrestanon No. 425

No. of samples received - 20 Accredited for comphiance with

No. of samples analysed - 20 SOAEC 17025 - Testing

This report supersedes any previous report(s) with this reference. Results apply to the sample(s) as submitied. This document shall not be reproduced, except in full.
This Quality Control Report contains the following information:

®  Laboratory Duplicate (DUP) Report; Relstive Percentage Difference (RFD) and Acceptance Limits

®  Method Blank (MB) and Laboratory Control Spike (LCS) Report, Recovery and Acceptance Limits

®  Mairix Spike (MS) Report; Recovery and Acceptance Limits

Signatories

This document has been electronically signed by the authorized signatories below. Electronic signing is carried out in p with proced specified in 21 CFR Part 11.
i . Positi A fation Cah

Dilani Femandc Senicr Incrgenic Chemist gan pring wviC

Mancy Wang 21C Organic Chemist Melb gar gvale, VIC

MNancy Wang 21C Organic Chemist Malboume Organics, Springvale, VIC

Nikki Stepriewski Senior Incrganic Instrument Chemist Medb Inceg Springuale, VIC

RIGHT SOLUTIONS RIGHT PARTNER
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Fage c2o0f11
Work Order : EM181TT34
Client : GEC-ENVIROCNMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project - 40-44 ALS
General Comments
The analytical procedures used by the Emvironmental Division have been developed from established i tionally ized p dit such as those published by the USEPA. APHA. AS and NEPM. In house
developed procedures sre employed in the of standards or by client request.
Where moi d ination has been perf results are rep on a dry weight basis.
Where a reported less than (<) result is higher than the LOR. this may be due to primary sample Il dilution andfor insufficient sample for analysis. Where the LOR of a reported result differs from standard LOR, this may be due to high
Key - A ¥ = Redfers to wples which are not ifically part of this work order but formed part of the OC process lot
CAS Number = CAS registry number from database maintsined by Chemical Abstracts Services. The Chemical Abstracts Senvice is a division of the Amernican Chemical Society.
LOR = Limit of reporting

RPD = Relative Percentsge Difference
# = Indicates faled QC

Laboratory Duplicate (DUP) Report

The ousality control term Laboratory Duplicate refers to a randomly selected intr y spiit L y duplicates provide i o egarding methoed p and sample helerogeneity. The permitted ranges

for the Relative Percent Deviati (RPD) of Lab Duplicates are specified in ALS Method OWI-EN38 and are dependent on the magnitude of results in comparizon to the level of reporting: Result < 10times LOR:

Mo Limit: Result between 10 snd 20 imes LOR: 0% - 50%; Result > 20 times LOR: 0% - 20%.

Sub-Matroc SOIL Laboratory Duplicate (DUP) Report

plolD | Cllent sampie ID — Unit I

EGOO5({EDDI3)T: Total Metals by ICP-AES (QC Lot: 2660854)

EM1917811-003 Ancnymous EGOOST: Barium 7440303 10 makg 40 50 0.00 Mo Limit
| EGOOST: Chromium 74s047-3| 2 kg 2 21 224 0% - 50%
EGOOST: Lead 7430-02-1 5 makg 28 18 441 Mo Limit

EM1917811-002 | Anonymeus | EGOOST: Berylium 7440417 1 makg <1 <1 000 No Limit
EGOOST: Cadmium 7440-43-0 1 malkg <1 <1 0.00 No Limit
| EGOOST: Cobatt T44D-43-4| 2 mglkg 7 5 345 Mo Limit
EGOOST: Nickel 7440-02-0 2 makg 30 13 437 D% - 50%
EGDOST: Arsenic T7440-38-2 5 mg'kg 12 12 0.00 No Lirnit
| EGOOST: Copper :rmm: 5 makg 18 . 1 480 Mo Limit
| EGO0ST: Manganese 7430088 5 malkg 143 . 124 174 D% - 20%
EGO0ST: Selenium 7782-40-2 5 mgikg <5 <5 0.00 Mo Limit
| EGOOST: Vanadium 7440822 5 makg 2 28 189 No Limit
| EGOCST: Zine 7440088 5 mgkg 51 2 188 0% - 50%
| EGOOST: Boron 7440-42-8| &0 malkg <50 <50 0.00 Mo Limit

EM1917734-000 |BHO4 0508 EGIOST: Berylium 7440417 1 makg <1 <1 000 Mo Limit
| EGODST: Cadmium 7440430 1 makg <1 1 <1 0.00 No Limit
| EGOOST: Barium 7440383 10 mgkg <10 <0 0.00 No Limit
EGOOST: Chremiur 7440-47-3 2 makg <2 < 0.00 No Limit
| EGOOST: Cobatt 744D-43-4| 2 mghkg <2 <2 0.00 Mo Limit
EGOOST: Nickel 7440-02-0 2 makg <2 <2 0.00 No Limit
EGmsrAm ?440-38-2: 5 mgkg <5 <5 0.00 Mo Limit
| EGODST: Copper 7440-&0-8. 5 mgkg <5 <5 0.00 No Limit
EGIOST: Lead 7430-02-1 5 mgkg <5 <5 0.00 Ne Limit
| EGOOST: Mangsnese R mafkg < < 000 Mo Linit
| EGDOST: Selenium ??82-49-2_ 5 mg'kg <5 <5 0.00 Mo Limit
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Environmental Site Assessment: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. November 2010.

Page c3of 11
Work Order : EM181TT34
Client : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project - 4044 ALS
Sub-Matrioz SOIL Laboramory Duplicame (DUF) Report
Laboratory samplelD | Cllent sample ID o0 Comoound CAS Number,  LOR unit Original Resuft | Duplicate Result RPD (%) Recovery LImis (%)
EGOO5(ED093)T: Total Metals by ICP-AES (QC Lot: 2660854) - continued - i
EM1217734-000 BHD4 0.5-08 EGI0ST: Vanadium T440-92-2 5 mgkg <5 <5 0.00 INo Limit
EGOOST: Zine T440-68-6 5 ma'kg <5 <5 0.00 No Limit
| EGOOST: Beron 7440428 50 mgkg <0 <50 000 Mo Limit
EAD055: Moisture Content (Dried @ 105-110°C) (QC Lot: 2660921)
EM1217734-001 BHO1 0.5-0.8 EADES: Moisture Content —l 01 % 20.2 20.3 0.520 D% - 20%
EM1917734-000 BHD4 0506 EAQES: Moisture Content — o1 | () 30 31 409 No Limit
EA055: Moisture Content (Dried @ 105-110°C) (QC Lot: 2660922)
EM1817734-019 Duplicate EADES: Maisture Contant - 01 % 185 17.3 178 0% - 50%
EM1E17758-010 | Anonymous EADES: Moisture Content — 0.1 | % 107 16.8 0.725 0% - 50%
EGO035T: Total Recoverable Mercury by FIMS (QC Lot: 2660855)
EM1917511-003 | Anonymous EGO35T: Mercury 7430-97-86) 0.1 mg'kg <0.1 <01 0.00 No Limit
EM1917734-000 BHOD4 0.5-0.8 EGO3ST: Mercury 7430-07-8) 01 | mgkg <0.1 <01 0.00 No Limit
EPOT5(SIM)B: Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (QC Lot: 2659108)
EM1917734-001 BHO1 0.5-0.8 | EPOTS(SIM): Maphthalene 91-2&3» 05 mgkg <0.5 <0.5 0.00 Mo Limnit
| EPOTS{SIM): Acensphihylene 202088 05 mg'kg <05 <05 0.00 No Limit
EPO7S(SIM): Acenaphthene 83320 05 mg'kg <05 <0.5 0.00 No Limit
| EPO7E(SIM): Fluorene 88727 05 makg i 05 0.00 Mo Linit
| EPO75(SIM): Phenanthrene 85018 05 ma'kg <05 <0.5 0.00 No Limit
| EPOTS(SIM): Anthrscens 120127, 05 mgikg @5 <05 0.00 Mo Limit
| EPO7S(SIM). Fluoranthene 208-440| 05 ma'kg <05 <0.5 0.00 No Limit
[ EPO75(SIM): Pyrene 120000 0.5 mgkg <05 <0.5 0.00 INo Limit
EPO75(SIM): Benz(a)anthracene 56-553| 05 ma'kg <05 <05 0.00 No Limit
| EPOTS(SIM). Chrysens 212018, 05 mgkg <05 <05 0.00 No Limit
EPO75(SIM): Benzo(b+fluoranthene 208092 05 mg'kg <05 <0.5 0.00 No Limit
206-82-3
: EPO75(SIM): Benzo(k)fluoranthene zu?-na-a: 0.5 mg'kg <05 <0.5 0.00 No Limit
| EPO7S(SIM): Benzo(s)pyrene s0-328 05 mgkg <05 <05 000 INo Limit
| EPO7E{SIM): Indens(1.2.3.ca)pyrene 183385 05 mg'kg <05 <05 0.00 No Limit
| EPO7S(SIM): Dibenz{s.hjanthracene 53-?03_ 0.5 mgkg <0.5 <05 000 INo Limit
| EPO7E{SIM): Benzo(g hijperylens 191-24.2] 05 ma'kg <05 <05 0.00 No Limit
EM1917734-011 EHD4 2.5-28 | EPOTS(SIM): Maphthalene 91-2&3' 05 mgkg <0.5 <0.5 0.00 No Linnit
EPO7S(SIM): Acenaphthylene 208088 05 mg'kg <08 <08 0.00 No Limit
| EPO7E(SIM): Acenaphtnane 8232.0) 05 mg'kg <05 <0.5 0.00 No Limit
| EPOTE(SIM). Fluorene 88727 05 mgikg <05 <05 0.00 Mo Limit
| EPO75{SIM): Phenanthrene 85018 05 ma'kg <05 <0.5 0.00 No Limit
| EPO7S(SIM): 120127, 05 makg 005 <08 0.00 No Limit
EPO75(SIM}: Fluoranthene 208440 05 mg'kg <05 <0.5 0.00 No Limit
EPO?&[% Pyrene 120-00-0 0.5 mgkg <05 <05 0.00 INo Limit
_‘ EPO75(SIM): Benz(a)anthracene ma-s 05 mg'kg <05 <0.5 0.00 No Limit
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Work Order : EM191TT34

Client : GEO-ENVIRCNMENTAL SCLUTICNS

Project - 4044 ALS

Sub-Matrioz SOIL Laboramory Duplicame (DUF) Report

Laboratory sampie 1D | Client sample 1D o101 Comoound CAS Number|  LOR Uniz | Original Result | Duplicawe Result | RPD(%) | Recovery LImis (%)

EPOT5(5IM)B: Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (QC Lot: 2659108) - continued 1

EM1817734-011 BHO4 2526 | EPOTS(SIM): Chrysene 218-01-9' 05 mgkg <05 <05 000 INo Limit
EPO7S{SIM): Banze(b+fluoranthene 2089092 05 mglkg @05 <05 000 No Limit
EPO7S{SIM): Benzo(k)luoranthene 207082 05 makg 05 | <05 | om No Limit
| EPO7S(SIM): Benzo{s)pyrene 50328 05 makg <05 <05 000 Mo Limit
| EPO75{SIM). Indeno(1.2.3.cd)pyrene 193-305] 05 mg/kg €5 | €5 | oo No Limit
| EPOTE(SIM): Dibenz(s hjanthracene 52703 05 mgikg <05 ' <08 | oo Mo Limit
| EPO7T5(SIM). Benzo(g h ijperylene 181-242 05 makg 05 | 5 | om | No Limit

EPO20/071: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (QC Lot: 2659081)

EM1817734-001 BHO1 0506 EPD20: CA - C8 Fraction _— 10 mgkg <10 <10 0.00 No Limit

EM1917734-011 |BHO4 2528 EPO30: CA - CO Fraction — 10 | mpkg <10 <10 0.00 No Limit

EPOE0/071: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbens (QC Lot: 2659109) 4

EM1817734-001 BHO1 0508 | EPO71: C15 - C28 Fraction — 100 mgkg <100 | <100 | 0.00 { No Limit
EPO71: C28 - C38 Fraction —| 100 mokg <100 <100 0.00 No Limit
| EPO71: C10 - C14 Fraction — = mokg | <50 | <50 o | Mo Limit
EPO71: C10 - C3€ Fraction {sum) —| @ molkg <50 <50 0.00 No Limit

EM1217734-011 |BHD4 2526 EPO71: C15 - C28 Fraction _— 100 mgkg <100 <100 0.00 No Limit
| EPO71: C20 - C38 Fraction — 100 malkg <100 | <100 | oo | No Limit
| EPO71: G10 - G14 Fraction — =@ mglkg <50 <50 | o No Limit
EPO71: C10 - C38 Fraction {sum) —| 50 mgkg <50 <50 0.00 INo Limit

EPO20/071: Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons - NEPM 2013 Fractions (QC Lot: 2655081) ]

EM1217734-001 BHO10.5-0.6 EPDS0: C8 - C10 Fraction ©5_C10 10 mgkg <10 <10 0.00 T INo Limit

EM1917734-011 'BHD4 2528 EPOS0: C8 - C10 Fraction csci0| 10 | mokg <10 <10 0.00 No Limit

EPOZ20/071: Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons - NEPM 2013 Fractions (QC Lot: 2659108)

EM1917734-001 EHO105-08 EPO71: >C16 - C34 Fraction —| 100 mglkg <100 =100 | oo No Limit
| EPOT1: >C34 - C40 Fraction —| 100 makg <100 <100 | oo No Limit
| EPO71: >C10 - C16 Fraction —| = mgig <50 <50 | om | No Limit
EPO71: >C10 - C40 Fraction (sum) -] mglkg <50 <50 000 No Limit

EM1217734-011 |BHO4 2528 EPO71: >C16 - C34 Fraction —| 100 mg'kg <100 <100 0.00 No Limit
| EPOT1: 5C24 - C40 Fraction —| 100 mokg | 2100 | <100 oo | N Limit
| EPO71: >C10- C16 Fraction — =@ mgkg <50 | <50 o | Mo Limit
| EPO71: *C10 - C40 Fraction (sum) —| = mo'kg < <50 0.00 No Limit

EM1917734-001 BHO1 0506 EPOE0: T1-43-2 02 mg'kg <0.2 <0.2 000 | Mo Limit
EPDE0: Toluene 108-88-3) 05 mglkg <& <08 0.00 No Limit
| EPOZC: EX 100414| 05 mglkg 05 | <05 om0 | No Limit
EF030: mets- & pera-Xylene 108383] 05 mglkg 05 05 000 No Limit
I 106-42-3 | | | | |
| EPD20: orthe-Xylens 95478 05 malkg 05 | @05 | o | No Limit
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Page - 50f11
Work Order - EM1917724
Client - GEQ-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project - 4044 ALS
Sub-Matrioz: SOIL Laboramory Duplicame (DUF) Report
Laborawory sample 1D unit Original Resufi | Duplicaie Result | RPD (%) Recovery LImits (%)
EPO20: BTEXN (!
EM1017734-001 BHO1 0508 EPD20: Nsp 0203 1 makg <1 <1 0.00 No Limit
EM1817734-011 BHO4 2.5-2.8 EP020: Benzene T1-43-2 02 ma'kg <02 <02 0.00 No Linnit
| EPD20: Toluane 108823 05 mgkg <05 <05 0.00 Mo Limit
EF020: Ethylbenzene 100-41-4 05 mg'kg <05 <05 0.00 No Linnit
| EP0Z0: mats- & pars-Xylene 10s3s3 05 mgkg <05 <05 0.00 No Limit
108-42-3
| EPORC: ortho-Xylene ee478 05 mgikg <05 <05 0.00 No Limit
EP020: Naphthalene 21-20-3 1 mg'kg <1 <1 0.00 No Lirnit
RFD (%) Y Limits (%)
EM1917714-015 Anonymeus EGI20A-T: Cadmium 7440-43-9| 00001 malL <0.0001 <0.0001 0.00 Mo Limit
| EGO20A-T: Avsenic 7440352 0001 mglL 0.002 0002 0.00 Mo Limit
: EGO20A-T: Beryllium 7440-41-?: 0.001 mg/L <0.001 <0.001 0.00 Mo Limit
EGO20A-T; Barium 7440303 0001 mglL 0073 0073 0.00 0% - 20%
[ EGO20A-T: Chromium 7440-474' 0.001 mg/L 0.002 0.002 0.00 No Linit
| EGO204-T: Cobslt 7440-43-4 0001 mglL <0001 <0.001 0.00 Mo Limit
| EGD20A-T: Copper 7440-50-8) 0001 maiL 0.002 0.002 0.00 No Limit
| EGO20A-T: Lead 7436021 0001 mgiL <0.001 <0.001 000 No Limit
EGIZ0A-T: Manganese T430-08.5 0.001 mgiL ome o018 0.00 0% - 509
| EGOZ0A-T: Nickel 7440020, 0001 malL 0.001 0001 0.00 No Limit
EGI204-T: Zinc T440-08-8 0.005 mgilL <0.005 <0.005 0.00 No Linnit
| EGO20A-T: Selenium 7782452 001 malL <001 001 0.00 Mo Limit
EGO20A-T: Vanadium 744082-2] D01 maiL <001 <001 0.00 No Limit
| EGD20A-T: Boron 7440428 005 malL 008 008 0.00 Mo Limit
EM1917742-001 | Anonymous EGI20A-T: Cadmium 7440430 0.0001 maiL <0.0001 <0.0001 0.00 Mo Limit
[ EGO20A-T: Arsanic '."‘1»44:!«'!8-2b 0.001 mg/L <0.001 <0.001 0.00 Mo Limit
| EGO20A-T: Berylium 7440417 0001 maiL <0.001 <0001 0.00 Mo Limit
[ EGD20A-T: Barium 74405394' 0.001 mg/L 0.057 0.057 0.00 0% - 207
| EGDZ0A-T: Chromium 744047-3| 0001 malL <0.001 <0.001 0.00 No Limit
[ EGO20A-T: Cobalt ?’440-4:5-‘1b 0.001 mg/L <0.001 <0.001 0.00 No Linit
| EGOZ0A-T: Copper 7440505 0001 mgiL 0.001 0001 0.00 No Limit
EGO20A-T: Lead T436-82-1 0.001 mgiL <0.001 <0001 0.00 No Linnit
| EG020A-T: Manganese 7436-085 0001 mall 0070 0071 211 0% - 20%
EGI20A-T: Mickel T440-02-0 0.001 mgiL <0.001 <0001 0.00 No Linnit
| EGO20A-T: Zinc 744068-8 0005 malL <0005 <0005 0.00 Mo Limit
[ EGI20A-T: Selenium 7782-49-2* o.m mgiL <0.01 <001 0.00 No Linnit
| EGO20A-T: Vanadium 7440622| 001 mgiL <001 <00 0.00 No Limit
| EGU20A-T Boron 7440428 005 0.14 0.15 101 Mo Lirit

EGO35T: Total Recoverable Mercury by FIMS (QC Lot: 2660865)
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Page cBof11
Work Order - EM1917724
Client : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project - 4044 ALS
Sub-Matric WATER Laborawory Duplicats (DUF) Report
2 Cilen: sampie 1D SE— unit | original Result__| Duplicame Result | RFD (%) Recovery LImits (%)
60865) ]
EM10174156-012 7430-07-6| 0.0001 mgiL <0.0001 <0.0001 000 No Limit
EM1217703-073 7436-07-8| 0.0001 mgiL <0.0001 0.00 No Limit
poilL <20 <20 0.00 No Limit
ol <20 <0 0.00 No Limit
polL <20 <20 0.00 No Limit
pall T <20 <20 0.00 No Limit
: 1 wall <t <t 0o Ne Limit
EFDE0: Toluene 108883 2 palL <2 <2 000 No Limit
EP030: Ethylbenzene 100414: 2 e < < 0.00 Mo Limit
EPD20: meta- & para-Xylene 108-38-3 2 rall <2 <2 0.00 Mo Limit
| 108-42-3|
| EFDE0: orthe-Xylene 95-4?-6' 2 pa'L <2 <2 0.00 No Limit
EP020: Nsphihal 91203 5 poll <& <5 000 No Limit
EM1817882-003 | Anonymous EPOS0: Berzene 71-43-2 1 walL <1 <1 000 No Limit
| EPOC: Toluene 108883 2 pall <2 <2 0.00 No Limit
EP020: Ethylbenzens 10041-4| 2 pol | < < 0.00 No Limit
EPD20: mets- & para-Xylene 10e-383| 2 palL <2 <2 000 No Limit
108-42-3
| EPOSC: ortho-Xylene 0s478 2 ol <2 < 0.00 No Limit
EPOR0: | 01203 5 oL <5 <5 0.00 No Limit
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Work Order : EM181TT34
Client : GEQ-ENVIRCNMENTAL SCLUTIONS
Eroject - 40-44 ALS
Method Blank (MB) and Laboratory Control Spike (LCS) Report
sample prep The of this QC

MMWWWIMWMmmeMMMMMMIMmmdmhemm:mormuuudn

parameter is to monitor p

ytes. The of this OC p
Sub-Matroc SOIL

Memod: Compo

EGO0ST: Arsenic
EGO0ST: Barium
EGOOST: Beryllium
EGO0ST: Boron
[EGOOST: Cadmium
EGO0ST: Chromium
EGOOST: Cobait
EGOOST: Copper
EGO0ST: Lead
EGOOST: Manganese
EGOOST: Mickel
EGO0S5T: Selenium
(EGOOST: Vanadium
EGOOST: Zine

3)T: Total Metals by ICP-AES (QCLot: 2660854

and

CAS Number

T440-38-2

7440-30-3 |
7440-41-7 |
7440428 |

T440-43-8

7440-47-2 |
7440-43-4 |

7440-50-8

7430021 |

T430-06-5

7440020 |
782-48-2 |
7440622 |

T440-86-8

EGO035T: Total Recoverable Mercury by FIMS (QCLot: 2660855)

EPO75(5IM)B: Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (QC Lot: 2659108)

EPOTS({SIM]: Acensphthylens
EPD75(SIM): Acenaphthene
EPO75{SIM]: Fluorens

EPO75({SIM): Fhenanthrens
EPOTS{SIM]: Anthracens
EPO75({SIM): Fluoranthene
EPO75({SIM): Pyrene

EPO75({SIM): Benz(a)anthracena
EPO75{SIM): Chrysene

EPO7S(SIM): Benzo(b+jfluorenthene

EPO7TS{SIM): Eenzofk)flucranthene
EPO7S{SIM): Eenzo{a)pyrens
EPOTS{SIM): Indeno(1.2.3.cd)pyrene
EPD75({SIM): Dibenz{a hjanthracene
|EPOT5(SIM): Benzo{g h.i)perylens

83-32-0
BE-T3-T
85-01-8
120-12-7

120-00-0

218-01-0

205-82-3
207-05-8

183-38-5
53-70-3
191-24-2

LOR

L R = DAt ]

0.5
0s
05
0s
05
05
0.5
05
0.5

0s
0.5

0.5
05

§42383 283388338330 9Rd884d88328428¢:

Mwmmmmwm&%]WswuwﬁNMwMIwumw“mmwmw
: independent of sample mairix. Dynamic Recovery Limits are based on

d LCS.
Method Blank (WB) | Laborazory Conrol Spike (LCS) Report

Report Spike Spixe Recovery (%) Recovery Limis (%)
Result ‘Concenuagon LCS Low High
<= 21.7 mg/kg 833 785 107
<10 143 mg'kg 81.0 76.4 110
< 5683 mgkg 887 854 114
<50 33,2 mghg 268 844 128
<1 4,64 mgkg 248 78.2 108
<2 43.0 mghkg 784 777 110
< 18 mg'kg 827 781 112
<5 32 mgikg 827 78.1 108
<5 40 mgikg 858 784 108
<= 130 mgkg e19 808 110
<2 55 mglkg 222 700 102
<= 5.37 mg/kg 841 920 110
< | 20.6 mghkg ) 785 108
< £0.2 mg/kg 822 701 110
267 mgkg 831 782 [ 110
: 3mgkg H 248 [ 128
05 3mgkg 850 780 [ 127
0.5 3mgkg 835 85.3 | 128
05 3Imgkg ELY) 821 [ 126
0.5 3mgkg 200 85.4 | 133
05 3Imgkg 820 227 [ 128
0.5 3mgkg 027 83.4 | 138
<05 3mglkg e0e 85.1 | 140
0.5 3mgkg 824 807 [ 130
05 3mghkg 878 852 [ 141
0.5 3Imgkg 101 B85 120
<05 3Imgkg 108 80.1 [ 132
05 3mgkg 060 674 [ 120
05 3mgkg 733 880 | 126
<05 3mgkg 720 85.4 [ 127
05 3Imgkg 738 878 | 127
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Work Order - EM1817724

Client - GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS

Project - 4044 ALS

Sub-Matrix: SOIL [ methoa Biank uE) Lavorazory Conarol Spike (LCS) Report

| Report Spike | Spie Recovery (%) Recovery Limiis (%)

Unit Result Concenrasion LCS Low ] High
mgkg 28 mo/kg | 782 | 812 | 127

EPOT1: C10 - C14 Fraction mgkg <50 832 mgkg ] 102 718 120

EPO71: C15 - C28 Fraction — 100 . mgkg <100 3100 mglkg | 880 &30 125

EPO71: G20 - G368 Fraction — 100 mgkg <100 1480 mg'kg 978 779 119

EPO71: C10 - C38 Fraction (sum) — £0 malkg <50 — — — -

O 2 erable ocarb P U o ' O J0E
EP0S0: C8 - C10 Fraction Ca_C10 | 10 mgikg <10 [ 45 mgikg | 735 50.5 [ 125
P08 otal Re erable drocarb P 0 actio ) O 6 I

EPO71: >C10 - C18 Fraction —_ 0 mgkg <50 1050 mg'kg 102 722 128

EPOT1: >C16 - C34 Fraction =— 100 mgikg <100 3060 mgfkg | cae 221 122

EPO71: >C34 - C40 Fraction - 100 mokg <100 280 mg'kg 118 5.1 131

EPO71: >C10 - C40 Fraction (sum) — £0 mgkg <50 — | - —_— —

POE0D: B Q o & 08

EPOS0: Benzene 71-43-2 02 | mgkg 032 2 mg'kg 819 827 119

EFDED: Toluene 108-83-3 0.5 mg'kg <05 2mgkg 824 [-X] 126

EPOSD: Ethylbenzene 100-41-4 05 [ mgkg @5 2mgikg 1 830 803 124

EP020: mets- & para-Xylene 108-38-3 05 [ mgkg 05 4mghg 1 228 875 128

108-42-3

EPDSD: ortho-Xylene 95478 05 mgkg 05 2mgikg | 872 73.0 128

EPOS0: Naphthalene 91-203 1 [ mglkg < 0.5 mghg | 838 812 123

Sub-Matroc WATER Method Blank (UE) Laborarory Conirol Spike (LCS) Report

Report Spike | Spike Recovery (%) Recovery Limizs (%)

Unit Result LcS Low | High
mylL 0.1 mgiL 107 502 . 113
mall 0.1 mglL | o 280 114
mglL 0.1 mglL 1 105 a72 13
gL 0.1 mglL | 108 80.4 112
mglL 0.1 mglL | 102 - 10
mglL 0.1 mglL | 103 877 112
mglL 0.1 mgiL | 100 9.9 100
mgL 0.1 mgiL 101 883 110
mglL 0.1 mglL 102 887 112
mglL 0.1 mgiL 102 878 11
mglL 0.1 mglL 101 343 112
mglL 0.1 mglL | 102 871 12
mglL 0.1 mglL 104 887 114
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Wiork Order - EM1817724
Client : GEC-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project - 40-44 ALS
Sub-Matric WATER Method Blank (WE) Laboratory Conwrol Spike (LCS) Report
Mapare Spike | spixe Recovery (%) Recovery LImIis (%)
Concenration | Lcs Low High
| 108 | 0.4 118
EGO35T: Total Recoverable Mercury by FIMS (QCLot: 2660865)
EGO25T: Mercury 7430-07-8 | 2.1 [ 728 115
EPO75(5IM)B: Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (QCLot: 2659228)
pgll 841 41.1 118
pglL 283 472 121
pglL 802 473 118
pall 878 404 121
pglL | 850 525 124
pglL | 832 523 125
pglL 203 524 127
pgL 108 51.3 130
pglL 850 50.0 130
pglL 832 408 131
pal 033 515 132
pglL | 17 540 131
pglL | 1M 523 133
pol 025 50.4 127
pglL 200 50.0 127
pol 87.0 508 128
EP080: C8 - CO Fraction - 20 pgll <20 260 pglL | 879 | 85.5 128
e " 4
EPOT71: C10 - C14 Fraction — 0 pglL <50 3330 pglL 101 445 125
EPO71: C15 - C28 Fraction - 100 pgl <100 18500 pgiL 818 51.3 135
EPQ71: G20 - C38 Fraction — &0 gL <50 7800 pglL 831 404 134
O - era e o tio L 603 8
EP020: C3 - C10 Fraction C5_C10 20 pglL <20 450 pglL | 8.1 | ee3 126
P03 - Re erab 0 Q) 5223
EPO71: >C10 - C18 Fraction — 100 pglL <100 5800 pg'L 802 473 129
EPO71: >C16 - C34 Fraction —— 100 pglL <100 20700 pgiL 827 50.4 133
pglL 1510 pgiL 802 45.2 138
polL 20 pgL | 933 60.8 124
pglL 20pgl | 871 738 126
pol 20 pgL | 885 720 126
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Work Order - EM1817724
Client - GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SCLUTICNS
Project - 4044 ALS
Sub-Matrix: WATER [ Methoa Biank uE) Lavorazory Conarol Spike (LCS) Report
Repare Spike | spie Recovery (%) Recovery LImis (%)
unit Concenaton | Lcs Low | High
- confinued
EP020: mete- & para-Xylene 108-38-3 2 pglL <2 40 pglL @13 715 132
108-42-3
EP0S0: ortho-Xylene 95478 | 2 | polL | | 20 polL | 200 | 785 [ 132
EPUS0: Naphthalene 91203 | 5 | pglL | <5 | 5 pglL | 770 | 705 | 127

Matrix Spike (MS) Report
The quality control term Matric Spike (MS) refers to an intralaborstory split sample spiked with a representstive set of terget snalytes. The purpose of this QC parameter is fo monitor potentisl matric effects on
anslyte recoveries. Static Recovery Limits as per laboratory Data Quality Objectives (DQOs). Ideal recovery ranges stated may be waived in the event of sample matrix interference.

Sub-Matrbz SOIL Mauix Spike (M5) Report
) ) spwe | spo ) | y Limis (%)
Fpr— - CAS Number Concenraton us | Low | ign
EGOO5(ED0S3)T: Total Metals by ICP-AES (QCLot: 2660854)
EMIS17734-001 BHO010.5-08 EGOOST: Arsenic T440-35-2 S0 mgkg 82.7 78.0 124
EGOOST: Barium 7440-38-3 50 mg/kg 121 710 135
EGUOST: Berylium T440-41-7 50 mgikg 0.2 850 125
EGOOST: Cadmium T440-43-0 50 mg/kg 083 840 118
EGOOST: Chromium T440-47-2 S0 mgikg m 7.0 121
EGOOST: Copper T440-50-8 50 mg/'kg 10 820 124
EGQOST: Lead T438-02-1 50 mg'kg 245 76.0 124
EGO0ST: Menganese T430-08-5 50 mg/kg #1680 880 138
EGDOST: Nickel T440-02-0 E0mgkg o938 78.0 120
EGOOST: Selenium 7782-48-2 50 mg/kg 738 70 125
EGO0ST: Vanadium T440-82-2 S0 mgkg #140 Te.0 124
EGOOST: Zine T440-88-8 50 mg/kg 000 740 128

EGO35T: Total Recoverable Mercury by FIMS (QCLot: 2660855)
EM1817724-001 BHO10.5-068 EGO35T: Mercury T430-07-0 | 0.5 mgfkg | 100 | 76.0 | 118
EPO75(SIM)B: Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (QCLot: 2659108)

EM1917734-003  BHO125-28 EPO75(SIM): Acensp 22320 | 3mgxg | 349 [ a0 | n7
EPO75(SIM): Py 120000 | 3mgkg | 70.1 [ s20 | 1

EPO20/071: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (QCLot: 2659081)

EM1817734002  BHD115-18 EPUSD: C8 - C9 Fraction o | 2mghg | @88 | 40 [ 13

EPD20/071: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (QCLot: 2659109)

EM1217734002  BHO1 1518 EPO71: G10 - C14 Fraction — 892 mg/kg 104 530 123
EPO71: C15 - C28 Fraction e ‘ 3100 mgkg ‘ 985 ‘ 700 ‘ 124
EPOT1: G20 - G26 Fraction — | 1420mgkg | a8e | 840 [ 118

EPO£0/071: Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons - NEPM 2013 Fractions (QCLot: 2659081)
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Wiork Order - EM1S17T34
Client : GEQ-ENVIRCNMENTAL SCOLUTIONS
Project - 4044 ALS
Sub-Matroc SOIL Mauix Spike (M5) Report
spike ] " ) Y Limis (%)
['H Low ] High
EM1917734002  BHD1 15186 Bmghg | 83.9 | 300 | 120
EP020/071: Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons - NEPM 2013 Fractions (QCLot: 2659109)
EM1017734002  BHO1 1518 EPO71: =C10 - C18 Frackon — 1050 mg'kg 102 850 123
EPO71: >C16 - C34 Fraction 3960 mgkg 996 67.0 21
EPD71: >C34 - C40 Fraction 280 mg'kg 120 440 128
EP080: BTEXN (QCLot: 2659081)
EM1217734-002 BHO1 1.5-1.8 2mgkg 827 0.0 138
2 mgkg ‘ 838 ‘ 6.0 ‘ 130
Sub-Matric WATER Matrtx Spike (MS) Report
Spike £ yI%) Y Limizs (%)
iworwywlu o CAS Number | M5 Low | High
EG020T: Total Metals by ICP-MS (QCLot: 2660808)
EM1817714-015 Anonymous EGOI20A-T: Arsenic T440-35-2 1mglL o84 820 118
EGOI20A-T: Beryllium T440-41-7 1mgiL @72 790 21
EGO20A-T: Barum T440-38-3 1mglL o84 200 114
| EG020A-T: Cadmium 7440439 025 mglL 101 750 120
EGIZ0A-T: Chromium T440-47-3 1 mg/L 211 200 118
- 1mglL 955 820 120
1mglL 24 210 115
1mglL 933 830 21
1mglL o34 73.0 123
1mglL 8.7 200 118
1mglL 210 810 118
1mglL 96.8 740 118
EG035T: Total Recoverable Mercury by FIMS (QCLot: 2660865)
EMID17514014  Anonymous 001mgl | 871 [ 70 | 1
EPO20/071: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (QCLot: 2659178)
W0pel | 83.4 | 430 [ 125
EPOE0/071: Tetal Recoverable Hydrocarbons - NEPM 2013 Fractions (QCLot: 2659178)
EPQE0: C8 - C10 Fraction Wl | 8.9 | 440 | 12
EP020: BTEXN (QCLot: 2659178)
20 pglL 780 &30 130
20 gL ‘ 74.0 ‘ 720 ‘ 132
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ALS) Environmental

QA/QC Compliance Assessment to assist with Quality Review
Work Order :EM1917734 Fage “10f9
Client - GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS Laboratory : Environmental Division Melbourmne
Contact - DR JOHN PAUL CUMMING Telephone - +6138549 9630
Project - 40-44 Date Samples Received - 23-0ct-2019
Site - lssue Date - 29-O¢ct-2019
Sampler GM No. of samples received - 20
Order number —_— No. of samples analysed -20
This report is automatically generated by the ALS LIMS through interpretation of the AL § Quality Control Report and I Quality A d by ALS. This automated
reporting highlights any fi facilitates faster and more data validation and is designed to assist internal expert and external Auditor review. Many components of this

report contribute to the overall DQO assessment and reporting for

Brief method ies and ref are also provided to assist in traceability.

Summary of Outliers
Outliers : Quality Control Samples

This report highlights outliers flagged in the Quality Control (QC) Report.
NO Method Elank value outliers occur.

NO Duplicate outliers oceur,

NO Laboratory Control outliers occur.

Matrix Spike cutliers exist - please see following pages for full details.
For all regular p ices, NO gat ¥ iers occur,

Outliers : Analysis Holding Time Compliance
® NO Analysis Holding Time Outliers exist.

Outliers : Frequency of Quality Control Samples
® Quality Control Sample Frequency Outliers exist - please see following pages for full details.

RIGHT SOLUTIONS  RIGHT PARTNER
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Fage :20f9
Work Order - EM1217734
Chent : GEC-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project - 4044 ALS
Ourtliers : Quality Control Samples
Duplicates, Method Blanks, Laboratory Control Samples and Matrix Spikes
Matrix: SOIL
Matrix Spike (M5) Recoveries i |
EGO0S(EDOS3)T: Total Metsls by ICP-AES EM1917724-001  BHO105-08 Manganese 7430-08-5 100% 65.0-135%  Recovery greater than upper data
, | | , | quality objestive
EGOOS(EDDE3)T: Totsl Metsls by ICF-AES EM1817724--001 BHO10.5-06 Vanadium T440-82-2 149% 78.0-124%  Recovery greater than upper data
quality objective
Outliers : Frequency of Quality Control Samples
Matrioc WATER
Quamy Control Sampie Type Qualty Control Speciication
| Re Actual | Expected

NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard

MNEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard

MNEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard

NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard
Analysis Holding Time Compliance
ﬂswwlﬁmwﬁedbelowashmbem y or ouiside of helding times, this should be taken into consideration when interpreting results,
This report i and lysis times and compares each with ALS recommended holding times (referencing USEPA SW 848, APHA, AS and NEPM) based on the sample container
provided. Dates 0 "ﬁrstdatecf 2 wmﬂmﬂmmmmmrﬁ A listing of breaches (if any) is provided herein,
Holding time for leachate methods (eg. TCLP) vary g fo the hyt P the leach date with the shortest analyte holding time for the equivalent sol method. These are: organics

14 days, mercury 28 days & other metals 180 days. Ammmmmnmmumm
Holding times for VOC in soils vary sccording to analytes of interest \inyl Chloride and Styrene holding time & 7 days; others 14days. A recorded breach does not guaraniee a breach for all VOC analytes and
should be verified in case the reported breach is a false positive or Vinyl Chicride snd Styrene are not key analytes of interest/concem.

Matroc: SOIL Evalustion: & = Holding time breach ; +* = Within holding time.
Exraction / Praparation Anaiysts
Conainer / Coent Samge IDfs) | pwerr [ Dare anaiy | Duemranayss | Evawaton

EA055: Moisture Content (Dried @ 105-110°C

Soil Glass Jar - Unpreserved (EADSS)

BHO10.5-0.8, BHO1 1.5-1.8, 21-0ct-2019 aas — — 24-Oct-2019 D4-MNov-2018 ¥
BHO125-28, BHO2 0.5-0.8,
BHD2 1.5-1.8, BHOZ 2.3-2.4,
BHO30.5-08, BHOZ 1.51.8,
BHD4 0.5-0.8, BHD4 1.5-1.8.
BHO4 2.5-2.8, BHOS 0.5-0.8,
BHDS 1.2-1.3, BHOG 0.4-0.5,
BHOT 0.5-0.8, BHOT 1.3-1.4,
BHOS 0.5-0.8. BHOQ 0.5-0.8,
Duphcate
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FPage :30f9

Work Order - EM1217734

Client - GEQ-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS

Project - 4044 ALS
Matrix: SOIL Evaluation: = = Holding ime breach : v = Within helding time.

| samploDaw | Extraction / Preparation Analysis

Container / Coent Sampie ID(s) Due for Dats anaty Due for analysis | Evaliation
EGO05(EDOS3)T: Total Metals by ICP-AES
Soil Glass Jar - Unpreserved (EG005T)
BHD10.5-08. BHO 1.5-1.8. 21-0ct-2019 24-0ct-2019 15-Apr-2020 o 24-0ct-2019 18-Apr-2020 v
BHO12.5-28, BHOZ 0.5-0.8.
BHO2 1518, BHOZ 2.3-2.4,
BHO3 0.5-0.8, BHO3 1.5-1.8,
BHO4 0.5-08. BHO4 1.5-1.8,
BHD4 2.5-28, BHODS 0.5-0.8.
BHDS5 1.2-1.3, BHOG 0.4-0.5.
BHO7 0.5-0.8, BHO7 1.3-1.4.
BHOS0.5-0.8. BHO20.5-08.
Duplicste
Soil Glass Jar - Unpreserved (EG035T)
BHO10.5-0.8, BHO1 1.5-1.8, 21-0ct-2019 24-Oct-2019 18-Now-2018 o 25-0ct-2019 18-Novw-2018 v
BHO125-28, BHO20.5086.
BHOZ 1.5-1.8, BHOZ 2.3-2.4,
BHO30.5-06. BHO3 1.5-1.8,
BEHD4 0.5-0.8, BHD4 1.5-1.8.
BHD4 25-28, BHOS0.5-08.
BHDS 1.2-1.3, BHDE 0.4-0.5.
BHO7 0.5-0.8, BHOT 1.3-1.4,
BHOS0.5-08. BHO9 0.50.6,
Duplicate
Soil Glass Jar - Unpreserved (EPOTS({SIM))
EHD10.5-08, BHD1 1.5-1.8, 21-0ct-2013 23-Oct-2019 04-Now-2018 o 24-0ct-2019 02-Dec-2019 v
BHO12.5-28, BHOZ 0.5-0.8.
BHOZ2 1.5-1.6. BHO22.3-24,
EHO30.5-08. BHO3 1.5-1.8,
BHO4 0.5-0.8. BHO4 1518,
BHO4 2.5-28, BHOS50.50.8,
BHOD5 1.2-1.3, BHOE 0.4-0.5.
BHO7 0.5-0.8. BHO7 1.3-1.4,
BHOS 0.5-0.8, BHO2 0.5-0.8.
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Page - 4of9

Work Order - EM1217734

Client - GEQ-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS

Project - 4044 ALS
Matric: SOIL Evaluation: « = Holding ime breach : v = Within helding time.

| samploDaw | Extraction / Preparation Anaiysls

Container / Coent Sampie ID(s) Due for Dats anaty Due for analysis | Evaluation
EPO20M71: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons
Soil Glass Jar - Unpreserved (EP080)
BHD10.5-0.8. BHO 1.5-1.8. 21-0ct-2013 23-0ct-2019 O4-Now-2018 v 24-0ct-2019 O4-Nov-2018 v
BHO12.5-28, BHOZ 0.5-0.8.
BHO2 1518, BHOZ 2.3-2.4,
BHO3 0.5-0.8, BHO3 1.5-1.8,
BHO4 0.5-0.8. BHD4 1518,
BHD4 2.5-28, BHODS 0.5-0.8.
BHD5 1.2-1.3, BHOG 0.4-0.5,
BHO7 0.5-0.8. BHO7 1.3-1.4.
BHOS0.5-08. BHOO 0508,
Duplicste
Soil Glass Jar - Unpreserved (EP080)
BHO10.5-0.8, BHO1 1.5-1.8, 21-0ct-2019 23-Oct-2015 O4-Now-2018 " 24-0ct-2019 Dd-MNow-2018 v
BHO125-26, BHOZ 0.5-0.8,
BHODZ 1.5-1.8, BHOZ 2.3-2.4,
BHO30.5-0.8. BHO3 1518,
BHD4 0.5-0.8, BHD4 1.5-1.8,
BHD4 25-28, BHOS5 0508,
BHODS 1.2-1.3, BHDE 0.4-0.5.
BHO7 0.5-0.8, BHOT 1.3-1.4,
BHOS 0.5-0.8. BHOQ 0.5-0.8,
Dupiicate
Soil Glass Jar - Unpreserved (EP0S0)
BHO10.5-0.8. BHO1 1518, 21-Oct-2019 23-Oct-2019 04-Now-2010 v 24-Oct-2019 O4-Nov-2019 v
BHO12.5-2.8, BHOZ 0.5-0.8,
BHOZ2 1.5-1.6, BHO22.3-24,
BHO3 0.5-0.8, BHOS 1.5-1.8,
BHO4 0.5-0.8, BHD4 1.5-1.8,
BHD4 2.5-2.6, BHOS 0.5-0.6,
BHOD5 1.2-1.3, BHOE 0.4-0.5.
BHO7 0.5-0.6. BHO7 1.3-1.4.
BHOS 0.5-0.8, BHO2 0.5-0.8.
Matroc WATER Evalustion: x = Holding time breach ; « = Within holding time.
Extraction / Braparation Anaiysis
Conainer / Cognt Sampe IDfs) | pwermr [ | Daw anaty | Duwe rranayss | Evawation
EGO20T: Total Metals by ICP-MS
lear Plastic Bottle - Unfiltered; Lab-acidified (EG020A-T) ‘ ‘
Rinzate 21-0ct-2019 24-Oct-2015 18-Apr-2020 e 24-Oct-2019 18-Apr-2020 v

Appendix 10 Q4/0C Page 92



Item No. 12 Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion) Page 306
City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020 ATTACHMENT B

Ewmvironmental Site Assessment: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. November 2010,

Page :50f9

Work Order - EM1217734

Client - GEQ-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS

Project - 40-44 ALS
Evaluation: = = Holding ime breach : v = Within helding time.

| sampioDaw | Extraction / Preparation | Anaiysts

Conainer / Coent Sampie ID(s) | Dam anaty Due for analysis Evaluation
EGO35T: Total Recoverable Mercury by FIMS N ]
lear Plastic: Bottle - Unfiltered; Lab-acidified (EG035T) [
Rinsste 21-0ct-2013 —_ — 24-Oct-2019 18-Nov-2010 v
EPO07 5{5IM}B: Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons
21-0ct-2019 25-0ct-2018 "y | 25-Oct-2019 02-Dec-2018 v
EP080/071: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons
Amber Glass Bottle - Unpreserved (EPO71)
Rinsate 21-Oct-2019 25-0ct-2010 | 4 25-Oct-2019 | 02-Dec-2010 | v
Amber VOC Vial - Sulfuric Acid (EP0E0)
Rinsate 21-Oct-2019 e 24-0ct-2019 | O4-Now-2018 g |
EP080/071: Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons - NEPM 2013 Fractions
Amber Glass Bottle - Unpreserved (EPO71)
Rinsate 21-0ct-2019 4 25-0ct-2019 02-Dec-2019 v
Amber VOC Vial - Sulfuric Acid (EPOS0)
Rinsate 21-Oct-2019 04-Now-2018 4 24-0ct-2013 04-Now-2019 v
mber VOC Vial - Sulfuric Acid (EP080)
Rinsate 21-0ct-2015 23-Oct-2019 04-Now-2018 4 24-Oct-2019 04-Now-2018 W
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FPage :6of9

Work Order - EM1217734

Client - GEQ-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS

Project - 4044 ALS

Quality Control Parameter Frequency Compliance

The following repert ises the frequency of laborstory QC samp tysed within the analytical lot(s) in which the i - ) p Actusl rate should be grester than or equal to
the expected rate. A listing of breaches is provided in the Summary of Outliers.
Mairoc SOIL Evaluation: = = Quality Controd fi not within ification ; ' = Quality Control frequency within specification.
Quality Control Specification

Moisture Content EAD5E 4 40 10.00 10.00 v NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS OC Standard
PAHPhenols (SIM) EPOTS(SIM) 2 1w | 1.5 1000 v MEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard |
Total Mercury by FIMS EGO35T 2 20 | 10.00 | 10.00 4 MEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard |

Totsl Metsls by ICP-AES £GOOST 3 2 | 5w 1000 v NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard

TRH - Semivolatile Fraction EFOT1 2 12 10.53 10.00 o MEFPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard

TRH Volsties BTEX EF0S0 2 1@ | 1053 10.00 ./ NEPM 2012 B3 & ALS OC Standsrd

PAH/Phencls (SIM) | EPO7T5({SIM) 1 | 12 5.26 5.00 | o MNEPM 2012 B3 & ALS QC Standard

Total Mercury by FIMS EGOIET 1 0 5.00 5.00 v NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard

Total Metsls by ICP-AES | EGDOET 1 20 | 5.00 5.00 v MNEPM 2012 B3 & ALS QC Standard

TRH - Semivelatie Frastien . EPOT1 1 v 5% 5.00 v NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS OC Standard

TRH VolatilesBTEX EF0E0 1 12 5.26 5.00 ¥ MNEPM 2012 B3 & ALS QC Standard

PAHPhenols (SIM) . EPO7S(SIM) 1 1% | 526 5.00 v MEFM 20132 B3 & ALS QC Standard
Total Mercury by FIMS EGO3ST 1 20 5.00 5.00 v MEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard |
Total Metals by ICF-AES | EGO0ET 1 20 | sm 5.00 7 NEFM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standsrd |
| TRH - Semivolatile Fraction . EFO71 1 18 526 5.00 v NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard |
EFO0S0 1 "4 MNEFPM 20132 B3 & ALS QC Standard |

y a5 (MS)

PAHPhenols (SIM) | EPDTE(SIM) 1 18 526 5.00 v MEPM 2013 B3 & ALS C Standard

Total Mercury by FIMS EGO3ST 1 20 5.00 5.00 v NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standsrd

Total Metals by ICP-AES [ EGOOST 1 = se0 500 7 NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard

TRH - Semivolatiie Fraction | EFOT 1 [ 19 | s2 | 500 ./ NEPM 2012 B3 & ALS QC Standsrd

TRH Volatles BTEX EFOS0 1 ] 526 5.00 7 NEFM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard
Evaluation: * = Quality Control f y not within ification ; v = Quality Control frequency within specification.

Rate (%) Quality Control Specification
Expected Evaivagaon

. 0 % NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS CC Standard

|TMMMWFINE EGO3ET 2 20 v MNEFPM 2012 B3 & ALS QC Standard

| Totsl Metals by ICP-MS - Suite A ' EGI20AT 2 18 | s 1000 v NEPM 2012 B3 & ALS QC Standard

| TRH - Semivolatile Fraction _ EFCT1 0 20 000 1000 * NEFM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standsrd

2 v NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard
v | NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard I
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Page : Tof9

Work Order - EM1917734

Chent : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS

Project - 40-44

Matrbc: WATER Evaluation: = = Quality Cantrol frequency not within ifs : + = Quality Control frequency within specification.

CQuamlty Control Sample Type Count Rate (%) Quality Control Specification

Actual Expecred Evaivaton

Laboratory Control Samples (LCS) - Continued L -

| Tetal Mercury by FIMS EGO35T 1 20 5.00 5.00 3 NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standerd

| Totsl Metals. by ICP-MS - Suite A EG020AT | 1 19 5.26 5.00 o | NEPM 2012 B3 & ALS QC Standsrd

| TRH - Semivolatile Fraction | EFOT1 | 1 20 5.00 5.00 g | NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standsard

| TRH Volatiles/BTEX EF0S0 | 1 20 5.00 5.00 v | NEPM 2012 B3 & ALS QC Standard

Method Blanks (MB)

|PAHM|{GGI’MS-SIH) EP{IH{SIMJI 1 2 50.00 5.00 ¥ :NEP‘M 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard

| Total Mercury by FIMS EGO3T 1 20 5.00 5.00 ( NEFM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standsrd

[‘roummm-ms-sma [ EGOZ04T | 1 19 5.26 5.00 v | NEFM 2012 B3 & ALS QC Standard

| TRH - Semivolatile Fraction [ EFOT1 | 1 20 5.00 5.00 ./ | NEPM 2012 B3 & ALS CC Standard

|TRHM‘IEX EFB‘BO' 1 20 5.00 5.00 o | NEFM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standsrd

|PAH-'Fhmols{GCam-3Im | EPOTS(SIM) a 2 0.00 5.00 K MNEFM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard

| Totsl Mercury by FIMS | EGO3ST | 1 20 5.00 5.00 v | NEPM 2012 B3 & ALS CC Standsrd

| Tetal Metals. by ICP-MS - Suite A EGO20A-T 1 19 5.26 5.00 s MNEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard

| TRH - Semivolstile Fraction [ gFo71 0 20 0.00 5.00 x  |NEPM201283&ALS OC Standsrd

|TRH\|I'MTEX EF030 | 1 20 5.00 5.00 o _NM?EIB&&ALSOCMM
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Page :8of9

Work Order - EM1917734

Chent : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project - 40-44

ALS

Brief Method Summaries

mmmlmwmm&mlmmm

from

Hoped pr are employed in the ab:

biished i ionalty ized d such as those published by the US EPA. APHA, AS and NEFM. In house

or by client request. The following report provides brief ipti of the ytical p d employed for results reported in the

Certificate of Analysis. Sources from which ALS methods have been developed are provided within the Method Descripfions.
Analytical Methods

Moisture Content

Total Metals by ICP-AES

Total Mercury by FIMS

TRH - Semivolatile Fraction

PAH/Phenols (SIM)

TRH Volatiles/BTEX

Total Metals by ICP-MS - Suite A

Total Mercury by FIMS

TRH - Semivolatile Fraction

PAH/Phenols (GC/MS - SIM)

EGO35T

EFOT1

EFOTS(SIM)

EGD20A-T

EGDST

EPOT1

EFOTS(SIM)

SOIL

SOIL

SOIL

SOIL

WATER

WATER

WATER

WATER

In house: A gravimetric procedure based on weight loss over a 12 hour drying peniod at 105-110 degrees C.
| This method is compliant with NEPM (2013) Schedule B(3) Section 7.1 and Table 1 (14 day holding time).
In house: Referenced fo APHA 3120; USEPA SW 846 - 6010. Metals are determined following an appropriate
acid digestion of the soil. The ICPAES technique ionises plesin ap emitting a ch isti
spadrum based on metals present. Intensities at selected wav gths are wpared against those of matrix
| d jards. This method is compliant with NEPM (2013) Schedule B(3)
In house: Referenced to AS 3550, APHA 3112 Hg - B (Flmmmhon (SnCli2) (Cold Vapour generation) AAS)
FIM-AAS is an dfl less atomic P ique. Mercury in solids are determined following an
appropriate acid digestion. lonic mercury is reduced online to atomic mercury vapour by SnCI2 which is then
purged into a heated quartz cell. Quantification is by comparing against a ion curve. This
| method is compliant with NEPM (2013) Schedule B(3)
In house: Referenced to USEPA SW 846 - 8015A Sample extracts are analysed by Capillary GC/FID and
| quantified against alkane standards over the range C10 - C40. Compliant with NEPM amended 2013.
In house: Referenced to USEPA SW 846 - 3270D. Extracts are analysed by Capillary GC/MS in Selective lon
Mode (SIM) and quantification is by pari gainst an d 5 point ¢ ion curve. This method is
| compliant with NEPM (2013) Schedule B(3) (Method 502 and 507)
In house: Referenced to USEPA SW 646 - 8260B. Extracts are analysed by Purge and Trap, Capillary GC/MS.

Quantification is by p gainst an established 5 point calibration curve. Compliant with NEPM

| amended 2013.
In house: Referenced to APHA 3125; USEPA SW846 - 6020, ALS QWI-EN/EG020. The ICPMS technique utilizes
a highly efficient argon pl 1o ionize selected el ts. lons are then passed into a high vacuum mass
spectrometer, which separafes the anafy(es based on their distinct mass to charge ratios prior to their

. tbyad dynode ion d
In house: Referenced to AS 3550 APHA 3112 Hg B (Flow-m;echon (SnCIZ}(CoId \I’apour generation) AAS)
FIM-AAS is an aut 1t less atomic ab i gent is used to oxidise

any organic mercury jpounds in the unfiltered sample. The ionic mercury is reduced online to atomic
mercury vapour by SnCI2 which is then purged into a heated quartz cell. Quantification is by
| absorbance against a calibration curve. This method is compliant with NEPM (2013) Schedule B[‘.'.J
In house: Referenced to USEPA SW 846 - 8015A The sample extract is analysed by Capillary GC/FID and
quantification is by comparison against an established 5 point calibration curve of n-Alkane standards. This
| method is compliant with the QC requirements of NEPM (2013) Schedule B(3)
In house: Referenced to USEPA SW 846 - 3270D Sampi ts are lysed by Capillary GC/MS in SIM Mode
and quantification is by comparison against an established 5 point calibration curve. This method is compliant
vith NEPM (2013) Schedule B(3)
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Work Order - EM1917734
Chent : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project - 40-44 ALS
Analytical Methods
TRH Volatiles/BTEX EP0E0 WATER In house: Referenced to USEPA SW 546 - 82508 Water samples are directly purged prior to analysis by
Capillary GC/MS and quanfification is by P g an ished 5 point ion curve.

Alternatively, a sample is equilibrated in a headspace vial and a portion of the headspace determined by GCMS
lysis. This method is pliant with the QC requirements of NEPM (2013) Schedule B(3)

Preparation Methods

Hot Block Digest for metals in soils ENgg SoiL In house: Referenced to USEPA 200.2. Hot Block Acid Digestion 1.0g of sample is heated with Nitric and
sediments and sludges Hydrochloric acids, then cooled. Peroxide is added and samples heated and cooled again before being filtered
and bulked to volume for analysis. Digest is appropriate for determination of selected metals in sludge,
| sediments, and soils. This method is compliant with NEPM (2013) Schedule B{3) (Methed 202)

Methanolic Extraction of Soils for Purge ORG18 SoIL In house: Referenced to USEPA SW 846 - 5030A. 5qg of solid is shaken with surrogate and 10mL methanol prior
and Trap | | to analysis by Purge and Trap - GC/MS.
Tumbler Extraction of Solids ORG17 SOIL In house: Mechanical agitation (tumbler). 10g of sample, Na2S04 and surrogate are extracted with 30mL 1:1
DCM/Acetone by end over end tumble. The solvent is decanted, dehydrated and concentrated (by KD) to the
| | | desired volume for analysis.
Digestion for Total Recoverable Metals EN25 WATER In house: szerenced to USEPA SW846-3005. Method 3005 is a Nitric/Hy: ic acid digestion procedure
used to prep and g d water les for analysis by ICPAES or ICPMS. Thns method is compliant
| | | with NEPM (2013) Schedule B(3)
Separatory Funnel Extraction of Liquids ORG14 WATER In house: Referenced to USEPA SW 846 - 35108 100 mL to 1L of le is transferred to a separatory fumel
and serially extracted three times using DCM for each exiract. The itant are bined
and trated for analysis. This method is compliant with NEPM (2013) Schedule B(3) . ALS de‘lauﬂ e:(ckldes
| | sediment which may be resident in the container.
Volatiles Water Preparation CRG18-W WATER A S mL aliquot or S mL of a diluted sample is added to a 40 mL VOC vial for sparging.

Appendix 10 Q4/°0C Page 97



Item No. 12 Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion) Page 311
City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020 ATTACHMENT B

Environmental Site Assessment: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. November 2010.

ALS

Enuironmental

QUALITY CONTROL REPORT

Work Order - ES1935030 Page ‘1of7

Client : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS Laborstory : Envi | Division Sydney

Contact - DR JOHN PAUL CUMMING Contact - Shirley LeComnu

Address : 29 KIRKSWAY PLACE Address . 277-289 Woodpark Road Smithfield NSW Australia 2164

BATTERY POINT TASMANIA, AUSTRALIA 7004

Telephone - +6103 6223 1839 Telephone : +6138549 9630

Project . 40-44 Date Samples Received - 24-Oct-2019 T,

Order number f— Date Analysis Commenced  : 25.0¢1-2019 SN, A
SN— %

C-0-C number [ ——— Issue Date : 31-0ct-2019 =

Soror o jlacurs NATA

ste i— s N

Quote number - ENR22 o Accrestaton Mo 425

No. of samples received -1 Accredited for complance with

No. of samples analysed 01 ESOAEC 17025 - Testing

This report supersedes any previous report(s) with this reference. Results apply to the sample(s) as submitied. This document shall not be reproduced, except in full.
This Quality Control Report contains the following information:

®  Lasboratory Duplicate (DUP) Report; Relstive Percentage Difference (RFD) and Acceptance Limits

®  Method Blank (MB) and Laborstory Control Spike (LCS) Report, Recovery and Acceptance Limits

®  Mairix Spike (MS) Report; Recovery and Acceptance Limits

Signatories

This document has been electronically signed by the authorized signatories below. Electronic signing is carried out in p with p d specified in 21 CFR Part 11.
si . Positi A ation Cah

Edwandy Fadjsr Crganic Cocrdinator Sydney Crganics, Smithfield, NSW

Evie Sidarta Inorganic Chemist Sydney Inorganics, Smithfield, NSW

tvan Taylor Anslyst Sydney Inorganics. Smithfield, NSW

RIGHT SOLUTIONS RIGHT PARTNER
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Work Order : ES1935030
Client : GEC-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project - 40-44 ALS
General Comments
The analytical procedures used by the Emvironmental Division have been developed from established ir tionally ized p dit such as those published by the USEPA APHA. AS and NEPM. In house
developed procedures sre employed in the of standards or by client request.
Where moi d anation has been perf results are rep on a dry weight basis.
Where a reported less than (<) result is higher than the LOR. this may be due to primary sample {7 dilution andfor insufficient sample for analysis. Where the LOR of a reported result differs from standard LOR, this may be due to high
Key - A ¥ = Refers to wphes which are not ifically part of this work order but formed part of the OC process lot
CAS Number = CAS registry number from database maintsined by Chemical Abstracts Services. The Chemical Abstracts Senvice is a division of the Amernican Chemical Society.
LOR = Limit of reporting

RPD = Relative Percentsge Difference
# = Indicates faded QC

Laboratory Duplicate (DUP) Report
The ousality control term Laboratory Duplicate refers to a randomly selected intr y spit L y duplicates provide i o method precision and sample helerogeneity. The permitted ranges

for the Relative Percent Deviati (RPD) of Lab Duplicates are specified in ALS Method OWI-EN3S and are dependent on the magnitude of results in comparizon to the level of reporting: Result < 10times LOR:
No Limit; Result between 10 and 20 imes LOR: 0% - 50%: Result > 20 fimes LOR: 0% - 20%.
Sub-Matroc SOIL Laboratory Duplicate (DUP) Report
plo1D | Cllent sampie ID — uniz | orig | pup |
EGOO5(EDDI3)T: Total Metals by ICP-AES (QC Lot: 2667012)
ES1834712-001 Anonymous EGOOST: Cadmium 7440-43-8) 1 mafkg <1 <1 0.00 No Limit
| EGOOST: Chromium 744047-3] 2 kg 4 51 21 | 0% - 50%
EGO0ST: Nickel 7440020 2 makg 57 [ 172 0% - 20%
EGODST: Zinc 7440086 5 mgg 84 o 755 | 0%-50%
ES1834712-001 Anonymous EGO0ST. Berylium 7460417 1 makg < <2 0.00 No Limit
| EGDOST: Barium 7440-38-3, 10 mglkg <20 <20 0o No Limit
EGOOST: Cobait 74e042-4| 2 mokg & & 0.00 No Limit
| EGOOST: Arsenic 7480-38-2] 5 ma'kg 8 [ 000 | No Limit
: EGO0ST: Copper :rmm: 5 makg 51 [ 560 D% - 50%
EGOOST: Lead 7430-02-1 5 mglig < < 0.00 No Limit
| EGOOST: Mangsnese 743085 5 makg E 82 562 | 0%-50%
EGODST: Selenium T782-48-2 L mg'kg <5 <5 0.00 Mo Limit
| EGOOST: Vansdium 7440822 5 ma'kg <5 <5 000 Mo Limit
| EGODST: Beron 7440428 %0 ma'kg <50 <=0 oo | No Limit
ES1935008-002 | Anonymous EGIOST: Berylium 7440417 1 makg <1 <1 0.0 Mo Limit
| EGODST: Cadmium 74404300 1 mokg <1 | <1 " oo | No Limit
| EGO0ST: Barium 7440303 10 makg <10 <0 000 No Limit
EGO0ST: Chromium 74e047-3| 2 makg 2 3 0.00 No Limit
| EGOOST: Cobait 7440-45.4) 2 mglkg <2 < 0o No Limit
EGOOST: Nicke! 74e0020| 2 mofkg < rl 0.8 No Limit
| EGOOST: Arsenic 7440332 5 mgkg <5 <5 | 000 | MNelmit
| EGODST: Copper 7440-&0-8. 5 mgkg <5 <5 0.00 | No Limit
EGOOST: Lead 7436-92-1 5 mgig < <5 0.00 No Limit
| EGOOST: Mangsnese Tae0eE 5 moikg e % EX Ho Limit
| EGDOST: Selenium ??82-49-2_ 5 mg'kg <5 <5 0.00 | Mo Limit
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Fage c30f7
Work Order : ES1935030
Client : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SCLUTIONS
Project - 4044 ALS
Sub-Matrioz SOIL Laboramory Duplicate (DUF) Report
swory sampie 1D sample 1D T— CAS Number,  LOR Uniz | Original Result | Duplicaie Result | RPD (%) Recovery LImis (%)
EGOO5(ED093)T: Total Metals by ICP-AES (QC Lot: 2667012) - continued
| <5 <5 0.00 No Limit
<& <5 0.00 No Limit
| <0 | <50 | oo No Limit
1.8 17.9 40.1 0% - 50%
=X-] 13.4 303 0% - 50%
mg'kg | <01 000 No Limit
mg'kg <01 0.00 INo Limit
EPOT5(SIM)B: Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (QC Lot: 2663855) 3 : )
| EPOTS(SIM): Naphthalene 91-203 ma'kg <0.5 0.00 No Limit
| EPOTS(SIM). Acensphihylene 203088 05 mgkg <05 <08 0.00 No Limit
| EPOTS{SIM): Acenaphinene 82329 05 mglkg <05 <05 0.00 No Limit
| EPO75({SIM): Flucrene 8&?3—'-’" 0.5 mgkg <05 <05 | 0.00 No Limit
| EPO75(SIM): Phenanthrene 85-018' 05 mg'kg <0.5 <05 0.00 Mo Limit
EPOTE(SIM). Anthracene 120-12-7 0.5 mgkg <05 <0.5 0.00 INo Limit
| EPO7S(SIM). Fluoranthene 208-44-0| 05 ma'kg @5 @5 | om No Limit
[ EPO75(SIM): Pyrene 120000, 05 mgkg <05 <0.5 0.00 Mo Limnit
EPO75{SIM): Benziajanthracene 56553 05 ma'kg 05 05 0.00 Me Lirit
| EPO7S(SIM). Chrysena 218019 05 mgig <05 <08 0.00 No Limit
EPO7S(SIM): Benzo(b+jfluoranthene 20509-2| 05 mg'kg <05 <08 0.00 Mo Limit
205-82-3
EPO75(SIM): Benzo(k)fluoranthene 20708-0) 05 makg <05 <08 0.00 Mo Limit
| EPO7E(SIN): Benzo(s)pyrene 50328 05 makg 05 <05 | om No Limit
| EPO7E(SIM): Indenc(1.2.3.cd)pyrene 1n3-39-6: 0.5 mgkg <05 <05 0.00 Mo Limit
| EFO75{SIM). Dibenz{a hjanthracens 53-‘.-‘03‘ 05 mgkg <0.5 <0.5 0.00 No Limit
| EPO75{SIM). Benzo(g h.ijperylene 191242 05 mgkg <05 <08 | oo No Limit
EPO75(SIM]): Sum of polycyclic aromatic — 05 mgkg <05 <05 0o No Limit
EPO7S{SIM): Benzo(s)pyrene TEQ (zerc) —| 05 mgkg 0.5 <0.5 0.00 No Limit
EPD20/071: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (QC - ]
EPO71: C15 - C28 Fraction malkg <100 I <100 0.00 Mo Limit
| EPO71: C26 - C38 Fraction — 100 mgkg <100 | <100  om Mo Limit
| EPO71: C1D - C14 Fraction — = makg <0 [ <=0 0.00 Nolmt
EP080/071: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (QC Lot: 2665673) )
mg'kg <10 <10 0.00 No Limit
mglkg 35 38 845 No Limit
EP0£0/071: Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons - NEPM 2013 Fractions [QC Lot: 2663856) _: A
| EPQ71: >C16 - C34 Fraction mg'kg 120 130 10.2 Mo Limit
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Work Order - ES1035030

Client . GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS

Project . 4044 ALS

Sub-Matrioz SOIL Laboramory Duplicame (DUF) Report

53 Uniz Original Resuli__| Duplicate Result | RPD (%) Recovery LImits (%)

EPQ71: >C34 - C40 Fraction mgkg <100 <100 0.00 No Limit
EPO71: >C10 - C18 Fraction — makg <50 00 No Limit
EP080: C8 - C10 Fraction mg'kg <10 000 No Limit
EP0S0: C8 - C10 Fraction ©8_C10 ma'ky 4 7.28 No Limit

EP080: BTEXN (QC Lot: 2665673)

ES1635020-001 ILs EP020: Benzene 71432 02 ma'kg <02 <02 000 No Limit
| EPOSD: Toluene 108-88-3 05 ma'kg 05 <05 000 No Limit
| EPDS0: Ethylberzene 100414 05 mokg | 05 <05 000 No Limit
| EPOBD: meata- & para-Xylene 10e3e3 05 makg <05 <05 000 No Limit
| 108-42-3|
I EPD20: ortho-Xylena 05-4?-8_ 05 mgkg <05 <05 0.00 Mo Limit

. EFOR0: Naphthalene 21-203 1 ma'kg <1 <1 000 No Limit

ES1635043-013 Anonymous EP020: Benzene 71432 02 ma'kg ©2 <02 00 No Limit
| EPD20: Toluene 10e-es3| o5 mgikg <05 <05 0.00 Mo Limit
| EPDED: Ethylbenzene 100414 05 makg @5 5 00 No Limit
| EF030: mets- & pars-Xylene 108383 05 kg 13 12 000 No Limit
. 108-42-3

: orthe-Xylene 95-47-6 0.5 mgkg <05 <0.5 0.00 INo Limit
EPOR0: 1 81-203 1 mo'kg < < 00 No Limit
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Work Order : ES1935030
Client : GEO-ENVIRCNMENTAL SCLUTIONS
Eroject - 40-44 ALS
Method Blank (MB) and Laboratory Control Spike (LCS) Report
sample prep The of this QC

MMWWWIMWMmmeMMMMMMIMmmdmhemm:mormuuudn

parameter is to monitor p

ytes. The of this OC p
Sub-Matroc SOIL

Memod: Compo

EGO0ST: Arsenic
EGO0ST: Barium
EGOOST: Beryllium
EGO0ST: Boron
EGOOST: Cadmium
EGO0ST: Chromium
EGOOST: Cobait
EGOOST: Copper
EGO0ST: Lead
EGOOST: Manganese
EGOOST: Mickel
EGO0S5T: Selenium
(EGOOST: Vanadium
EGOOST: Zine

3)T: Total Metals by ICP-AES (QCLot: 2667012

and

CAS Number

T440-38-2

7440-30-3 |
7440-41-7 |
7440428 |

T440-43-8

7440-47-2 |
7440-43-4 |

7440-50-8

7430021 |

T430-06-5

7440020 |
782-48-2 |
7440622 |

T440-86-8

EGO035T: Total Recoverable Mercury by FIMS (QCLot: 2667013)

EPO75(5IM)B: Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (QC Lot: 2663855)

EPOTS({SIM]: Acensphthylens
EPD75(SIM): Acenaphthene
EPO75{SIM]: Fluorens

EPO75({SIM): Fhenanthrens
EPOTS{SIM]: Anthracens
EPO75({SIM): Fluoranthene
EPO75({SIM): Pyrene

EPO75({SIM): Benz(a)anthracena
EPO75{SIM): Chrysene

EPO7S(SIM): Benzo(b+jfluorenthene

EPO7TS{SIM): Eenzofk)flucranthene
EPO75{SIM): Eenzo{a)pyrens
EPO7TS{SIM): Indeno(1.2.3.cd)pyrene
EPD75({SIM): Dibenz{a.hjanthracene
|EPOT5(SIM): Benzo{g.h.i)perylens

83-32-0
BE-T3-T
85-01-8
120-12-7

120-00-0

218-01-9

205-82-3
207-05-8

183-38-5
53-70-3
181-24-2

LOR

L R = At ]

0.5
0s
05
0s
05
05
0.5
05
0.5

0s
0.5

0.5
05

§42383 293388332330 9Rd8ddd88da84dadh

Mwmmmmwm&%]WswuwﬁNMwMIwumw“mmwmw
: independent of sample mairix. Dynamic Recovery Limits are based on

d LCS.
Meshod Blank (M) | Laborazory Conurol Spike (LCS) Report

Report Spike Spixe Recovery (%) Recovery Limis (%)
Result ‘Concenuagon LCS Low High
<= 21.7 mg/kg 878 250 128
<10 143 mg'kg 104 85.0 115
< 5683 mgkg e52 200 13
<50 —_— J— —_— —
<1 484 mgkg 100 830 113
<2 43.0 mghkg 002 76.0 128
< 18 mg'kg 107 280 120
<5 32 mglkg 800 8.0 120
=5 40 mglkg g24 200 114
<5 130 mg'kg 104 850 "7
<2 £5 mgikg 108 870 123
<= 5.37 mg/kg 101 750 131
3 | 20.6 mglkg 10 220 122
< £0.2 mg/kg 108 200 12
257 mgkg 808 700 | 108
: 6 mg'kg 852 770 [ 125
05 8 mg'kg 852 720 [ 124
0.5 8 mgkg 928 730 | 127
05 8mgkg 881 720 [ 126
0.5 8 mgkg 73 75.0 | 127
05 8 mgkg a7 770 [ 127
0.5 8 mgkg 924 730 | 127
<05 8 mg'kg 020 740 | 128
0.5 8 mg'kg 80 82.0 [ 123
05 6 mg'kg 821 750 [ 127
0.5 8 mg'kg 200 88.0 118
05 8 mgkg e5.0 740 [ 128
05 6 mg'kg 052 700 [ 128
05 8mg'kg 835 810 | 121
<05 8 mg'kg 853 820 [ 118
05 8mgkg 888 830 | 121
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Work Order : ES1835030
Client : GEC-ENVIRCNMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project - 4044 ALS
Sub-Matrix SOIL Mechod Blank (UB) Laboratory Conirol Spike (LCS) Report
| Feport Spike Spike Recovery (%) Recovery LIMIts (%)

Method: Compound Uniz Result ‘Concenraton LCS Low High
EP0E0/071: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (GQCLot: 2663856
EPO71: C10 - C14 Fraction mgkg <50 300 mg'kg 835 75.0 [ 128
EPO71: C15 - C28 Fraction mg/kg <100 450 mg'kg 902 770 | 131
EPQT1: C2€ - C38 Fraction mgkg <100 300 mg'kg 838 71.0 | 128
EP080/071: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (QCLot: 2665673)
EP080: C4 - CP Fraction mg'kg <10 20 mg'kp 787 G54 | 128
EP080/071: Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons - NEPM 2013 Fractions (QCLot: 2663856)
EPO71: >C10 - C18 Fraction - €0 makg <50 375 m'ka 101 70 [ 125
EPQ71: >C18 - C34 Fraction - 100 mgkg <100 525 mg'kg 8930 740 | 133
EPO71: »C34 - C40 Fraction — | 100 mglkg <100 225 mg'kg 812 830 | 131
EP020/071: Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons - NEPM 2013 Fractions (QCLot: 2665673
EP020: CF - C10 Fraction cB_C10 | 10 mgkg <10 21 mghkg 202 | 85.4 [ 128
EP0O20: BTEXN (QCLot: 2665673) i
EPUS0. Benzene 71-432 0.2 mgkg 0.2 1 mg'kg | 816 82.0 118
EPDED: Toluene 108-88-3 | 05 | mgkg <05 1 mghkg 244 87.0 121
EPQED: Ethylbenzene 100-41-4 | 0.5 | mg/kg <0.5 1 mg'kg | 811 850 117
EFDE0: mets- & para-Xylene 108-38-3 05 mgkg <05 2mgikg 206 68.0 113

108-423 | | |
EPO20: ortho-Xylene 95-47-8 | 05 | mgkg <05 1mg'kg 248 850 120
EPOE0: Naphthalene 81-20-3 1 mg'kg <1 1 mg'kg B5e 830 118

Matrix Spike (MS) Report

The quality control term Matrix Spike (MS) refers to an intralaboratory split sample spiked with a representstive set of target analytes. The purpose of this QC parameter is to monitor potential

snslyte recoveries. Static Recovery Limits as per laboratory Deta Quality Objectives (DQOs). Ideal recovery ranges ststed may be waived in the event of sample matrix interference.

matrix effects on

Sub-Matrix: SOIL .ll_l'l’ Spike (M 5) Report
Spike | 5P Y%} Y Limis (%)
Laboratory sample ID | Client sample ID CAS Number us Low [ High
EG005(ED093)T: Total Metals by ICP-AES (QCLot: 2667012)
ES16834712-001 50 mg'kg 128 70.0 130
T440-43-0 50 mg'kg 119 700 130
T440-47-3 50 mglkg 122 70.0 130
T440-50-8 250 mg'kg 122 70.0 130
T438-62-1 250 mg'kg 128 70.0 130
7440-020 0mgkg | 120 700 130
T440-66-8 250 mg'kg 114 T0.0 130
EGOD35T: Total Recoverable Mercury by FIMS (QCLot: 2667013) ;
ES1624837-001  Ananymous EGUI5T: Mercury 743678 | Smghkg 915 [ me [ 130
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Wiork Order : ES1935030
Client : GEC-ENVIRCNMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project . 40-44 ALS
Sub-Matroz SOIL N‘F’“’ Spike (M5) Report
Spike | 5P ¥ Y Limizs (%)
MS Low ] High
EPOT5(5IM)B: Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (QCLot: 2663855)
ES1635100-001  Anonymous :  tomgkg | 974 700 130
10mgkg | 100 70.0 130
EP080/071: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (QCLot: 266 3856)
EPO71: C10- C14 Fracticn s22mghkg | 78.1 730 137
EPD71: C15 - €22 Fraction — 2318 mg'kg 3.4 830 131
EPO71: C20 - C328 Fraction - 1714 mgkg | 5.8 820 132
EPO20/071: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbens (QCLot: 2665673)
ES1835030-001 LS EP080: C6 - CB Fraction — | RE5mgkg | 9.2 | 70.0 | 130
EPO20/071: Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons - NEPM 2013 Fractions (QCLot: 2663856)
ES1&835100-001 Anonymous EPOT1: =C10 - C18 Fraction m— 260 mgikg | 855 730 137
EP071: >C18 - C34 Fraction —_— 3223 mg'kg 95.4 §3.0 131
EPO71: =C34 - C40 Fraction —— 1058 mg'kg | 585 520 132
EP0&0/071: Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons - NEPM 2013 Fractions (QCLot: 2665673)
| s5mgkg | 211 | 700 | 130
EP080: BTEXN (QCLot: 2665673)
25mgkg | 872 70.0 130
2.5 mghkg 838 70.0 130
EP020; Ethylbenzene 100-41-4 2.5 mgikg 288 70.0 130
EPD20: mets- & pars-Xylene 108-38-3 25mghkg | 847 0.0 130
100-42-3 |
EPOE0: criho-Xylene B5-47-8 2.5 mghg 888 0.0 130
EPOED: Maphthal @1-20-3 2.5 mg'kg 70.5 700 130
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ALS) Environmental

QA/QC Compliance Assessment to assist with Quality Review
Work Order :ES1935030 Page “tof4
Client - GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS Laborstory : Environmental Division Sydney
Contact : DR JOHN PAUL CUMMING Telephone - +6138549 9630
Project ~40-44 Date Samples Received - 24-0ct-2019
Site f— lssue Date - 31-Oct-2019
Sampler GM No. of samples received 1
Order number —_— No. of samples analysed |
This report is automatically generated by the ALS LIMS through interpretation of the AL § Quality Control Report and I Quality A d by ALS. This automated
reporting highlights any fi facilitates faster and more data validation and is designed to assist internal expert and external Auditor review. Many components of this

report contribute to the overall DGO assessment and reporting for

Brief method ies and refi are also provided to assist in traceability.

Summary of Outliers
Outliers : Quality Control Samples

This report highlights outliers flagged in the Quality Control (QC) Report.

NO Method Blank value outliers occur.

NO Duplicate outliers oceur.

NO Laboratory Control outliers occur.

NO Matrix Spike outliers occur.

For all regular pl trices, NO g y outliers oceur.

Outliers : Analysis Holding Time Compliance
® NO Analysis Helding Time Outliers exist.

Outliers : Frequency of Quality Control Samples
® NO Quality Control Sample Frequency Outliers exist.

RIGHT SOLUTIONS  RIGHT PARTNER

Appendix 10 Q4/0C Page 105



Item No. 12

Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion)
City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020

Ewmvironmental Site Assessment: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. November 2010,

Page :20f4

Work Order . 51235020

Client - GEQ-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS

Project - 40-44 ALS

Analysis Holding Time Compliance

if samples are identified below as having been y or outside of helding times, this should be taken into considerstion when interpreting results,

This report i ion [ pi i and lysis times and compares each with ALS recommended hclding fimes (referencing USEPA SW 848, APHA, AS and NEPM) based on the sample container
provided. Dates ep first date of jon or analysis and preciude subsequent jons and reruns. A kisting of breaches (if any) is provided herein.

Holding time for leachate methods (eg. TCLF) vary g to the analyb A 0 the leach date with the shorest analyte holding time for the equivalent sol method. These sre: organics

14 days, mercury 28 days & other metals 180 days. Ammmmw@rﬂmhﬂmﬁem.
Holding times for VOC in soils vary sccording to analytes of interest \inyl Chloride and Styrene holding time i 7 days; others 14days. A recorded breach does not guaraniee a breach for all VOC analytes and
should be verified in case the reported breach is a false positive or Vinyl Chioride and Styrene are not key snalytes of interest/concemn.

Matric: SOIL Evalustion: * = Holding time breach : + = Within holding time.
Hethod Sampis Date Exracten / Prapasavon [ Anaiysis
Container / Coent Sampie IDfs) Dare | Duerr | | Dam anaty [ Duetranaysis | Evawaton |

EAD55: Moisture Content (Dried @ 105-110°C) o
Soil Glass Jar - Unpreserved (EA055) ’

ILS 21-0ct-2019 — — 28-0ct-2019 O4-Now-2018 v
EGO0S(EDOS3)T: Total Metals by ICP-AES /
Soil Glass Jar - Unpreserved (EGO0ST) |

ILs 21-Oct-2019 28-Oct-2019 18-Apr-2020 "4 28-Oct-2019 18-Ape-2020 v
EGO35T: Total Recoverable Mercury by FIMS p . :
Soil Glass Jar - Unpreserved (EG035T)

ILS 21-0ct-2019 28-0ct-2019 18-Now-2018 v 29-0ct-2019 1&-Nov-2018 v
EPO75(5IM)B: Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons ]
Soil Glass Jar - Unpreserved (EPOTS(SIM)) |

ILS 21-Oct-2019 25-Oct-2018 04-Now-2018 | v | 28-Oct-2019 | 04-Dec-2018 | v
EPO20/071: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons 1
Soil Glass Jar - Unpreserved (EP071)

ILS 21-0ct-2019 23-0ct-2019 O4-Now-2018 s 28-Oct-2019 04-Dec-2018 ¥
Soil Glass Jar - Unpreserved (EP0S0)

ILS 21-O¢ct-2019 04-Now-2019 v 30-Oct-2019 O4-Naw-2018 v
EP080M071: Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons - NEPM 2013 Fractions
Soil Glass Jar - Unpreserved (EPOT1)

ILS 21-0ct-2019 D4-Mow-2018 "4 28-0ct-2019 04-Dec-2019
Soil Glass Jar - Unpreserved (EP080)

s 21-0¢ct-2019 25-Oct-2019 04-Now-2019 v 30-Oct-2019 04-Now-2010 v
EP020: BTEXN - i - T
Soil Glass Jar - Unpreserved (EP080)

ILS 21-0ct-2019 25-0ct-2019 O4-Now-2018 v 30-Oct-2019 D4-Now-2018 4
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Work Order - ES1935030

Client : GEC-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project - 40-44

ALS

Quality Control Parameter Frequency Compliance

The following report ises the freq

d within the

y of lsborstory QC ty

the expected rate. A lisfing of breaches is provided in the Summary of Outfiers.

lyticsl lot(s) in which the

Actusl rate should be grester than or equal to

not within ification ; +* = Quality Control frequency within specification.

Quality Control Specification

v NEPM 2012 B3 & ALS QC Standard
v NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standerd |
o NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard |

- NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS CC Standerd

v NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard

v NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS CC Standerd

PAHPhenols (SIM) EPOTS(SIM) 1 5 20.00 5.00 v NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standsrd

Total Mercury by FIMS | EGO35T 1 20 5.00 500 vz NEFM 2012 B3 & ALS QC Standsrd

Totsl Metsls by ICP-AES EGDOST 1 20 5.00 5.00 v NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standsrd

TRH - Semivolstile Fraction EPOT 1 ] 16.67 5.00 v NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard

TRH Volstiles/BTEX EF0S0 1 15 667 5.00 ,/ NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standsrd

PAHPhenols (SIM) EPO7S(SIM) 1 5 20.00 5.00 v NEPM 2012 B3 & ALS QC Standard
Totsl Mercury by FIMS EGO35T 1 20 5.00 5.00 v NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard |
Total Metals by ICP-AES EGDOST 1 20 5.00 5.00 ( NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard |
| TRH - Semivolstiie Fraction | EFOT1 1 (] 16.67 5.00 - NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS CC Standard |
EF080 1 N NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standard |

r a5 (MS)
PAHPhenols (SIM) EPOTS(SIM) 1 5 20.00 5.00 v MEPM 2012 B3 & ALS QC Standard I
Total Mercury by FIMS [ EGO36T 1 20 5.00 5.00 v NEPM 2012 B3 & ALS QC Standsrd |
Total Metals by ICP-AES EGDOET 1 0 5.00 5.00 7 NEPM 2012 B3 & ALS QC Standard |
TRH - Semivolstile Fraction EFO71 1 ] 16.67 5.00 v NEPM 2013 B3 & ALS QC Standsrd |
TRH Volatile= BTEX EP030 1 15 667 5.00 7 NEPM 2012 B3 & ALS QC Standard |
Appendix 10 Q4/QC Page 107
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Environmental Site Assessment: 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. November 2010.

Fage s 4ofd
Work Order - ES1035030
Client : GEC-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project - 4044 ALS
Brief Method Summaries
The analytical procedures used by the Environmental Division have been developed from established i ionally ized procedures such as those published by the US EPA. APHA, AS and NEPM. In house
ped pr are emp in the ab of or by client request. The following report provides brief ipti of the ytical p employed for results reported in the

Certificate of Analysis. Sources from which ALS methods have been developed are provided within the Method Descriptions.

Analytical Methods

Moisture Content EADSS SOIL In house: A gravimetric procedure based on weight loss over a 12 hour drying penod at 105-110 degrees C.

| | | This method is compliant with NEPM (mia)ScheduIeB(B]Sectm?iandTaue1(14aayholdngtme)

Total Metals by ICP-AES EGOOST SOIL In house: Referenced to APHA 3120; USEPA SW 846 - 6010. Metals are g an appropri
acid digestion of the soil. The ICPAES technique ionises samples in a pi emitting a ch
spectunbaaedonmei&sprmnt Intensities at selected gths are wpared against those of matrix

| | | d dards. This method is compliant with NEPM (2013) Schedule B(3)

Total Mercury by FIMS EGO3sT SOIL In house: Referenced to AS 3550, APHA 3112 Hg - B (Flow-injection (SnCI2) (Cold Vapour generation) AAS)
FIM-AAS is an automated flameless atomic absorption technique. Mercury in solids are determined following an
appropriate acid digestion. lonic mercury is reduced online to atomic mercury vapour by SnCI2 which is then
purged into a heated quartz cell. Quantification is by comparing absorbance against a calibration curve. This

| method is compliant with NEPM (2013) Schedule B(3)

TRH - Semivolatile Fraction | EFOT1 | SOIL In house: Referenced to USEPA SW 846 - 8015A Sample extracts are analysed by Capillary GC/FID and
| | | quantified against alkane standards over the range C10 - C40. Compliant with NEPM amended 2013.
PAH/Phenols (SIM) EFOTE(SIM) SOIL In house: Referenced to USEPA SW 846 - 8270D. Ex‘lmcts are lysed by Capillary GC/MS in Selective lon
Mode (SIM) and quantification is by pari an lished 5 point calibration curve. This method is
| | | compliant with NEPM (2013) Schedule B(3) (Me‘lhod 502 and 507)
TRH Volatiles/BTEX EF0SD SOIL In house: Referenced to USEPA SW 846 - 8260B. Exracts are analysed by Purge and Trap, Capillary GC/MS.
Quantification is by ri gainst an established 5 point calibration curve. Compliant with NEPM
amended 2013.
Hot Block Dlgestfot metals in soils ENE2 SOIL In house: Referenced to USEPA 200.2. Hot Block Acid Digestion 1.0g of sample is heated with Nitric and
sediments and sludges Hydrochloric acids, then cooled. Peroxide is added and samples heated and cooled again before being filtered

and bulked to volume for analysis. Digest is appropriate for determination of selected metals in sludge,
sediments, and soeils. This method is compliant with NEPM (2013) Schedule B(3) (Methed 202)

Methanolic Extraction of Soils for Purge ORG18 SOIL In house: Referenced to USEPA SW 846 - 5030A. 5g of solid is shaken with surrogate and 10mL methanol prior

and Trap | | | to analysis by Purge and Trap - GC/MS.

Tumbler Extraction of Solids ORG17 SOIL In house: Mechanical agitation (fumbler). 10g of sample, Na2S04 and surrogate are extracted with 30mL 1:1
DCM/Acetone by end over end tumble. The is d, dehy and conc d (by KD) to the
Sesired vol for analysi
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Environmental Site Assessment: 40 & 42-44 Burnert Street, North Hobart. November 2019,

Appendix 11 Borehole Logs

PROJECT:
G g @ 40-44 Burnett Street Log of BHO1
ESA
GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL| cLent EASTING: 526060 GDAS4
S5O LUTIONS BPSM NORTHING: 5253120 GDA94
BORING LOCATION:  North Hobart ELEVATION AND DATUM: 436 ~m AHD
DRILLING CONTRACTOR:  Geo-Environmental Solutions P/L TOTAL DEPTH (m) 2.6
EQUIPMENT/METHOD: Geoprobe LOGGED BY:G. McDonald NATURAL (m): WATER TABLE (m):
SAMPLING: Direct Push DATE: 21/10/2019
- " o IB105 Analyte IL Exceedances g &
e 2lag S2 |2 5 % P MONITORING | £ £
o g MATERIAL DESCRIPTION AES HEES S 5ot WeLL GE
W@ | o= ak i SE006 =
aE &§|75| ¢ |« Hize: B
| [
0.0 5 [ L
014 FILL: Concrete r
027 FILL: SANDY GLAY; dark a4
032 brown/dark grey, slightly moist, o
4 stiff, medium plasticity -
0.4 -43.2
052 L
3 LT PP B b FLPR b | :
0.6 SANDY CLAY: yellow-brown, —43.0
I slightly moist, very stiff, medium r
0.7— plasticity :
o,a—f a2
093 L
1.04 -42.6
113 L
1.2 —42.4
43 Silty SANDY CLAY: pale L
3 yellow-grey, slightly moist, very r
1 4_1 stiff to hard, low plasticity, some r 422
42 sandstone gravel [
157 L
: BB PR | :
1.3—: —42.0
174 i
1.8 E Ca18
1.9 C
2.0 416
214 , r
7 MUDSTONE: fine grained, | r
3 yellow/yellow-brown, slightly moist 2 C
2.2 I todry, very low strength, extremely .Rmk L 414
2 3_: weathered, clay properties. Refusal R L
2,4—E -—41 2
254 ¥ X
= o o :
3 5 La1.0

Tas EPA IB105 CLASSIFICATION: DLe\feI 1{2] Level 2; [B] Level 3; E Level 4 :SAMPLE IN EXCAVATION | ¥ APPROXIMATE GROUNDFLOOR LEVEL
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Environmental Site Assessment: 40 & 42-44 Burnert Street, North Hobart. November 2019,

PROJECT:
ﬁ g ﬁ 40-44 Burnett Street Log of BH02
ESA
GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL| cLenT: EASTING. 526062 GDA94
SOLUTIONS BPSM NORTHING: 5253118 GDA94
BORING LOCATION:  North Hobart ELEVATION AND DATUM: 437 m AHD
DRILLING CONTRACTOR:  Geo-Environmental Solutions P/L TOTAL DEPTH (m) 2.4
EQUIPMENT/METHOD: Geoprobe LOGGED BY:G. McDonald NATURAL (m): WATER TABLE (m):
SAMPLING: Direct Push 21/10/2019
IB105 Analyte IL Exceedances EP
= = o_ s & ®a =4
7 g %g TE 3 i E 52 8%¢ £5 | MONITORING | & £
o= MATERIAL DESCRIPTION g BE |38 |..583%,. f:B 5 g got go%gg WELL TE
HE & G - 3133 5 P E At o
| &= = Tt n P e
002 1L concrete L
0.13 43,6
027 C
0.3— FILL: SANDY CLAY; dark % —43.4
o brown/dark grey, slightly moist, r
0.4— stiff, medium plasticity i
0.5 : 43.2
E Bro20504] H1H1H H1H||1| ]1H H H H1H |1H1H ‘ i
0.6~ i
I SANDY CLAY: yellow-brown, L
0.7 slightly moist, very stiff, medium —43.0
2 plasticity r
0.8 C
0.9 -42.8
1.0 L
1_1—5 -—42.5
1.25 N
1.34 424
143 r
452 Silty SANDY CLAY: pale (a0
3 yellow-grey, slightly moist, very ailail| (bl faf b| B el fafalal -
1 6—: stiff to hard, low plasticity, some -
4 sandstone gravel o
1.74 420
1.8 i
1,95 :41 8
2.03 . i
2‘1—5 . [ a1s
227 ;//w :

3 | F
23 i . / Lata
- MUDSTONE: fine grained, L
[ bl S T T Rock ]aHoz 2.3-2.4| |1|1 H1H [1H1 |||1| ‘1H H H H1H |1 |1|1H | _

to dry, very low strength, extremely
weathered, clay properties. Refusal

Tas EPA IB105 CLASSIFICATION: [ JLevel 1[Z] Level 2; [3] Level 3; [@] Level 4 |SAMPLE IN EXCAVATION | % APPROXIMATE GROUNDFLOOR LEVEL
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Environmental Site Assessment: 40 & 42-44 Burnert Street, North Hobart. November 2019,

PROJECT:
ﬁ ﬁ ﬁ 40-44 Burnett Street Log of BHO3
ESA
GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL| cLent EASTING. 526055 GDA%4
SO LUTIONS BPSM NORTHING: 5253115 GDA94
BORING LOCATION:  North Hobart ELEVATION AND DATUM: 436 m AHD
DRILLING CONTRACTOR: Geo-Environmental Solutions P/L TOTAL DEPTH (m): 1.9
EQUIPMENT/METHOD: Geoprobe LOGGED BY:G. McDonald NATURAL (m): WATER TABLE (m):
SAMPLING: Direct Push 21/10/2019
IB105 Analyte IL Exceedances EP
= o_ s & ®a =4
X %g TE 2 ; E 3i 5:.32 ¢ | MONITORING | £ 5
&g MATERIAL DESCRIPTION 8E |38 sg 5§§ £y ,rg_%_ Sye 425 ¢ ogggg WELL 5,%,
ok GR35 13 g s e g w
| R F e e T ]
0.0 7 L
013 FILL: Concrete -
0.2 FILL: SANDY CLAY: dark M 4as

" 2 brown/dark grey, slightly moist, L
03 2 stiff, medium plasticity -
0.4 —43.2

2 SANDY CLAY: yellow-brown, r
0.5— slightly moist, very stiff, medium B

3 plasticty H1H1H Hz|1 H1| Hﬂ H M H1H |1H1H ‘ _
0.6 -43.0
0.7 C
0.83 -42.8
0.9 C
1.0 426
114 C
4o Silty SANDY CLAY: pale [ 424

3 yellow-grey, slightly moist, very L
1 3_2 stiff to hard, low plasticity, some -

'3 sandstone gravel L
1.4 422
154 C

= P PR B bR P | :
1.6 l-42.0
1.7 C
1.8 }{UDSTONE: fine grained, 8
3 yellow/yellow-brown, slightly moist N

to dry, very low strength, extremely
weathered, clay properties. Refusal

Tas EPA IB105 CLASSIFICATION:  []Level 1{Z]Level 2; [B] Level 3; [3] Level 4 | SAMPLE IN EXCAVATION = % APPROXIMATE GROUNDFLOOR LEVEL
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Environmental Site Assessment: 40 & 42-44 Burnert Street, North Hobart. November 2019,

PROJECT:
ﬁ ﬁ ﬁ 40-44 Burnett Street Log of BHO4
ESA

GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL| cLenT: EASTING: 526063 GDA94

$OLUTIONS BPSM NORTHING: 5253126 GDA94

BORING LOCATION:  North Hobart ELEVATION AND DATUM: 437 m AHD

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:  Geo-Environmental Solutions P/L TOTAL DEPTH (m} 2.7

EQUIPMENT/METHOD: Geoprobe LOGGED BY:G. McDonald NATURAL (m): WATER TABLE (m):

SAMPLING: Direct Push DATE 21/10/2019

IB105 Analyte IL Exceedances EP
= = o _ c & 80 " E ﬁ
X 2 ggi %g TE 2 ; E 3i 5:.32 ¢ | MONITORING | £ 5
o= MATERIAL DESCRIPTION S|z BE 28 |.,5885,. f-8 & oge 4ot go%gg WELL TE
sE 8[°3| 86 |& [Eiisciigiitaie oiisiriiaticeid z
| 5= = Tt n P R
0.0 7 L
0.1= FILL: Concrete 436

.3 L
0.3— a3a
04 C
05— FILL: SILTY SAND; pale grey, dry, 432

R R
0.6 i
073 430
083 L

3 FILL: SANDY CLAY; dark L
0.9— brown/dark grey, slightly moist, —42.8
o stiff, medium plasticity r

1.0 L
1.1 SANDY CLAY: yellow-brown, —42.6
2 slightly moist, very stiff, medium r
1.2 plasticity N
134 [ i24
143 r
1_5—5 -—42.2
= PP PR b B bR b | :
16— N
1.74 420
1.85 i
17 Silty SANDY CLAY: pale M ais

3 vyellow-grey, slightly moist, very L
2 0_-"- stiff to hard, low plasticity, some -

74 sandstone gravel r
215 416
225 L
2.3—5 -—41 4
24 r
257 . a1z

s | prozsad R ] P PR B | :
28 2 TUDSTONE: fine grained, Rock ] L
T yellow/yellow-brown, slightly moist 0C | L 4.0

to dry, very low strength, extremely
weathered, clay properties. Refusal

Tas EPA IB105 CLASSIFICATION: [ JLevel 1[Z] Level 2; [3] Level 3; [d] Level 4 | SAMPLE IN EXCAVATION | % APPROXIMATE GROUNDFLOOR LEVEL
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) PROJECT:
ﬁ ﬁ ﬁ 40-44 Burnett Street Log of BHO5
ESA
GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL| cLent EASTING. 526057 GDA%4
SOLUTIONS BPSM NORTHING: 5253134 GDA94
BORING LOCATION:  North Hobart ELEVATION AND DATUM: 436 —m AHD
DRILLING CONTRACTOR:  Geo-Environmental Solutions P/L TOTAL DEPTH (m} 1.5
EQUIPMENT/METHOD: Geoprobe LOGGED BY:G. McDonald NATURAL (m): WATER TABLE (m):
SAMPLING: Direct Push DATE: 21/10/2019
IB105 Analyte IL Exceedances EP
= = o _ c ¥ 80 =
g R g2 g G s § 2 o08 gg MONITORING | 5 £
= = [ z a T ]
E-,E; MATERIAL DESCRIPTION (% 2 £ ngng Ev ;gé%ééia éggﬁga ‘é‘gﬁagaaaggggg WELL Eg
|9< I 25385538822 2084= 8305 1EER 0835004
0.0 = D . N L
0.1= FILL: Concrete - .r‘?\.F_"q' r
3 v -
0.2 —43.4
0.3 i
042 £ILL: SILTY SAND; pale arey, dry, 432
0 5_: dense, few fine to medium gravels = =
3 = HO5 o.s-o.el H1H1H H1H||1| H‘I‘ H H H1H |1H1H ‘ C
0.6 -43.0
0.7 C
< FILL: SANDY CLAY; dark L
0.8— brown/dark grey/orange-red, —42.8
2 slightly moist, stiff, medium C
0.9 plasticity, assorted debris including I
= house bricks L
1.0 |42 6
114 C
3 SANDY CLAY: yellow-brown, L
1.2 slightly moist, very stiff, medium —42.4
3 plstoty YL PR b B b B | :
1.34 r
14 - {UDSTONE: fine grained, 422
3 yellow/yellow-brown, slightly moist L

to dry, very low strength, extremely
\weathered, clay properties. Refusal

Tas EPA IB105 CLASSIFICATION: [ Level 1[{2]Level 2; [ Level 3 [4] Level 4 |SAMPLE IN EXCAVATION | 3 APPROXIMATE GROUNDFLOOR LEVEL
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e PROJECT:
= E ﬁ 40-44 Burnett Street Log of BH06
) ESA
GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL| cLent EASTING. 526054 GDA%4
SOLUTIONS BPSM NORTHING: 5253140 GDA94
BORING LOCATION:  North Hobart ELEVATION AND DATUM: 426 m AHD
DRILLING CONTRACTOR:  Geo-Environmental Solutions P/L TOTAL DEPTH (m): 0.5
EQUIPMENT/METHOD: Geoprobe LOGGED BY:G. McDonald NATURAL (m): WATER TABLE (m).
SAMPLING: Direct Push DATE: 21/10/2019
- . o IB105 Analyte IL Excéeedanoes g =
T 2 52 |&f s £ §5488 g3 | mowmomme | £ &
Ee S £ |z gge § 2. Fo8°% , 3% WELL e
&E" MATERIAL DESCRIPTION g 23 e EESEEEEE Q.%'EEL 2%-5-385‘3“5%3%%5 WwE
El [ £EofoaBREl 5 gErdE FEEETEE
| &= @ = R PR SRl R B
002 L1 concrete -
013 i
3 FILL: SANDY CLAY; dark . -
0.2 brown/dark grey/orange-red, = —42.4
3 slightly moist, stiff, medium L
0.3— plasticity, assorted debris including i
- house bricks N L
0.4 - - 42,2
<4 MUDSTONE; fine grained, g | -
5.1 volowiyellow orown,sighiy moit | & | Rock pros n.4-o.s| HzHIH M‘H'h \IH H M H1 H |1H1H \ .

to dry, very low strength, extremely
\weathered, clay properties. Refusal

Tas EPA IB105 CLASSIFICATION:  [_]Level 1{Z]Level 2; [B] Level 3; [&] Level 4 | SAMPLE IN EXCAVATION | 3 APPROXIMATE GROUNDFLOOR LEVEL

Appendix 11 Borehole Logs

Page 114



Item No. 12

Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion)
City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020

Environmental Site Assessment: 40 & 42-44 Burnert Street, North Hobart. November 2019,

: PROJECT:
]
[ €] @ ﬁ 40-44 Burnett Street Log of BH08
’ ESA
GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL| cLent EASTING. 526043 GDA94
SOLUTIONS BPSM NORTHING: 5253133 GDA94
BORING LOCATION:  North Hobart ELEVATION AND DATUM: 439 mAHD
DRILLING CONTRACTOR:  Geo-Environmental Solutions P/L TOTAL DEPTH (m): 0.9
EQUIPMENT/METHOD: Geoprobe LOGGED BY:G. McDonald NATURAL {m): WATER TABLE (m):
SAMPLING: Direct Push DATE 21/10/2019
IB105 Analyte IL Exceedances EP
& Fe |E2 s § .80 =¥
7 g g§ g2 |oE s E 3 £ 8% g | MoniTORING | T £
£ MATERIAL DESCRIPTION FES: 5E |38 [o.e585,, Lfe 43 io s il WELL BE
g $|1°5| 88 |27 [iiiiilsgiitais iiidodssiectd Ch
= @ = 13585588052 235 ESRRREEA0E5 5853

o © o o DEPTH
= o

L REREFE] FL MR Ff |

2 FILL: Concrete =
B o
3
04
0 5_: Silty SANDY CLAY: pale
3 yellow-grey, slightly moist, very
0 6—: stiff to hard, low plasticity, some
1 sandstone gravel 2
pu | =3
073 - R
7 MUDSTONE: fine grained, |
2 yellow/yellow-brown, slightly moist
98 I todry, very low strength, extremely Rock
0.0 2 weathered, clay properties. Re |

Tas EPA IB105 CLASSIFICATION:  []Level 1{Z]Level 2; [B] Level 3; [@] Level 4 | SAMPLE IN EXCAVATION | 3 APPROXIMATE GROUNDFLOOR LEVEL
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Environmental Site Assessment: 40 & 42-44 Burnert Street, North Hobart. November 2019,

) PROJECT:
ﬁ ﬁ ﬁ 40-44 Burnett Street Log of BHO9
ESA
GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL| cLent EASTING. 526036 GDA94
$OLUTIONS BPSM NORTHING: 5253142 GDA94
BORING LOCATION:  North Hobart ELEVATION AND DATUM: 439 m AHD
DRILLING CONTRACTOR: Geo-Environmental Solutions P/L TOTAL DEPTH (m): 1
EQUIPMENT/METHOD: Geoprobe LOGGED BY:G. McDonald NATURAL (m): WATER TABLE (m):
SAMPLING: Direct Push DATE 21/10/2019
IB105 Analyte IL Exceedances EP
= o _ -~ c ¥ 80 " E ﬁ
7 %g TE 2 ; E 3i aqE ¢ | MONITORING | £ 5
&-E, MATERIAL DESCRIPTION .;‘?ME Eg seS8ify. 228 5 gg%gﬁa_wgg_iggs WELL Eg
113 € 52 11— o =W &
| &= 4 18835533022 2035- 250508 EA08 0083
0.0 7 -
0.1= FILL: Concrete 438
027 C
0.3— 436
0.4 C
3 Silty SANDY CLAY: pale -
0.5 yellow-grey, slightly moist, very 434
00 i B o ety o PR PR b B bR P | :
¥4 sandstone gravel
074 432
0.8 C
93 i -
0. 7 MUDSTONE: fine grained, Rock | L 430
1 0_: yellow/yellow-brown, slightly moist 00 L

to dry, very low strength, extremely
\weathered, clay properties. Re

Tas EPA IB105 CLASSIFICATION: [ Level 1{Z]Level 2; [ Level 3 [4] Level 4 |SAMPLE IN EXCAVATION | 3 APPROXIMATE GROUNDFLOOR LEVEL
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Appendix 12 Certificate of Analysis

ALS) Enuvironmental

CERTIFICATE OF ANALYSIS

Work Order :EM1917734 Page 10f18

Clent : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS Laboratary - Envi Division Medb:

Contact : DR JOHN PAUL CUMMING Contact - Shirley LeComu

Address : 29 KIRKSWAY PLACE Address - 4 Westall Rd Springvale VIC Australia 3171
BATTERY POINT TASMANIA, AUSTRALIA 7004

Telephone . +61 036223 1339 Telephone : +6138549 9630

Project - 40-44 Date Samples Received : 23-0ct-2019 09:10

Order number —

Date Analysis Commenced : 23-0ct-2019

.\.‘\1-1”.-»?‘ A
S

Issue Date : 20-0ct-2019 1218 =
S o flacra  NATA
- - i~~~ NV
Quote number EN/222 ""‘-J’G‘.\.\“\“ Accrednaion Mo 825
Mo. of samples received 20 Accredited for complance with
Mo. of samples analysed 20 ISOAEC 1 7025 - Teating
This report any pi pori(s) with this refe . Results apply to the as itted. This shall not be reproduced, except in full.
This Cerfificate of iy the: ing i i

* Surrogate Control Limits

Quality Review and Sample Receipt Notification.

to this report will be found in the

: Quality Control Report, QA/QC Compliance Assessment to assist with

Signatories

This has been el ically signed by the authorized signatories below. Electronic signing is carred out in compli with proced pecified in 21 CFR Part 11.
5 ) — ) ca

Dilani Fernando Senior Inorganic Chemist Melbourne Inorganics, Springvale, VIC

Nancy Wang 21C Organic Chemist Melbourne Inorganics, Springvale, VIC

Nancy Wang 2IC Organic Chemist Melbourne Organics, Springvale, VIC

Nikki Stepniewski

Senior Inorganic Instrument Chemist

Melbourne Inorganics, Springvale, VIC
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Work Order . EM1917734

Chent . GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS

Project | 40-44 ALS

Page 331
ATTACHMENT B

General Comments

The analyical procedures used by the Environmentsl Division have been i from i ionally gnized [ such as those published by the USEPA, APHA, AS and NEPM. In house
Wmsnwmh-mwmdmmmm«wdmmm

Where meisture determination has been performed, results are reported on a dry weight basis.

Where a reported less than (<) result is higher than the LOR, this may be due to primary sample extractidigestate dilution and/or insufficient sample for analysis.

Where the LOR of a reported result differs from standard LOR, this may be due to high moé content, insufficient sample weight employed) or matrix i
When pling time i ion is not provi by the client, sampling dates are shown without a time compenent. In these inst the time P hhas been by the laboratory for pr ing
purpases.
‘Where a result is required to meet i mits the sgbed inty must be idered. Refer to the ALS Contact for detads.
Key : CAS Number = CAS regisiry number from intained by Chemical Abstracts Services. The Chemical Absiracis Service is a division of the American Chemical Society.
LOR = Limit of reporting
* = This result is puted from individual analyte i st or above the level of reporting

@ = ALS is not NATA accredited for these tests,
~= Indicates an estimated value.

®  Benzo(s)pyrens Toxicity Equi nt Quobient (TEQ) per the NEPM (2013) s the sum totsl of the niration of the eight genic PAHS multiplied by their Texicity Equivalence Factor (TEF) relstive to
Benzo(a)pyrene. TEF values are provided in b 2= follows: B (D.1). Chrysene (0.01). i) & Benzo(k)f ©1). (1.0). Indeno(1.2.3 e (0.1).
Dibenz(a hjanthracens (1.0), Benzo(g h.ijperyiene (0.01). Less than LOR results for TEQ Zero' are trested as zero.

®  Benzo(a)pyrene Tanicity Equivalent Quotient (TEQ) per the NEPM (2013) is the sum total of the ntration of the eight carci ic PAHs multiplied by their Texicity Equivalence Factor (TEF) relative to

Benzo(a)pyrene. TEF values are prowded in brackets as follows: Benz(ajanthracene (0.1). Chrysene (0.01), Benzo(b+j) & Benzo(kjflucranthene (0.1). Benzo(a)pyrene (1.0), Indenol(1.2.2 edjpyrene (0.1),
Dibenz(a.hjanthracene (1.0}, Benze{g.h.i)perylene (0.01). Less than LOR results for TEQ Zero' are treated as zero, for TEQ 1/2LOR’ are treated as half the reported LOR. and for TEQ LOR' are treated as being
equal to the reported LOR. Note: TEO1MORNTBQLOR¢MSDMW1mwhmmmwddmmmoPm

® EGDOST: EM1217734 #1. Poor matrix spike y for Mang: and \ due to sample matrix. Confi and y
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Page 3of18
Work Order : EM1817734
Chent : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project . 4044 ALS
Analytical Results
Sub-Matrixc: $OIL Chent sample ID BHO1 0.5-0.6 BHO1 1.5-1.6 BHO125-26 BH02 0.5-0.6 BHO2 1.5-1.6
{Matric: SOIL)
Chent ing dale / fime 21-Oct-2010 00:00 21-Oct-2010 00:00 21-Cct-2010 00:00 21-0ct-2010 00:00 21-Oct-2010 00:00
Compound GAS Number Unit EM1917724-001 EM1917734-002 EM1917734-003 EM1917734-004 EM1917734-005
Resull Result Result
EA055: Moisture Content (Dried @ 105-110°C)
_ Moisture Content 10 % | 202 | 165 17.2 248 I 218
EGOOS(EDOI2)T: Total Metals by ICP-AES
Arsenic 7440-38-2 ] mg'kg <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
Barium 7440-30-3 10 mgfkg 40 160 30 70 940
Beryllium T440-41-7 1 mgkg <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Boron 7440-42-8 50 mgikg <50 <E0 <50 <50 <50
Cadmium 7440430 1 mglkg <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Chromium T440-47-3 2 mgkg 7 3 ] 13 3
Cobalt T440-48-4 2 rglkg 7 4 4 5 7
Copper 7440-50-8 5 mgkg 15 7 <5 28 6
Lead 7430-02-1 5 mykg <5 3 & <5 7
M 7430-08.5 -] mgkg 38 87 308 342 900
Nickel 7440-02-0 2 mgkg 7 7 8 20 13
7782-402| & mglkg =5 <5 <5 <5 <5
' 7440-82.2 5 mgkg 42 10 12 75 2
Zine 7440088 & mglkg 9 27 36 18 0
EG035T: Total Recoverable Mercury by FIMS
 Mecuy  7eere 01| mog 2.1 21 I @1
EP0O75(SIM)B: Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons
Naphthalene 91-20.3| 05 mgkg <05 <0.5 <0.5 <05 <05
Acenaphthylene 208083 05 mgkg <0.5 <05 <05 <05 <05
A g3320 05 makg <05 D5 <05 05 <05
Fluorene 86-72.7| 05 mgkg <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <05 <05
Ph 85018 05 mgkg <05 D5 <05 <5 <05
Anthracene 120-12-7| 08 miglkg 0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <05 <05
Fluoranthene 206440 05 mgkg <0.5 <05 <0.5 <05 <05
Pyrene 12600-0f 05 mgkg <05 <05 <0.5 <05 <05
Benz| e 56553, 05 mgkg <05 <0.5 <05 <05 <05
Chrysene 2ig014| 05 mgkg <05 <05 <0.5 <05 <058
Benzo(b+j)flucranthene 205-00-2205-62-3| 05 mgkg <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <05 <05
Benzo(kjfluoranthene 207080, 05 mgkg <05 <05 <05 <05 <05
Benzo{a)pyrene 50-32-8| 05 mgkg <05 <05 <05 <05 <05
Indeno(1.2.3.cd)pyrene 193-38-5 05 mgkg <05 <05 <0.5 <05 <05
Dibenz(a hjanthracene sa703| 05 gy <05 <05 <05 05 <05
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Page 4of18
Work Order : EM1917734
Client : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project | 4044 ALS
Analytical Results
Sub-Matrixc: $OIL Chent sample ID BHO1 0.5-0.6 BHO11.5-1.6 BHO0125-26 BH02 0.5-0.6 BH02 1.5-16
Mstric: SOIL)
Chient date / time 21-0ct-2010 00:00 21-0ct-2019 00-00 21-Cct-2010 00-:00 21-0ct-2010 00:00 21-Oct-2010 00:00
Compound GAS Number  LOR Uit EM1917724-001 EM1917734-002 EM1917734-003 EM1917734-004 EM1917734-005
Result Result Resull Result Result
Benzo(g h.ijperylene w242 085 mghkg <05 <05 <05 <05 <05
* Sum of polycycli hydrocarb —| o5 mg'kg 05 @05 <05 05 <05
* B TEQ (zero) —| 05 mg'kg <05 <05 <05 <05 <05
* Benzo{a)pyrene TEQ (half LOR) —| o= mglkg 06 06 0.6 0.6 0.6
* Benzo{a)pyrene TEQ (LOR) —| 05 mglkg 12 12 1.2 1.2 12
EP020/071: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons
C6 - C3 Fraction —| 1o mgkg <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
€10 - C14 Fraction —| 50 mghg <50 <50 <50 <50 <50
€15 - C28 Fraction —| 100 mgkg <100 <100 =100 <100 <100
€29 - C36 Fraction —| 100 mgg <100 <100 =100 =100 <100
* C10 - C36 Fraction (sum) —_ 50 mgikg <50 <50 <50 <50 <50
EP020/071: Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons - NEPM 20
C6 - C10 Fraction ce_cwo| 10 mgg <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
* C6 - C10 Fraction minus BTEX CB_C10-BTEX| 10 mglg <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
1
fc:o - C16 Fraction —| =0 mghg <50 <50 <50 <50 <50
>C16 - C34 Fraction —| 100 mghg <100 <100 =100 <100 <100
>C34 - C40 Fraction — 100 mgkg <100 <100 <100 <100 <100
* 3C10 - C40 Fraction (sum) —| =0 mglg <80 <50 <50 <50 <50
* 3C10 - C16 Fraction minus Naphthalene —| 50 mgkg <50 <50 <50 <50 <50
(F2)
leposogrex
Benzene 71432| 02 mglkg <02 0.2 02 02 <02
Toluene 10ss8-3| 05 mglkg 05 <05 <05 <05 <05
Ethylbenzene 100414 05 mghg <05 <05 <05 <05 <05
meta- & para-Xylene 106-38-3 108-422| OS5 mglkg 0.5 <05 <05 @5 <08
ortho-Xylens g5-47.5| 05 mg'kg <05 <05 <05 <05 <05
* Sum of BTEX —| o2 mghg 02 0.2 <02 02 02
* Total Xylenes —| 0s mglkg <05 <05 <05 <05 <05
Naphthalene 91-20-3 1 mgkg =1 <1 <1 <1 <1
EP0O75(5IM)S: Phenolic Compound Surrogates
Phenol-dé 13127883 05 % 821 87.2 836 819 781
2-Chlorophencl-D4 03051.738| 05 % 80.7 44 809 794 751
2.4 6-Tribromophenol 118-70-6| 05 % 656 627 598 609 517
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Work Order : EM1917734
Client : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Preject . 4044 ALS
Analytical Resuits
Sub-Matrix: SOIL Chent sample ID BHO1 0.5-0.6 BHO11.5-16 BHO012526 BHO2 0.5-0.6 BHO2 1.5-16
{Matric: SOIL) |
Client sampling date / time 21-0ct-2010 00:00 21-0ct-2019 00-00 21-Cct-2010 00-:00 21-0ct-2010 00:00 21-Oct-2010 00:00
Compound GCAS Number  LOR Uit EM191T734-001 EM1917734-002 EM1917734-003 EM1917734-004 EM1917734-005
Result Result Resunl | Result Result
2Fluorobiphenyl ' 21808 05 % 101 115 998 977 106
Anthracene-d10 171e-088| 05 % 783 L] 76.3 i 124
4-Terphenyl-d14 1718510 05 % 85.0 89.2 4.4 856 80.8
0 P B ogate
1.2-Dichloroethane-D4 17080-07-0| 02 % 739 T84 68.2 | 724 129
Toluene-D8 2037265 02 % 753 81.0 732 A 76.2
4-Bromofluorobenzene 480004 02 % 878 91.0 1.9 797 877

Appendix 12 Certificate of Analvsis Page 121



Item No. 12 Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion) Page 335
City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020 ATTACHMENT B

Environmental Site Assessment: 40 & 42-44 Buornett Street, North Hobart, November 2019,

Page  Bof13
Work Order : EM1817734
Chent : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project | 4044 ALS
Analytical Results
Sub-Matrix: SOIL Chient sample ID BH0223-24 BHO3 0.5-0.6 BH03 15-16 BHO40.50.6 BHO4 1516
{Matric: SOIL)
Chent ing dale / fime 21-Oct-2010 00:00 21-Oct-2010 00:00 21-Cct-2010 00:00 21-0ct-2010 00:00 21-Oct-2010 00:00
Compound GAS Number Unit EM1917724-006 EM1917734-007 EM1917734-008 EM1917734-009 EM1917734-010
Result Result Resull Result Result
EA055: Moisture Content (Dried @ 105-110°C)
ThoistreComent | 10 % 12 20 [ s
EGOOS(EDOI2)T: Total Metals by ICP-AES
Arsenic 7440-38-2 5 mgkg <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
Barium 7440-30-3 10 mgfkg 20 120 70 <10 60
Beryllium T440-41-7 1 mgkg <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Boron 7440-42-8 50 mgikg <50 <E0 <50 <50 <50
Cadmium 7440430 1 mglkg <1 <1 <1 <1 <1
Chromium T440-47-3 2 mgkg 5 2 8 <2 4
Cobalt 7440454 2 mgkg 1 103 12 2 8
Copper 7440-50-8 5 mgkg <5 45 15 <5 <5
Lead T430-821 5 mykg <5 <5 11 <5 8
M T430-08-5 -] mgfkg 232 754 1340 <5 366
Nickel 7440-02-0 2 mghkg 10 33 23 <2 10
7782-402| & mglkg =5 <5 <5 <5 <5
' 7440-82.2 5 mgkg " 73 3 <5 15
Zinc 7440-05-0 5 makg 39 37 25 <5 43
EG035T: Total Recoverable Mercury by FIMS
 Mecuy  7eere 01| mog 2.1 21 I @1
EP0O75(SIM)B: Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons
Naphthalene 91-20.3| 05 mg'kg <05 <0.5 <0.5 <05 <05
Acenaphthylene 208083 05 mgkg <0.5 <0.5 <05 <05 <05
A g3320 05 makg <05 D5 <05 05 <05
Fluorene 86-72.7| 05 mgkg <0.5 <05 <0.5 <05 <05
Ph 85018 05 mgkg <05 D5 <05 <5 <05
Anthracene 120-12-7| 08 miglkg 0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <05 <05
Fluoranthene 206440 05 mgkg <05 <05 <0.5 <05 <05
Pyrene 12600-0f 05 mgkg <05 <05 <0.5 <05 <05
Benz| e 56553, 05 mgkg <05 <0.5 <05 <05 <05
Chrysene 2ig014| 05 mgkg <05 <05 <0.5 <05 <058
Benzo(b+j)flucranthene 205-99-2205-822| 05 mgkg <0.5 <05 <0.5 <05 <05
Benzo{kjfluoranthene 207080 05 mgfkg <05 0.5 0.5 <05 <05
Benzo{a)pyrene 50-32-8| 05 mgkg <05 <05 <05 <05 <05
Indeno(1.2.3.cd)pyrene 193-38-5 05 mgkg <05 <05 <0.5 <05 <05
Dibenz{a.hjanthracene E3-T0-3 0s mgfkg <05 <05 <0.5 <05 <05

Appendix 12 Certificate of Analvsis Page 122



Item No. 12

Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion)
City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020

Environmental Site Assessment: 40 & 42-44 Buonett Street, North Hobart, November 2019,

Page 336
ATTACHMENT B

Page cTof1s
Work Order . EM1917734
Chient . GEO-ENVIROMMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project | 4044 ALS
Analytical Resulits
Sub-Matrix: SOIL Client sample 1D BHO02 2.3-2.4 BHO3 0.5-0.6 BHO03 1.5-1.6 BH04 0.5-0.6 BHO4 15186
(Matrix: SOIL)
Client date / time 21-Oct-2010 00-:00 21-Oct-2019 00:00 21-Oct-2010 00:00 21-Oct-2010 00:00 21-Oct-2019 00:00
Compound GCAS Number ~ LOR Unit EM1917734-006 EM1917734-007 EM1917734-008 EM1917734-009 EM1917734-010
Result Result Resull Result Result
Benzo(g.h.ijperylene w242 085 mgkg <05 <05 <05 <05 <05
* Sum of polycycli hydrocarb -—| 05 mgkg <05 <05 <05 @05 <05
* B TEQ (zero) —| 05 mghkg <05 <05 <05 <05 <05
* Benzo{a)pyrene TEQ (half LOR) —| 08 mykg 06 06 06 0.6 08
* Benzo{a)pyrene TEQ (LOR) —| 05 mglkg 12 12 1.2 1.2 1.2
EP020/071: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons
C6 - C3 Fraction —| 10 mgkg <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
C10 - C14 Fraction —| 50 mg'kg <50 <50 <50 <50 <50
C15 - C28 Fraction —| 100 mykg <100 <100 <100 <100 <100
€29 - C36 Fraction —| 100 makg <100 <100 <100 <100 <100
4 C10 - C36 Fraction (sum) —| %0 mykg <50 <E0 <50 <50 <50
EP020/071: Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons - NEPM 20
C6 - C10 Fraction ce_cwo| 10 mg'kg <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
* C6 - C10 Fraction minus BTEX CH_C10-BTEX| 10 mgkg <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
1
fc:o - C16 Fraction —| %@ mgkg <50 <€0 <E0 <50 <50
>C16 - C34 Fraction —| 100 mgkg <100 <100 <100 <100 <100
>C34 - C40 Fraction —| 100 mgkg <100 <100 <100 <100 <100
#>C10 - C40 Fraction (sum) —| &0 makg <50 <€0 <50 <50 <50
* 3C10 - C16 Fraction minus Naphthalene —| 50 mgkg <50 <50 <50 <50 <50
(F2)
[eposo e
Benzene 71-43-2| 02 mgikg 0.2 <02 <02 02 <02
Toluene 108-88-3| 05 mgkg <05 <0.5 <05 <05 <05
Ethylbenzene 100-41-4| 05 mg'kg <05 <05 <05 <05 <05
meta- & para-Xylene 108-38-3 108-42-3| 05 ma'kg 0.5 <05 <05 05 <05
ortho-Kylene 95478 0.5 mg'kg <05 <05 <05 <05 <0§
* Sum of BTEX —| 02 mgkg <02 <02 <02 02 <02
* Total Xylenes —| 05 mgkg <05 <05 <05 <05 <05
Naphthalene 91-20-3 1 makg =1 <1 <1 <1 <1
EP0O75(5IM)S: Phenolic Compound Surrogates
Phenol-dé 13127-83-3| 05 % 834 79.8 821 833 922
2-Chlorophenol-D4 03051738, 05 % 80.5 77.0 778 781 85.0
2.4.6-Tribromophenol 118-70-6| 05 % 586 58.7 58.4 48.0 65.4
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Work Order : EM1917734
Client : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Preject . 4044 ALS
Analytical Resuits
Sub-Matrix: SOIL Chent sample ID BHO22.3-24 BHO03 0.5-0.6 BH031516 BHO4 0.5-0.6 BHO4 1.5-16
{Matric: SOIL) |
Client sampling date / time 21-0ct-2010 00:00 21-0ct-2019 00-00 21-Cct-2010 00-:00 21-0ct-2010 00:00 21-Oct-2010 00:00
Compound GCAS Number  LOR Uit EM1917734-006 EM1917734-007 EM1917734-008 EM1917734-009 EM1917734-010
Result Result Resunl | Result Result
2Fluorobiphenyl ' 21808 05 % 12 10 922 99,1 e
Anthracene-d10 171e-088| 05 % 74 743 75.0 6.1 811
4-Terphenyl-d14 1718510 05 % 858 823 829 834 89.8
0 P B ogate
1.2-Dichloroethane-D4 17080-07-0| 02 % 555 78.0 587 | 80.8 645
Toluene-D8 2037265 02 % 575 835 637 83.1 649
4-Bromofluorobenzene 480004 02 % 636 299 714 972 753
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Work Order . EM1917734
Chient : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project | 4044 ALS
Analytical Results
Sub-Matrix: SOIL Chient sample ID BH0425-26 BHO5 0.5-0.6 BHO051.2-1.3 BHO6 0405 BH07 0.5-0.6
{Mstric: SOIL)
Client ing dade / fime 21-Oct-2010 00:00 21-0ct-2019 00:00 21-Oct-2010 00:00 21-Oct-2016 00:00 21-Oct-2010 00:00
Compound GAS Number Unit EM1917724-011 EM1917734-012 EM1917734-013 EM1317734-014 EM1917734-015
Result Result Resull Result Result
EA055: Moisture Content (Dried @ 105-110°C)
CMostureContent | 10 | % 13 100 I 12
EG005(ED092)T: Total Metals by ICP-AES
Arsenic 7440-38-2 5 <5 <5 <5 <5 <5
Barium T440-30-3 10 40 20 270 730 170
Beryllium T440-41.7 1 <1 <1 <1 2 2
Boron 7440-42-8 50 <50 <E0 <50 <50 <50
Cadmium 7440-43-0 1 1 <1 <1 <1 1
Chromium T440-47-3 2 4 2 10 3 4
Cobalt T440-45-4 2 4 <2 12 35 188
Copper 7440-50-8 5 <5 <5 18 <5 106
Lead T430-02-1 5 ] <5 65 17 <5
M: 7430-08-5 5 337 12 146 110 2
Nickel T440-02-0 2 13 <2 16 32 62
T782-40-2 5 <5 = <5 <5 <5
' 7440-82.2 5 5 <5 2 8 141
Zine T440-58-8 5 28 14 64 56 26
EG035T: Total Recoverable Mercury by FIMS
 Meuy __ 74%78] 01 03 @1 I 1

EP0O75(SIM)B: Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons

§3iddiadiigiid H §iiddddidaaiid

Naphthalene B1-20-3 0.5 <05 <0.5 <0.5 <05 <05
Acenaphthylene 208083 05 <05 <0.5 <05 <05 <05
A ga3np OB a5 @5 @5 5 @5
Fluorene 86-72.7| 05 <05 <05 <0.5 <05 <05
Ph 35015 085 a5 05 @5 @5 <5
Anthracene 120-12-7| 08 0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <05 <05
Fluoranthene 206440 05 <05 <05 <0.5 <0.5 <05
Pyrene 126-00-0 05 <05 <0.5 0.5 <05 <05
Benz(; e se55-3| 05 <05 <0.5 <05 <05 <05
Chrysene 218019 05 <05 <05 0.5 <05 <08
Benzo(b+jjfluoranthene 205-99-2205-822| 05 <05 <05 <0.5 <05 <05
Benzo{k)fluoranthene 07088 O a5 @5 5 @5 <5
Benzo(a)pyrene s0-32-8| 05 <05 <05 <05 @5 <05
Indeno(1.2.3.cd)pyrene 193-38-5 05 <05 <05 <0.5 <05 <05
Dibenz{a hjanthracene sa7p3 05 05 <05 <05 @5 <05
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Page :100f13
Work Order . EM1917734
Chient . GEO-ENVIROMMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project | 4044 ALS
Analytical Resulits
Sub-Matrix: SOIL Client sample 1D BHO4 2.5-2.6 BHO5 0.5-0.6 BHO051.2-1.3 BHO6 0.4-0.5 BHO7 0.5-0.6
(Matrix: SOIL)
Client date / time 21-Oct-2010 00-:00 21-Oct-2019 00:00 21-Oct-2010 00:00 21-Oct-2010 00:00 21-Oct-2019 00:00
Compound GCAS Number ~ LOR Unit EM1917734-011 EM1917734-012 EM1917734-013 EM1917734-014 EM1917734-015
Result Result Resull Result Result
Benzo(g.h.ijperylene w242 085 mgkg <05 <05 <05 <05 <05
* Sum of polycycli hydrocarb -—| 05 mgkg <05 <05 <05 @05 <05
* B TEQ (zero) —| 05 mg'kg <05 <05 <05 <05 <05
* Benzo{a)pyrene TEQ (half LOR) —| 08 mykg 06 06 06 0.6 08
* Benzo{a)pyrene TEQ (LOR) —| 05 mglkg 12 12 1.2 1.2 12
EP020/071: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons
C6 - C3 Fraction —| 10 mgkg <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
C10 - C14 Fraction —| 50 mg'kg <50 <50 <50 <50 <50
C15 - C28 Fraction —| 100 mgkg <100 <100 <100 <100 <100
€29 - C36 Fraction —| 100 mgg <100 <100 <100 <100 <100
4 C10 - C36 Fraction (sum) —| 50 mykg <50 <E0 <50 <50 <50
EP020/071: Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons - NEPM 20
C6 - C10 Fraction ce_cwo| 10 mg'kg <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
* C6 - C10 Fraction minus BTEX CH_C10-BTEX| 10 mgkg <10 <10 <10 <10 <10
1
fc:o - C16 Fraction —| %@ mgkg <50 <€0 <E0 <50 <50
>C16 - C34 Fraction —| 100 mgkg <100 <100 <100 <100 <100
>C34 - C40 Fraction —| 100 mgkg <100 <100 <100 <100 <100
#>C10 - C40 Fraction (sum) —| &0 makg <50 <€0 <50 <50 <50
* 3C10 - C16 Fraction minus Naphthalene —| 50 mgkg <50 <50 <50 <50 <50
(F2)
[eposorexe
Benzene 71-43-2| 02 mglkg 0.2 <02 <02 02 <02
Toluene 108-88-3| 05 mglkg <05 <0.5 <05 <05 <05
Ethylbenzene 100-41-4| 05 mg'kg <05 <05 <05 <05 <05
meta- & para-Xylene 106-38-3 108-422| OS5 ma'kg 0.5 <05 <05 05 <05
ortho-Kylene 95-47.8| 0.5 mg'kg <05 <05 <05 <05 <0§
* Sum of BTEX —| 02 mgkg <02 <02 <02 02 <02
* Total Xylenes —| 05 mgkg <05 <05 <05 <05 <05
Naphthalene 91-20-3 1 mgkg =1 <1 <1 <1 <1
EP0O75(5IM)S: Phenolic Compound Surrogates
Phenol-dé 13127-83-3| 05 % 787 824 82.3 815 80.8
2-Chlorophenol-Dd 03051738, 05 % 174 81.0 813 79.0 797
2.4.6-Tribromophenol 118-70-6| 05 % 549 58.3 626 58.2 58.1
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Page S 1of1s
Work Order : EM1917734
Client : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Preject . 4044 ALS
Analytical Resuits
Sub-Matrix: SOIL Chent sample ID BHO425-26 BHO05 0.5-0.6 BH051.21.3 BHOG 0.4-0.5 BHO7 0.5-0.6
{Matric: SOIL) |
Client sampling date / time 21-0ct-2010 00:00 21-0ct-2019 00-00 21-Cct-2010 00-:00 21-0ct-2010 00:00 21-Oct-2010 00:00
Compound GCAS Number  LOR Uit EM1917734-011 EM1917734-012 EMA917734-013 EM1917734-014 EMA917734-015
Result Result Resunl | Result Result
2Fluorobiphenyl ' 21808 05 % 103 9.5 101 108 T
Anthracene-d10 171e-088| 05 % 744 757 77 748 767
4-Terphenyl-d14 1718510 05 % 80.2 845 84.2 825 86.5
0 P B ogate
1.2-Dichloroethane-D4 17080-07-0| 02 % 793 T0.2 741 | 65.5 68.9
Toluene-D8 2037265 02 % T30 70.0 768 679 735
4-Bromofluorobenzene 480004 02 % 87.7 78.0 831 6.9 172
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Page “120f18
Work Order : EM1817734
Chent : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project . 4044 ALS
Analytical Results
Sub-Matrix: SOIL Client sample ID BHOT 1.3-1.4 BHOE 0.5-0.6 BHO9 0.5-0.6 Duplicate -
{Matrec: SOIL)
Chent ing dale / fime 21-Oct-2010 00:00 21-Oct-2010 00:00 21-Cct-2010 00:00 21-Oct-2010 00:00 —_
Compound GAS Number Unit EM19177234-016 EM1917734-017 EM1917734-018 EM1917734-019 —
Result Result Result Result —
EA055: Moisture Content (Dried @ 105-110°C)
ThostreContent 10 % 218 13 —
EGOOS(EDOI2)T: Total Metals by ICP-AES
Arsenic 7440-38-2 ] mg'kg <5 <5 <5 <5 —
Barium 7440-30-3 10 mgikg 1960 250 10 320 —
Beryllium 7440-41-7 1 kg <1 <1 <1 <1 —
Boron 7440-42-8 50 mgikg <50 <E0 <50 <50 ——
Cadmium 7440430 1 mgkg 2 <1 <1 <1 —
Chromium T440-47-3 2 mgkg <2 8 10 3 -
Cobalt T440-42-4 2 rglkg 50 33 7 3 —
Copper 7440508 5 mgkg 13 9 1" 3 -
Lead 7430-02-1 5 mykg g ] <5 8 —
M T430-08.5 5 mgkg 10200 30 12 459 e
Nickel 7440-02-0 2 mg'kg 35 2 5 9 —
7782402 & ma'kg <5 <5 <5 <5 —
' 7440-82.2 5 mgg 27 16 40 12 ——
Zinc T440-88-8 L] mgkg 48 9 10 34 e
EG035T: Total Recoverable Mercury by FIMS
T <1 < —
EPO75(SIM)B: Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons
Naphthalene g1-20-3| 05 mgkg <05 <0.5 <0.5 <05 s
Acenaphthylene 208083 05 mgkg <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <05 —-—
A 83320 05 makg <05 D5 <05 5 —
Fluorene 86-73.7| 05 mgkg <0.5 <05 <0.5 <05 —
Ph 85013 05 mgkg <05 D5 <05 <5 —
Anthracene 120-12-7| 085 mglkg <0.5 <0.5 <0.5 <05 -
Fluoranthene 206440 05 mgkg <05 <05 <0.5 <05 o
Pyrene 12600-0f 05 mgkg <05 <05 <0.5 <05 B
Benz| e 56553, 05 mgkg <05 <0.5 <05 <05 -
Chrysene 2ig014| 05 mgkg <05 <05 <0.5 <05 s
Benzo(b+j)flucranthene 205-99-2205-822| 05 mgkg <0.5 <05 <0.5 <05 —
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 207089 05 makg <05 <0.5 0.5 05 —
Benzo{a)pyrene s0-32-8| 05 mgg <05 <05 <05 <05 -
Indeno(1.2.3.cd)pyrene 193-38-5 05 mgkg <05 <05 <05 <05 —
Dibenz{a.hjanthracene E3-T0-3 0s mgfkg <0.5 <05 <0.5 <05 e
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Page i 130f18
Work Order . EM1917734
Chent : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project . 4044 ALS
Analytical Results
Sub-Matrix: SOIL Client sample 1D BHO7 1.3-1.4 EHO8 0.5-0.6 BHO09 0.5-0.6 Duplicate —
{Mstric: SOIL)
Client date / fime 21-Oct-2010 00:00 21-Oct-2019 00:00 21-Oct-2018 00:00 21-Oct-2016 00:00 —
Compound GCAS Number  LOR Unit EM1317724-016 EM1917734-017 EM1917734-018 EM13177234-019 B
Result Result Resull Result e
Benzo{g.h.ijperylene 191-24-2| 05 mgkg <05 <05 <05 <05 -
* Sum of polycycli hydrocarb —| 08 mgkg <05 <05 <05 0.5 —
* B TEQ (zero) —| 05 mglkg <05 <05 <0.5 <05 —
* Benzo{a)pyrene TEQ (half LOR) —| o8 mgkg 06 06 06 0.6 —
* Benzo{a)pyrene TEQ (LOR) —| 05 mglkg 12 12 12 1.2 e
EP020/071: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons
C6 - C9 Fraction —| 10 ma'kg <10 <10 <10 <10 —
€10 - C14 Fraction — 50 mglkg <50 <50 <50 <50 -
€15 - C28 Fraction —| 100 mgikg <100 <100 =100 <100 —
€29 - C36 Fraction —| 100 mghg <100 <100 =100 <100 -
* C10 - C36 Fraction (sum) — 50 mgkg <50 <50 <50 <50 -
EP020/071: Total Recoverable Hydrocarbons - NEPM 20
C6 - C10 Fraction ce_cwo| 10 mg'kg <10 <10 <10 <10 -
* €6 - C10 Fraction minus BTEX C8_C10-BTEX 10 mgkg <10 <10 <10 <10 —
1
fc:o - C16 Fraction —| =0 mgkg <50 <50 <50 <50 —
>C16 - C34 Fraction —| 100 mghg <100 <100 =100 <100 —
>C34 - C40 Fraction — 100 mgkg <100 <100 <100 <100 —
* >C10 - C40 Fraction (sum) —| =0 mgkg <50 <50 <50 <50 —
* 3C10 - C16 Fraction minus Naphthalene —| 50 mgkg <50 <50 <50 <50 -
(F2)
leposogrex
Benzene 71422 02 mgkg 0.2 <02 <0.2 02 -
Toluene 108-88-3| 05 mgkg <05 <05 <05 <05 -
Ethylbenzene 100-41-4| 05 mglkg <05 <0.5 <0.5 <05 -
meta- & para-Xylene 106-38-3 108423 | 05 mglkg 0.5 <05 <05 @5 .
ortho-Xylene 95-47.8| 05 mgkg 05 <05 <05 05 -
* Sum of BTEX —| o2 mgkg 02 <02 0.2 <02 —
* Total Xylenes —| 05 mgkg <05 <05 <0.5 <05 —
Naphthalene £1-20-3 1 mgkg <1 <1 =1 <1 —
EP0O75(5IM)S: Phenolic Compound Surrogates
Phenol-dé 12127-88-3| 05 % 836 80.1 829 826 .-
2-Chlorophenol-D4 9acs1-738| 05 % £0.0 79.8 815 80.7 —
2.4 5-Tribromophenol 11a-7e8| 0S5 % 60.8 60.4 59.8 614 -
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Work Order : EM1817734
Chent . GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Preject . 4044 ALS
Analytical Results
Sub-Matrix: SOIL Chent sample 1D BHO7 1.3-1.4 BHOZ 0.5-0.6 BHO9 0.5-0.6 Duplicate —
{Matric: SOIL) |
Client sampling date / fime 21-0ct-2019 00:00 21-Oct-2019 00:00 21-Oct-2010 00:00 21-Oct-2018 00:00 —
Compound CAS Number  LOR Unit EM1917734-016 EM1917734-017 EM1917734-018 EM1917734-019 J—
Result Result Result | Result —
2Fluorobiphenyl ' 21808 05 % 102 100 100.0 112 o
Anthracene-d10 1718088 05 % 768 761 757 76.9 -
4-Terphenyl-d14 1713510 05 % 855 844 85.2 873 e
0 P B ogate
1.2-Dichloroethane-D4 17080-07-0 02 % T96 919 575 | 763 -
Toluene-D8 2037265 02 % 824 918 80.1 | 797 —
4-Bromofluorobenzene 480-00-4 02 % 935 102 891 881 —
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Work Order . EM1917734
Client . GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Preject . 40-44 ALS
Analytical Results

Sub-Matri: WATER Client sample ID Rinsate - — — —

(Mstric: WATER)

Chient ing date / time 21-0ct-2010 00:00 . — — —
Compound GAS Number Uit EM1917734-020 B — e [ —

mgiL. — —
mgiL o -
mgiL - -
Beryllium 7440-41-7| 0.001 mglL «0.001 — — e —
Cadmi 7440-43-0 0.0001 mgiL. <0.0001 - — - —
Cobalt 7440-48-4| 0.001 mgiL <0.001 _ — — —
Chromium 7440-47-3| 0,001 mgiL <0.001 w— — e -
Copper 7440-50-3 | 0.001 mgiL <0.001 —_ [ e e
Manganese 7430-08.5 | 0.001 mgiL <0.001 — —_ — —
Nickel 7440-02-0 0001 mglL <0.001 — — —— -
Lead 7430-22-1| 0001 mglL <0.001 —_ — — —
. malL — — —
mglL — — —
mgiL — —— -
35T: Total Recoverable Mercury by FIMS

: - [ - I -

EP075(SIM)B: Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons -
Naphthalene 91-20-3| 1.0 ol <1.0 —_— — —_— -—
Acenaphthyl 208085 10 wgll <10 — — — —
Acenaphthene 83329 10 pglL <1.0 —_ — - -
Fluorene 8E-T2-7 1.0 pglL <10 — — —— e
F gs01-8| 10 pall <i.0 —— - - —
Anthracene 120-12-7| 1.0 poll <1.0 [ — — —
Fluoranthene 208-44-0 1.0 ol <1.0 e —— . e
Pyrene 126-00-0 1.0 polL <10 — — - —
e @553 10 poll <10 — — — —
Chrysene 218-01-8 1.0 pell <1.0 — — — e
Benzo(b+jjflucranthene 205002205822 10 [T <1.0 —_— — — —
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 207089 10 pglL <1.0 — — - e
Benzo(a)pyrene 50-32-3| 05 pglL <05 —_— — —— e
Indeno(1.2.3.cd) 183-36-5 10 poll <1.0 — - — o
Dibenza. '+ §3.70-3 1.0 polL <1.0 —_— — - -
Benzo(g h.ijperylene 191-24-2] 10 poll <10 — — - —
* Sum of polycy ic hydrocarb —| 05 ol <05 —_ — - -
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Page i 160of 13
Work Order . EM1917734
Client . GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Preject . 40-44 ALS
Analytical Results
Sub-Matri: WATER Client sample ID Rinsate —
(Mstric: WATER)
Chient dale / time 21-0ct-2010 00:00 -
Compound GCAS Number  LOR Unit EM1917734-020 J—
Resul P

* Benzo{a)pyrene TEQ (zero)

EPO20/071: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons

EPO75(SIM)B: Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons - Continued

C6 - C9 Fraction -—| 20 <20 —
€10 - C14 Fraction — 50 <50 —
C15 - C28 Fraction — 100 <100 e
€29 - C36 Fraction — 50 <50 —
* C10 - C36 Fraction (sum) — 50 <50 o

(F2)

BEEEE EEEERRR

EP080: BTEXN

C6 - C10 Fraction CA_C10 <20 —
* €6 - C10 Fraction minus BTEX c8_c10-BTEX| 20 <20 -

(F1)

>C10 - C16 Fraction —| 100 <100 —

>C16 - C34 Fraction —| 100 <100 —

>C34 - C40 Fraction —| 100 <100 -
* >C10 - C40 Fraction (sum) —| 100 <100 o
* >C10 - C16 Fraction minus Naphthalene —| 100 <100 —

EPO75(5IM)5: Phenolic Compound Surrogates

71432 1 pall <1 -

Toluene 108-88-3 2 pgll <2 —
Ethylbenzene 100414 2 ol < —
meta- & para-Xylene 108-38-3 108-42-2 2 ppll <2 —
ortho-Xylene 95475 2 pgll <2 -—

* Total Xylenes — 2 ol <2 e
* Sum of BTEX — 1 pgll <1 —
Naphthalene B1-20-3 -] poll =5 s

Phenol-dé 13127-88-3| 10 % 329 —-—

2-Chlarophenal-D4 93051-73-8 10 % 842 -

2.4.6-Tribromophenol 118-78-5 1.0 % 763 —
EPO75(5IM)T: PAH Surrogates

2-Fluorobiphenyl 321608 1.0 % 856 —

Anthracene-d10 1719-08-3| 1.0 % 91.3 -—

4-Terphenyl-d14 1718-51-0 1.0 % 895.2 —

Appendix 12 Certificate of Analvsis

Page 132



Item No. 12 Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion) Page 346

City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020 ATTACHMENT B

Environmental Site Assessment: 40 & 42-44 Buonett Street, North Hobart, November 2019,

Page S 17 of 18
Wiork Order . EM1917734
Client . GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project | 40-44 ALS
Analytical Results
Sub-Matri: WATER Client sample ID Rinsate - — — —
{Mstric: WATER)
Chent ing date / time 21-0ct-2010 00:00 — — — —
Compound GAS Mumber  LOR Uit EM1317724-020 —

EP0805: TPH(V)/BTEX Surrogates

1.2-Dichloroethane-D4 17080-07-0 2 % 986 — — o ——
Toluene-D8 2037285 2 % 101 - —— . —
4-Bromofluorobenzene 480-00-4 2 % 112 —_— — — ——
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Page i 180of13

Work Order . EM1917734

Chent . GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS

Project . 4044 ALS
Surrogate Control Limits

Sub-Mstrix: SOIL | Recovery Limits (%)

Low High

Phenol-dé 13127-88-3 54 125
2-Chlorophencl-D& 03051-73-8 5 123
24 6-Tribromophenol 118-78-8 34 122
2-Fluorobiphenyl 321608 &1 125
Anthracene-d10 1719-08-3 a2 130
4-Terphenyl-d14 1718-51-0 a7 133
EP0205: TPH{V)BTEX Surrogates :

1.2-Dichloroethane-Dd 17080-07-0 51 | 125
Toluene-D3 2037285 55 125
f 460-00-4 56 | 124
Sub-Matri: WATER [ Recovery LimIts (%)

ompound CAS Number Low High
EPO75(5IM)5: Phenolic Compound Surrogates .

Phenol-dé 13127-88-3 10 48
2-Chlorophenol-D4 93051-73-8 23 104
2.4 6-Tribromophenol 118-78-8 28 130
2-Fluorobiphenyl 321808 38 114
Anthracene-d10 1716-08-8 51 119
4-Terphenyl-d14 1718-51-0 45 127
EP0805: TPH(V)/BTEX Surrogates

1.2-Dichloroethane-D4 17080-07-0 73 120
Toluene-D8 2037-28-5 70 125
4-8 460-00-4 71 120

Appendix 12 Certificate of Analvsis

Page 134



Item No. 12 Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion) Page 348
City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020 ATTACHMENT B

Environmental Site Assessment: 40 & 42-44 Buonett Street, North Hobart, November 2019,

ALS) Environmental

CERTIFICATE OF ANALYSIS
Work Order : ES1935030 Page “1ofs
Chent - GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS Laboratory - Environmental Division Sydney
Contact : DR JOHN PAUL CUMMING Contact : Shirley LeComu
Address : 29 KIRKSWAY PLACE Address : 277-289 Woodpark Road Smithfield NSW Australia 2164
BATTERY POINT TASMANIA, AUSTRALIA 7004
Telephane - +61 03 6223 1839 Telephone - +6138549 9630
Project . 40-44 Date Samples Received : 24-0ct-2018 12:45 W
. . . o\ Y,
Order number e Date Analysis Commenced  : 25.0ct-2019 ‘:“:\\\:\-—J‘_*///.;' A
C-O-C number to—- Issue Date © 31-0ct-2019 14:22 = NATA
Sampler : GM
Site i— Ly v
Quote number I ENZ22 ',,w/,:‘\\\o\c
. Al Accrednaton No. 429

MNo. of samples received =1 Accredited for compliance with
No. of samples analysed 1 ISOAEC 17025 - Testing
This report sup des any previ port(s) with this reference. Results apply to the sample(s) as submitted. This document shall not be reproduced, except in full.
This Certificate of Analysis contains the following information:

*® General Comments

® Analytical Results

@ Surrogate Control Limits
Additional information pertinent to this report will be found in the ing P ttach ts: Quality Control Report, QA/QC Compliance Assessment to assist with
Quality Review and Sample Receipt Notification.
Signatories
This di it has been elec ically signed by the authorized signatories below. Electronic signing is carried out in compliance with procedures specified in 21 CFR Part 11.
Signatories Position Accreditation Category
Edwandy Fadjar Organic Coordinator Sydney Organics, Smithfield, NSW
Evie Sidarta Inorganic Chemist Sydney Inorganics, Smithfield, NSW
Ivan Taylor Analyst Sydney Inorganics, Smithfield, NSW

RIGHT SOLUTIONS | RIGHT PARTNER
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Page c2ofe

Work Order . ES1835030

Chent . GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS

Project | 40-44 ALS

Page 349
ATTACHMENT B

General Comments

The analytical procedures used by the Environmentsl Division have been ped from i ionally gnized [ such as those published by the USEPA, APHA, AS and NEPM. In house
developed procedures are employed in the sbsence of documented standards or by client request.

Where meisture determination has been performed, results are reported on a dry weight basis.

Where a reported less than (<) result is higher than the LOR, this may be due to primary sample extractidigestate dilution and/or insufficient sample for analysis.

Where the LOR of a reported result differs from standard LOR, this may be due to high moé content, insufficient sample weight employed) or matrix i
When pling time i ion is not provi by the client, sampling dates are shown without a time compenent. In these inst the time P has been by the laboratory for pr ing
purpases.
‘Where a result is required to meet i limits the agbed inty must be idered. Refer to the ALS Contact for detads.
Key : CAS Number = CAS registry number from intained by Chemical Abstracts Services. The Chemical Absiracis Service is a division of the American Chemical Society.
LOR = Limit of reporting
* = This result is puted from individual analyte i at or above the level of reporting

@ = ALS is not NATA accredited for these tests,
~ = Indicales an estimated value.
®  Banzo(s)pyrens Tosicity Equivslent Quotient (TEQ) per the NEPM (2013) i the sum totsl of the niration of the eight carsinoganic PAHs multiplied by their Tovicity Equivalence Factor (TEF) relstive to
Benzo{a)pyrene. TEF values are provided in brackets as follows: B {0.1), Chrysene {0.01). i) & B k) th {0.1). Ber (1.0). Indena(1.2.3.cd)pyrene (0.1),
Dibenz(s.hjenthracene (1.0), Benzo(g.h.ijperylene (0.01). Less than LOR results for TEQ Zero' are trested as zero, for TEQ 1/2LOR’ are treated as half the reported LOR. and for TEQ LOR' are treated as being
equal to the reported LOR. Note: TEQ 1/2LOR and TEQ LOR will calculste as 0. 8mgKg and 1.2mg/Kg respectively for sampiles with non-detects for all of the eight TEQ PAHS.
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Page : 3ofe
Work Order : ES1835030
Chent : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project . 4044 ALS
Analytical Results
Sub-Matrix: SOIL Chient sample 1D ILs . . . —
{Matrec: SOIL)
Chent ing dale / fime 21-Oct-2010 00:00 — — — —
Compound GAS Number Unit ES$1925030-001 R — e [ —
EA055: Moisture Content (Dried @ 105-110°C)
CMosweComent 0 % ke  — [ —
EGOOS(EDOIZ)T: Total Metals by ICP-AES
Arsenic 7440-38-2 5 mgkg <5 —_ — o —
Barium 7440303, 10 mgkg &40 - - — —
Beryllium 7440417 1 mgkg 2 — — o —
Boron 7440428 50 mgkg <50 — e e -
Cadmium 7440430 1 mgkg <1 — — — -
Chromium T440-47-3 2 mgkg 3 — — —— ——
Cobalt T440-48-4 2 gy 112 —_— - — e
Copper 7440508 5 mgkg 152 — — — —
Lead 7430-02-1 5 my'kg <5 — — — =
M 7430085 5 mgkg 715 — — — -~
Nickel 7440-02-0 2 mg'kg S0 — — — ——
7782402 & mglkg <5 — — - —
7440-82-2 5 mgkg 233 — — — —
Zinc 7440-00-8 5 mg'kg 40 — — — -
EG035T: Total Recoverable Mercury by FIMS
ot - —
EPO75(SIM)B: Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons
Naphthalene 91-20.3| 05 mg'kg <05 - - i -
Acenaphthylene 203-06-8| 05 mgkg <05 — — .., —
A 83-32-0 o0s mg'kg <05 — f— e J—
Fluorene 8e-73-7| 085 mgkg <0.5 — — - o
Ph 85013 05 makg <05 - — — —
Anthracene 120127, 05 mg'kg <05 — — - -
Fluoranthene 206440 05 mgkg <05 — — e —
Pyrene 12600-0f 05 mgkg <05 - [ - -
B e sg55-3| 05 mgkg <0.5 — — — —
Chrysene 218010 05 mgkg <05 — — - -
Benzo(b+j)fluoranthene 205-99-2205-62-3| 05 mglkg <05 o — - —
Benzo{kjfluoranthene 207080, 05 mgkg <05 — — — —
Benzo(a)pyrene 50-32-8 0.5 mgkg <0.5 — —— ——— o
Indeno(1.2.3.cd)pyrene 193-38-5| 05 mgkg <05 — — -— -—
Dibenz{a.hjanthracene £3-70-3 0.5 mgkg <05 - — - —
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Page i dofe
Work Order . ES1935030
Client . GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Preject | 4044 ALS
Analytical Results
Sub-Matrix: $OIL Chent sample ID ILS
{Mstric: SOIL)
Chient date / time 21-0ct-2010 00:00
Compound GCAS Number  LOR Unit ES$1935030-001 J—
Benzo(g.h.ijperylene 191-24-2| 05 mghg <05
* Sum of polycycli hydrocarb —| o5 mg'kg 05
* B TEQ (zero) —| 05 mglg <05
* Benzo(a)pyrene TEQ [half LOR) —| 058 makg 06
* Benzo{a)pyrene TEQ (LOR) —| 05 mglkg 12
EP020/071: Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons
C6 - C9 Fraction —| 1o mgkg <10
€10 - C14 Fraction —| 50 mglkg <50
€15 - C28 Fraction —| 100 mgkg <100
€29 - C36 Fraction —| 100 mgkg <100
* €10 - C36 Fraction (sum) o 50 mgkg <50
C6 - C10 Fraction ce_cwo| 10 mgkg <10
* C6 - C10 Fraction minus BTEX C8_C10-8TEX| 10 mykg <10
(F1)
>C10 - C16 Fraction —| %0 mgkg <50
>C16 - C34 Fraction —| 100 mglkg <100
>C34 - C40 Fraction — 100 mgkg <100
* 3C10 - C40 Fraction (sum) —| =0 mglkg <80
* 3C10 - C16 Fraction minus Naphthalene —| 50 mgkg <50

EP075(5IM)5: Phenolic Compound Surrogates

(F2)
erosoorexn

Benzene 71-432| 02 mglkg 02
Toluene 108-88-3 0.5 mgkg <05
Ethylbenzene 100-41-4 05 mgkg <05
meta- & para-Xylene 108-38-3 108-42-3| 0.5 mglkg <05
ortho-Xylene ge47-8| 05 mghkg 05

* Sum of BTEX —| o2 mghg 02

* Total Xylenes — 05 mgfkg <05
Naphthalene £1-20-3 1 makg <1

Phenol-dé 13127-58-3 0.5 % 8656
2-Chlorophenol-D4 92051-73-8 05 % 806
2.4 6-Tribromophenol 118-78-8 (1] % 6.0
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Page i Sofe
Work Order . ES1935030
Chient : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS
Project | 40-44 ALS
Analytical Results

Sub-Matrix: SOIL Client sample 1D ILS

{Matroc: SOIL)

Client date / fime 21-Oct-2010 00:00
Compound GAS Number  LOR Unit ES$1935030-001 J—
Result

EPO75(SIM)T: PAH Surrogates

2-Fluorobiphenyl 321608| 05 % 936

Anthracene-d10 1718-083| 05 % 942

4-Terphenyl-d14 1718510 05 % 82.2
EP0205: TPH(V)/BTEX Surrogates

1.2-Dichloroethane-D4 17080-07-0| 02 % 103

Toluene-D8 2037-26-5| 02 % 108

4-Bromofluorobenzene 480004 02 % 105
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Page . Gofe

Work Order . ES1835030

Chent : GEO-ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS

Preject . 4044 ALS
Surrogate Control Limits

Sub-Mstric: SOIL [ Recovery Limis (%)

Low High

Phenol-dé 13127-65-3 83 123
2-Chlorophenol-D& 03051-73-8 a8 122

24 6-Tribromophenol 118-78-8 40 128
2-Fluorobiphenyl 321808 70 122
Anthracene-d10 1719-08-3 a8 128 |
4-Terphenyl-d14 1718-51-0 85 129 |
EP0205: TPH(V)/BTEX Surrogates : |
1.2-Dichloroethane-Dd 17080-07-0 73 133 |
Toluene-D8 2037285 74 132 |
4 480-00-4 72 120 |
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INTRODUCTION

A development application is to be lodged with the Hobart City Council for a
residential apartment and commercial development at 40 & 42-44 Burnett
Street, North Hobart.

This Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) report has been prepared in support of
the proposed development.

The TIA report considers the existing road and traffic characteristics along
Burnett Street in the vicinity of the development site. An assessment is made
of the traffic activity that the development is likely to generate and the effect
that this traffic will have on Burnett Street.

Consideration is given to the required access arrangements and available sight
distances along Burnett Street at the access driveway to the development site.
An assessment is also made of the car parking provisions and the internal road
and parking layout within the development site having regard to applicable
Australian Standards and the Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015
requirements.

This report is based on the Department of State Growth publication: A
Framework for Undertaking Traffic Impact Assessments. The techniques
used in the investigation and assessment incorporate best practice road safety
and traffic management principles.
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2.  SITE DESCRIPTION

The proposed development is located at 40) & 42-44 Burnett Street. The
property is situated on the southern side of Burnett Street, some 50 metres to
the west of the Argyle Street intersection.

The Burnett Street/Elizabeth Street intersection is located about 160 metres to
the west of the site.

The property to be developed is highlighted in Figure 2.1.

Figure 2.1: Area map showing location of proposed
development
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DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL

A residential apartments and commercial development is proposed at 40- &42-
44 Burnett Street, North Hobart.

The existing buildings on the properties are to be demolished.
The proposed development will have seven levels and comprise:
® 3 one-bedroom apartments;
¢ 16 two-bedroom apartments;
® 12 three-bedroom apartments;

¢ 139m’ commercial space on the ground floor, fronting onto Burnett
Street; and

* 61 parking spaces on the ground, lower ground and basement levels.

Vehicle access into the site will be via a 5.8 metre wide access driveway off
the southern side of Burnett Street. Within the proposed building there will be
one lane ramps between floor levels for car access with traffic signals to
control opposing vehicle movements.

The design drawings for the proposed development are included with this
report as Attachment A,

TIA - PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL APARTMENTS AND COMMERCIAL
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EXISTING ROAD AND TRAFFIC ENVIRONMENT

4.1 Road Characteristics

The one road of relevance to the proposed development under consideration is
the section of Burnett Street between Elizabeth Street and Argyle Street.

This section of Burnett Street has a straight alignment with a slight downgrade
towards the east.

The 50 km/h urban speed limit applies to Burnett Street.

The Burnett Street/Elizabeth Street and Burnetl Street/Argyle Street
intersections are both controlled by traffic signals.

Burnett Street is four lanes wide — two lanes in cach direction. The kerbside
lanes are normally used for on-street parking, but no stopping “clearway’
restrictions apply during the peak periods on weekdays.

The specific parking controls on the southern side of Burnett Street, in the
vicinity of the development site, are as follows:

¢ ‘No Stopping’, 7.30 = 9.00am and 4.30 - 6.00pm, Monday to Friday;

* half hour time limited parking, 9.00 am - 4.30pm, Monday to Friday;
and

* unrestricted parking at other times
There are around 3.0m wide footpaths on both sides of Burnett Street.
Views along Bumnett Street are shown in Photographs 4.1 and 4.2. The

proposed position of the access driveway to the development site is shown in
Photograph 4.3.
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Photograph 4.1: View to east along Burnett Street with the
development site on the right

Photograph 4.2: View to west along Burnett Street with the
development site on the left
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Photograph 4.3: View of approximate location of proposed access
driveway to development site from Burnett Street at roll door

4.2 Traffic Activity

In connection with another development, this consultant has previously
undertaken a traffic survey on this section of Burnett Street. The survey was
carried out approximately 50 metres to the east of the Elizabeth Street
intersection and the volume of traffic travelling along Burnett Street at that
location would be very similar to that passing the development site that is the
subject of this report.

The morning peak period was counted on Wednesday 1 November 2017,
between 8.00am and 9.00am. During that time period, it was found that there
were 1,300 vehicles/hour travelling along Burnett Street (550 vehicles/hour
travelling eastbound and 750 vehicles/hour travelling westbound).

The afternoon peak period was counted on Tuesday 31 October 2017, between
4.30pm and 5.30pm. During that time period, it was found that there were
1,099 vehicles/hour travelling along Burnett Street (565 vehicles/hour
travelling castbound and 534 vehicles/hour travelling westbound).

4.3 Crash Record

All crashes that result in personal injury are required to be reported to
Tasmania Police. Tasmania Police record all crashes that they attend. Any
crashes that result in property damage only, which are reported to Tasmania
Police, are also recorded even though they may not visit the site.
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Details of reported crashes are collated and recorded on a computerised
database that is maintained by the Department of State Growth.

The crash history in the vicinity of the proposed development has been
examined for the last five years (1 October 2014 — 1 October 2019).

Along the section of Burnett Street between Elizabeth and Argyle Streets there
was a total of sixteen reported crashes. These all resulted in property damage
only. Four of the crashes were ‘parallel lane/side swipe’ type collisions and
three involved collisions with parked cars. Overall, there was no strong
pattern or commonality amongst the crash types.

At the Burnett Street/Argyle Street intersection there was a total of twenty
reported crashes (three minor injury, two first aid and fifteen property damage
only). Ten of the crashes were rear end type collisions and there were three
crashes involving vehicles losing control. There was no pattern of crashes that
could be treated by making adjustments to the traffic signals.

4.4  Other Transport Modes
Metro operates regular bus services in the vicinity of the development site.

Elizabeth Street is part of the Turn Up and Go (North) route which operates
every 10 minutes Monday to Friday 7am — 7pm; every 20 minutes Saturdays
Tam - 7pm; and every 30 minutes Sundays and Public Holidays 7am — 7pm.

Service number 540 runs between Mount Stuart, North Hobart, West Hobart
and the city centre. This service operates at approximately 40} minute intervals
on weekdays with additional service during the peak periods.

This makes public transport an attractive option for trips associated with the
development site, particularly for people travelling to and from the city centre.

There are also bicycle lanes along the one way sections of Argyle Street and
Campbell Street for northbound and southbound travel respectively to and
from the city centre and along Argyle Street to the north of Burnett Street for
both directions of travel.
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TRAFFIC GENERATION BY THE DEVELOPMENT

The expected traffic generation by the proposed residential apartments has
been based on findings from surveys by this consultant as well as based on the
information and advice contained in the Roads and Maritime Services (New
South Wales) Guide to Traffic Generating Developments, Version 2.2,
October 2002.

Residential apartments

The residential apartments will have one to three bedrooms. Each apartment
will be provided with at least one and mostly two car parking spaces in the
ground floor, lower ground floor and basement floor car parking levels.

The updated “Technical Direction” to the Roads and Maritime Services Guide
dated August 2013 advises that the trip generation for residential dwellings in
regional arcas of New South Wales is 7.4 trips/dwelling/day.

This is consistent with findings by this consultant for dwellings in Tasmania.
Surveys in the built-up areas of Tasmania over a number of years have found
that typically this figure is 8.0 wips/dwelling/day with smaller residential units
generating around 4 trips/unit/day and larger units generating around 6
trip/unit/day.

As has been outlined in TIA reports by this consultant for other developments,

peak hour traffic surveys have been undertaken at other existing unit
developments in the Hobart area. One of these was on Sandy Bay Road in
2015 at the apartments in the Governor’s Square development at 74 Sandy
Bay Road which have car parking access off Sandy Bay Road. The traffic
generation by these Governor’s Square apartments during the peak hour was
3.75 vehicles/apartment/hour. These apartments each have two bedrooms.

In addition to the above, the following points are also relevant in estimating
the traffic generation by the proposed development:

- the apartments in the development will have access to mostly two on-
site car parking spaces;

- the development site is very close to the North Hobart shopping centre
(under 400m walking distance to middle of the centre);

- the development is within easy walking distance of the North Hobart
shopping centre;

- it only takes about 15 minutes to reach the city centre on foot;

- high frequency bus services pass along Elizabeth Street in close
proximity to the development site; and

- bicycle lanes have been provided along Argyle and Campbell Streets.
Based on the above, but mainly of the car parking access, the proposed

apartments are expected to generate slightly more traffic activity than the
Grosvenor Square apartments. at a rate of 5.0 vehicles/apartment/day.
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As indicated in the Roads and Maritime Services guide, the trip generation
rates for medium density residential flat buildings are as follows:

Small units and flats (up to two bedrooms):

* daily vehicle trips = 4-5 per dwelling;
* weekday peak hour vehicle trips = 0.4-0.5 per dwelling.

Larger units and town houses (three or more bedrooms):

e daily vehicle trips = 5.0-6.5 per dwelling;
e weekday peak hour vehicle trips = 0.5-0.65 per dwelling.

The proposed development contains 31 apartments. There are 3 one-bedroom
apartments, 16 two-bedroom apartments and 12 three-bedroom apartments.

Again, this suggests a trip generation rate of 5 vehicles/day/apartment is
applicable.

The estimated trip generation for the apartments are:

e daily vehicle trips = 155 vehicles/day;
e weekday peak hour vehicle trips = 16 vehicles/hour.

Commercial tenancy

The Roads and Maritime Services guide indicates trip generation rates for
office and commercial are:

¢ daily vehicle trips = 10 per 100m? gross floor arca
e afternoon peak hour vehicle trips = 2 per 100m” gross floor arca

The proposed development will have a 139m? of commercial floor space, so
the expected traffic generation is:

e daily vehicle trips = 14 vehicles/day:
® afternoon peak hour vehicle trips = 3 vehicles/hour.

The trip generation associated with the different use activities in the proposed
development are summarised in Table 5.1.

AFTERNOON PEAK
DAILY VEHICLES HOUR
VEHICLES
31 Apartments 155 16
139m” Commercial 14 3
Total 169 19

Table 5.1: Summary of traffic generation
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TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT AND IMPACT

This section of the report evaluates the impact that the expected traffic from
the proposed development will have on the adjacent road network.

Consideration is given to the adequacy of sight distances at the development
driveway access. Car parking provision and the internal road and parking
layout arc also reviewed.

6.1  Operational Impact of Increased Traffic Activity

The Department of State Growth publication, A Framework for Undertaking
Traffic Impact Assessments states that the traffic implications associated with
a development should be tested for the tenth year after the opening date.

As the road network in central Hobart approaches saturation conditions during
the peak periods, the capacity for unrestrained growth is limited. Accordingly,
traffic growth along Burnett Street is assumed to be 1% per annum.

Applying twelve years’ growth to the traffic survey that was conducted in
October/November 2017 gives traffic flows along Burnett Street of

1,465 vehicles/hour in the morning peak and 1,238 vehicles/hour in the
afternoon peak.

The trip generation associated with the proposed residential apartments and
commercial development has been calculated to be up to 19 vehicles/hour
during the afternoon peak hour. This is not a particularly high traffic
movements or a development, one vehicle every three minutes during peak
hour periods and even less at other times,

The traffic signals at Burnett Street/Argyle Street will create gaps in the traffic
stream that will make it easier for traffic turning in and out of the development
site.

The low number of private vehicle movements that will be generated by the
development combined with the gaps in the traffic stream that will be
generated by the upstream traffic signals means that the access to and from the
development site will operate without any significant queuing or delay.

This reflects the operation of all the other existing accesses along this section
of Burnett Street that have been and are operating satisfactorily.

6.2 Assessment of Available Sight Distances

Safe intersection sight distances for private driveways are set out in AS 2890.1
as a requirement of Clause E6.7.2 Al. It states: the location, sight distance,
width and gradient of an access must be designed and constructed 1o comply
with section 3 — “Access Facilities to Off-street Parking Areas and Queuing
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Areas” of AS/NZS 2890.1:2004 Parking Facilities Part 1: Off-street car
parking.

AS 2890.1 details the desirable sight distance to approaching vehicles at 50
km/h on public roads from a driveway, such as is under consideration in this
assessment, is 69m. The approach 85" percentile vehicle speeds at this
location would be a little less than the speed limit.

Sight distance for vehicles turning out of the development site has been
measured from the point where a vehicle would stop and give way (around
2.5 metres back from the edge of the road).

The sight distance to the left (looking west) for vehicles turning out of the
development site is over 100 metres (Photograph 6.1).

The sight distance to the right (looking east) for vehicles turning out of the
development site is over 100 metres (Photograph 6.2).

Sight distance from a vehicle travelling east along Burnett Street to a vehicle
waiting to turn right into the development site is over 100 metres (Photograph
6.3).

The sight distance to the east for a vehicle turning right into the development
site is over 100 metres (Photograph 6.4).

All of these sight distances execed the Planning Scheme requirements.
Consideration has also been given to the required sight triangle between
motorists exiting the driveway and pedestrians approaching along the Burnett

Street footpath, as indicated in Figure 3.3 of AS 2890.1.

The pedestrian sight triangle for vehicles entering Burnett Street will be
provided as required by AS 2890.1.
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Photograph 6.1: View to west along Burnett Street from the access
to the proposed development

Photograph 6.2: View to east along Burnett Street from the access
to the proposed development

Su—— TIA — PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL APARTMENTS AND COMMERCIAL
Wm PRODANOVICs : oey DEVELOPMENT, 40 & 42-44 BURNETT STREET, NORTH HOBART



Item No. 12

Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion) Page 370
City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020 ATTACHMENT B

Photograph 6.3: View to west, back along Burnett Street, from
the rear of a vehicle waiting to turn right into the site

Photograph 6.4: View to east along Burnett Street, from a
vehicle waiting to turn right into the proposed development
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6.3 Car Parking Provision

Table E6.1 in the Parking and Access Code of the Hobart Interim Planning
Scheme 2015 sets out the number of car parking spaces required for various
land uses.

The planning scheme requires one parking space for residential apartments
with one bedroom and two parking spaces for residential apartments with two
or more bedrooms, plus one visitor parking space per four residential
apartments

For the proposed development this equates to:
(1x3)+(2x28)+(0.25x31)=3 + 56 + 8 = 67 spaces.

The planning scheme requires | parking space for each 30m? of floor area for
business and professional services use. This equates to 5 parking spaces for
the commercial floor area of the development.

The total planning scheme parking requirement for the proposed development
is 72 car parking spaces.

The development site has a number of characteristics that are likely to reduce
the reliance of the residential occupants travelling by private car:

¢ the development is within an easy short walking distance of the
North Hobart shopping centre;

* it only takes about 15 minutes to reach the Hobart city centre on
foot;

¢ high frequency bus services pass along Elizabeth Street in close
proximity to the development site; and

¢ bicycle lanes have been provided along Argyle and Campbell
Streets.

These characteristics will combine to substantially reduce the reliance of the
development’s residents on private car travel and it is considered that the
Planning Scheme parking requirements for the apartments can be reduced by
25%, from 67 1o 50 parking spaces.

Consequently, the required parking for the proposed apartment development is
considered to be 55 car parking spaces plus 5 car parking spaces for the
commercial tenancy, a tolal of 60 car parking spaces.

The proposed development includes 61 parking spaces.

It is therefore concluded that the car parking supply on the site will be more
than sufficient to meet the parking demand.
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6.4  Internal Access Driveway and Parking Layout

The proposed access driveway to the development site will be 5.8m wide,
which is sufficient to accommodate the two-way traffic movement.

Technical advice on the layout of circulation roadways and parking areas is
contained in Australian Standard AS2890, Part 1: Off-street car parking.

The specific dimensions that have been assessed include the following:

- All residential parking spaces will be 5.4m long and 2.4m wide in
accordance with minimum requirements for User Class 1A (as detailed
in Figure 2.2 of AS 2890.1 for 90-degree parking);

- All commercial parking spaces for staff/employees will be 5.4m long
and 2.4m wide in accordance with minimum requirements for User
Class 1A (as detailed in Figure 2.2 of AS 2890.1 for 90-degree
parking);

- There will be at least a 300mm clearance to the side walls and columns
will be positioned correctly (0.75m back from back of parking bays)
for door opening and manoeuvring (as detailed in Figure 2.2 and
Figure 5.2 of AS 2890.1);

- The width of the parking aisle for the residential parking will be at
least the minimum 5.8m and in the commercial parking arca around
6.2-6.6m (as required in Figure 2.2 of AS 2890.1 for User Class 1A
more than required for User Class 3 90-degree parking);

- There will be at least a 1.0m extension to the ends of the parking aisle
for cars to reverse out of parking spaces (as detailed in Figure 2.3 of
AS 2890.1);

- The security access gate will be within the building so space for one
car o stop if necessary. before entering the building clear of the street;

- The height clearance will be a minimum of 2.2m in all trafficable areas
as required by AS 2890.1, allowing for any beams:

- The grade of the ramps will be up to 25% with the addition of
transition sections at each end. The 25% grade will be on the inside
curve of the ramp with a lesser grade at the outside curve.

It was decided no motoreycle parking would be provided in the car park
(normally 2 required). Instead. there will be parking for bicycles on each
parking level which is more appropriate for the predominantly residential use
of the building and bicycle lanes on nearby streets.

With all dimensions meeting the requirements of AS 2890.1, the driveway,

parking spaces and circulation areas will be compliant with the standard and
meet the Acceptable Solution for Clause E6.7.5.
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The car parking is to be provided on the ground, lower ground and basement
levels. Because of the constrained nature of the development site, it will not

be possible to construct the ramps that connect the three levels of the car park
sufficiently wide to accommodate simultancous two-way traffic.

The ramp that connects the ground and lower ground levels and the ramp that
connects the lower ground and basement levels will both be one-lane ramps
controlled by traffic signals.

The parking associated with the commercial area and residential visitors will
be provided on the ground level. Therefore, the only people using the ramps
will be those who live in the residential apartments and will be familiar with
this signal operation.

The grade of the ramps with transitions meets the requirements of AS 2890.1.

Technical advice on the operation of traffic signals is contained in the
Austroads Guide to Traffic Management, Part 9: Traffic Operations.
Appendix G gives guidance on signal timings.

Indicative settings for the traffic signals controlling the ramps as follows:

* 0 seconds — basic minimum green, allowing for a starting delay
when the signal changes and for the number of vehicles waiting;

¢ 3 seconds — yellow time, warning that the phase is terminating (if
the signals do not include a yellow signal, this time is to be added to
the all-red time); and

* Oseconds —all-red time, allowing for a vehicle crossing the stop line
at the end of the yellow interval to clear the point where vehicles
travelling in the opposite direction are queued (based on 35 metres
between stop lines and a vehicle speed of 15 km/h).

The trip generation associated with the residential apartments is only 16
vehicles/hour and so there will be no capacity issues associated with the
operation of the one-lane ramps.

Disabled car parking

There is not a requirement to provide disabled car parking for residential
developments as proposed under the building code.

The commercial car parking will have only five car parking spaces. The
Building Code of Australia state that where the car park has not more than five
car parking spaces, a disabled parking space is not required.

It has been concluded there should not be a need for a marked disabled car
parking space because this would reduce the parking supply to only four cars
in this area.

TIA - PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL APARTMENTS AND COMMERCIAL
DEVELOPMENT, 40 & 42-44 BURNETT STREET. NORTH HOBART
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Waste collection/servicing

The collection of domestic waste will be undertaken by arrangements with
Hobart City Council.

The bins will be moved from the bin storage area just inside the building, as
detailed on the site layout drawings, and along the driveway to the street
frontage for collection,

Commercial tenancy serving and waste collection will be attended to by
commercial or private contractors from on-street parking, some occurring
outside business hours, as is normal for businesses in the Hobart area.

20
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7. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

A development is proposed at 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart. It
will include 31 residential apartments and 139m? of commercial floor space.

The existing road and traffic environment in the vicinity of the proposed
development has been reviewed and it was found that there are no traffic
issues of concern.

The likely traffic generation associated with the proposed development has
been calculated to be 169 vehicles/day and 19 vehicles/hour during the peak
traffic periods.

The development site has a number of characteristics that are likely to result in
many of the trips being made by modes other than private car:

¢ the site is within easy walking distance of the North Hobart shopping
area;

® it only takes about 15 minutes to reach the Hobart city centre on foot;

* high frequency bus services pass along Elizabeth Street in close
proximity to the development site; and

e bicycle lanes have been provided along Argyle and Campbell Streets.

The traffic signals at Burnett Street/Argyle Street will create gaps in the traffic
stream that will make it easier for traffic trning in and out of the development
site. The low number of private vehicle trips that will be generated by the
development combined with the gaps in the Burnett Street traffic stream that
will be generated by upstream traffic signals means that the access to and from
the development site will operate without any significant queuing or delay.

The various safe intersection sight distances associaled with vehicles entering
and exiting the development’s driveway access were found to satisfy the
requirements set out in AS 2890. 1

The proposed development includes 61 parking spaces. Given the
development site’s characteristics which will combine to substantially reduce
the reliance of the development’s residents on private car travel, it is
concluded that this will be more than sufficient to meet the parking demand.

The dimensions of the access driveway and internal parking aisles and parking
spaces will be compliant with the relevant Australian Standard. There is
sufficient manoeuvring area for each parking space and all vehicles will be
able to exit in a forward direction.

Because of the constrained nature of the development site, the ramps that
connect the different levels of the car park will be one-lane wide and
controlled with traffic signals. The low level of traffic activity within the site

21
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with no more than 16 vehicles/hour will ensure there will be no capacity issues
associated with the operation of the one-lane ramps.

The collection of domestic waste will be undertaken by arrangements with
Hobart City Council with provision within the front of the building for storage
of bins.

Commercial tenancy serving and waste collection will be attended to by
commercial or private contractors from on-street parking, some occurring
outside business hours, as is normal for businesses in the Hobart area.

Overall, it is concluded that the proposed development will not give rise to any
adverse operational or safety issues and it is supported on traffic grounds.

Sm— TIA - PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL APARTMENTS AND COMMERCIAL
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ATTACHMENT A
Design drawings detailing layout of proposed development
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MILAN PRODANOVIC BEe.peng
TRAFFIC ENGINEERING & ROAD SAFETY

26 October 2020

Indra Boss

Town Planner

Johnstone, McGee & Gandy Pty Lid
117 Harrington St

HOBART TAS 7000

Dear Indra

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL APARTMENT AND COMMERCIAL
DEVELOPMENT - 40 & 42-44 BURNETT STREET, NORTH HOBART

I refer to the request for further information from the Hobart City Council in
regard to the above proposed development.

The following advice is provided for issues related to traffic that have been
identified as requiring more detail and advice:

PA3

To satisfy Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015 clauses £6.7.3 Acceptable
Solution Al the scaled and dimensioned design drawings must include:

Plan view demonstrating sufficient width for passing (B85 passing B99 per
AS2890.1) along the circulation roadway, including ait curves and bends.

ADVICE

Dimensions on the Ground Floor drawing show that the driveway/parking
aisle into the building from Burnett Street to the far side of visitor Parking
Space 5 will have a width of 6.2m, apart from at the entry gate where it will
be 5.8m. Beyond this to the end of the aisle it will be 6.8m wide.

The parking aisles on other two parking levels will also be 6.2m/6.8m wide
and the turning area between the two aisles on these levels will be 7.2m
wide.

The one-lane ramps (two ramps) between the three levels of parking will be
4.2m wide.

For continuous movements of opposing vehicles AS 2890.1 required
provision for B85 and B99 cars to pass one another in opposite directions.

This will clearly be available on the straight parking aisles. Through the
turning area between the two parking aisles on the Lower Ground Level and

11 KYTHERA PLACE, ACTON PARK TASMANIA 7170
TEL: (03) 6248 7323  MOBILE: 0402 900 106
EMAIL: milglad@bigpond.net.au ABN: 51 345 664 433
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MILAN PRODANOVIC Bk peng
TRAFFIC ENGINEERING & ROAD SAFETY

also Basement Level, B85/B99 vehicles will be able to pass one another. If a
car does approach this area too far to the right at times, cars will be able to
pass one vehicle at a time. This is permitted in AS 2890.1 (Clause 2.5.2 (¢)
and the available width clearly is sufficient to accommodate a B99 car. This
will not create any operational issue as the opposing traffic volume will be
quite low (see advice below).

While the (Gandy and Roberts) car turn paths show a B85 car negotiating the
one lane ramp, the proposed geometric design of the ramp will accommodate
a B99 car. There will also be sufficient aisle width at each end of the ramp
for BE5/B99 car to pass one another.

Drawings demonstrating these were not available when preparing this advice
and their provision could be a condition of the planning permit, if required.

It should be noted no pavement arrows are proposed in the
circulation/parking aisles. The arrows shown on the drawings are intended to
show directional movements and the arrows showing travel on the right side
are an error. It is proposed all directional arrows be removed.

PA4

To satisfy Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015 clauses E6.7.4 Acceprable
Solution Al the scaled and dimensioned design drawings must include:

Plan view demonstrating onsite turning for a B99 vehicle such that vehicles
can enter and exit the property in a forward direction (assuming all parking
spaces, including designated visitor spaces, are occupied).

ADVICE

There should not be any vehicles other than those belonging to residents
proceeding beyond the ground floor level. Residents proceeding to the other
two parking levels will have allocated parking spaces and therefore will
turnaround using the allocated parking bay.

On the ground floor level, if the parking bays are all occupied and a visiting
car needed to turnaround to exit the building, it was envisaged a B99 car
could easily turn around in the area of the ramp with the rear wheels of the
reversing vehicle positioned just onto the 1:8 transition ramp. This
manoeuvre is not seen Lo create any adverse conflict or problem with the use
of the ramp; approaching vehicles on the ramp will be on an upgrade plus
such situations would occur infrequently.
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Should this be a concern for council, it is recommended Parking Bay 8 be
designated as a turnaround bay, which could occur based on the discussion
on parking bay numbers at the end of Page 17 in the TIA report.

PAS.1

To satisfy Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015 clauses £6.7.5 Accepiable
Solution Al the scaled and dimensioned design drawings must include:

A fully dimensioned layout of car parking spaces, access aisles, circulation
roadways and ramps, turning areas and driveway that is designed to comply
with Section 2 of AS/NZS 2890.1:2004 and must have sufficient headroom to
comply with Section 5.3 of AS/NZS 2890.1:2004.

To satisfy clauses E6.7.5 Acceptable Solution Al, AS/NZS 2890.1:2004
Section 2 and AS/NZS 2890.1:2004 Section 3.3, scaled and dimensioned

design drawings must include:

- Fully dimensioned plan view showing the lavout of car parking

space(s);

- Fully dimensioned plan view showing the minimum widih of entire
driveway, along with curve radii;

- Plan view and long section along the proposed driveway centreline;

- Plan view and long section along the proposed driveway centreline and
inner wheel paths;

- Elevation or section view showing sufficient headroom to satisfv
Section 5.3 of AS/NZS 2890.1:2004.

ADVICE

As outlined in the TIA report, the architectural design ensures there will be a
minimum height clearance of 2.2m in all trafficable areas including at the
ramps. The ramps have been designed so that the grade on the inside radius
of the ramp will be 25%.

Drawings demonstrating this were not available when preparing this advice
and their provision could be a condition of the planning permit, if required.

PA 5.2

To satisfy Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015 clauses E6.7.5 Accepiable
Solution Al the scaled and dimensioned design drawings must include:
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Standard single tum B99 swept paths (including 300mm manoeuvring
clearance) into and out of all the proposed car parking space(s), ensuring
swept paths do nor conflict with adjacent parking spaces, structures or fixed
objects.

ADVICE

Assessment of the geometric layout of the car parking bays and aisles has
found the layout meets AS 2890.1 requirements, as outlined in the TIA
report.

There is not a requirement in the standard that parking bays be individually
designed for use by B99 cars. Clause B2.3 details the reasons for this, as the
one part of the car park design that is based on B85 cars.

Notwithstanding this, the car park design has been based on the Figure 2.2
and hence is compliant.

Single parking space 5 on the Lower Ground and Basement Levels has extra
manoeuvring width, plus these bays can be allocated to residents with B85 of
small cars.

PAI3

Scaled and dimension plan(s) demonstrating off-streetr commercial vehicle
facilities for loading, unloading or manoewvring in accordance with
Australian Standard for Parking Facilities, Part 2: Off-street commercial
vehicle facilities AS 2890.2:2018.

A waste management plan thai:

- Includes provisions for commercial waste services for the handling,
storage, transport and disposal of domestic and commercial waste
and recycle bins from the development

- Demaonstrates that all commercial waste collection processes can be

undertaken wholly within the boundaries of the property.

ADVICE

The TIA report provides details about waste collection. It is not proposed
that commercial vehicles will enter the building for waste collection.
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ADVICE REGARDING TRAFFIC CONFLICTS AND TRAFFIC
SIGNAL OPERATION

As detailed in the TIA report:

The trip generation associated with the proposed residential apartments and
commercial development has been calculated to be up to 19 vehicles/hour
during the afternoon peak hour. This is not a particularly high traffic
movements for a development, one vehicle every three minutes during peak
hour periods and even less at other times.

The highest opposing vehicle movement at a constraint location will be at the
first ramp from the Ground Floor Level.

At this location, the expected maximum conflicting traffic volume will be
around 16 vehicles/hour.

Based on an equal directional split in the traffic movement, a travel speed of
10km/h along the ramp and a 10m passing area at the end of the ramp (total
length of ramp and passing arca of 27m):

- the probability of delay will be around 2%
- the average delay will be around one second on arrival at the ramp; and
- the average queue length will not exceed one vehicle (99%ile queue of
0.1m).
These performance outputs are understandable when there will be several
minules on average between vehicle arrivals.

The signal setup to control vehicle movements along the one lane ramps is
expected to be similar as that outlined in the attached descriptions of
available ramp signal systems.

The traffic signals would be suspended from the roof with traffic mirrors to
provide a view of the ramp. Different options exist to sense a waiting car.
These would also allow cars to enter exit to parking bays near the ramps in
safety without a car approaching along the ramp.

Yours sincerely

g

Milan Prodanovic

n
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CAR PARK TRAFFIC LIGHT SYSTEMS

1. RAPID AUTOMATIC ACCESS

Rapid Automatic Access offers a solution to safely control the traffic in a multi-level car park,
where ramps between levels are shared for traffic going up or down.

When only a single vehicle can utilise a car park ramp at any one time, car park traffic light
systems resolve any potential issues. By using traffic lights and our Rapid ramp controllers,
the car park building can be designed with a one way ramp, for traffic going up or down.

The safety of both vehicle traffic in a car park is paramount. Rapid Automatic has installed
these traffic systems in many car parks across Australia, reducing the potential for any
unnecessary incidents.

Traffic light ramp controllers are available for car parks with single lane access. With the
Rapid Ramp control panels, you can control the flow of traffic by setting the traftic light
sequence depending on the direction of the vehicle flow in your car park. When there is no
vehicle traffic, the default state will keep all traffic lights either green or red depending on the
layout and traffic flow in and out of the building — this is determined case by case.

2. TPS GROUP

TPS has installed vehicle priority systems and traffic light systems for clients that have issues

with car park access where only a single vehicle can traverse a driveway.

The use of traffic lights combined with a TPS Vehicle Priority controller and in ground loops
or beam sensors enables buildings to be designed with a one way ramp or single direction
vehicle access point. We have designed and installed systems for developments with up to 10
levels of basement parking. Ramp detection and waiting bays with our Vehicle Detection
sensors allows for site specific programming to reduce prolonged waiting times to enter or
exit the site.

Traffic Light System Installation with Wireless Communication
TPS Traffic and Parking Systems has installed traffic light systems for construction sites that

require two way access via a one way drive way or lane. This is an excellent solution that
saves costs on expensive man power required for traffic controllers on site.
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The system can be installed permanently or temporarily, the traffic light system is activated
by vehicle sensors and can wirelessly transmit detection of a vehicle between the two traffic
lights.

i T
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Vehicle Priority System Diagram
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Concept Sweep Path Diagrams

'.I.G 8 & 10 Petchey Street - November 2018 49
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APPENDIX |

Concept Services

'.I.G 8 & 10 Petchey Street - November 2018 50
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19.0309 - Concept Services Report — 42-44 Burnett Street — 07/10/2020

Version control

Revision  Description Issue date Issued by
1 Planning Approval 18/09/2020  Joshua Farner
2 Planning Approval 07/10/2020 Simon Palmer

PROJECT NUMBER 19.0309
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Gandy and Roberts Consulting Engineers
STRUCTURAL CIVIL HYDRAULICS
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mail@gandyandroberts.com.au

159 Davey Street Hobart, Tasmania 7000
www.gandyandroberts.com.au
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19.0309 - Concept Services Report — 42-44 Burnett Street — 07/10/2020
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19.0309 - Concept Services Report — 42-44 Burnett Street — 07/10/2020

1 Background
An apartment building development is currently proposed at 42-44 Burnett Street, Hobart. In order to

comply with Hobart City Council planning scheme requirements, Gandy and Roberts have been
engaged to provide a concept services report in support of the development application.

2 Planning Scheme Requirements

The current Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015 requires that this development manages
stormwater in compliance with the Stormwater Management Code. Code requirements for this
development are:

Acceptable Solution A2 of Clause E7.7.1 Stormwater Drainage and Disposal states:

A stormwater system for a new development must incorporate water sensitive urban design
principles™ for the treatment and disposal of stormwater if any of the following apply:

(a) the size of new impervious area is more than 600 m’;
(b) new car parking is provided for more than 6 cars;
(c) @ subdivision is for more than 5 lots.

This development meets criteria (b) of the clause and therefore water sensitive urban design principles
must be incorporated into the design of stormwater management for the site.

Acceptable Solution A3 of Clause E7.7.1 Stormwater Drainage and Disposal states:

A minor stormwater drainage system must be designed to comply with all of the following:

(a) be able to accommodate a storm with an ARl of 20 years in the case of non-industrial zoned land and
an ARI of 50 years in the case of industrial zoned land, when the land serviced by the system is fully

developed;

(b) stormwater runoff will be no greater than pre-existing runoff or any increase can be accommodated
within existing or upgraded public stormwater infrastructure.

This development incorporates a minor stormwater drainage system, therefore the design must satisfy
both criterion (a) and criterion (b) of Acceptable Solution A3. As the development is on Commercially
zoned land, the 20 year ARI storm must be accommodated in the design.

1 Water Sensitive Urban Design Engineering Procedures for Stormwater Management in Southern Tasmania or
the Model for Urban Stormwater improvement Conceptualisation (MUSIC), a nationally recognised stormwater
land developn

modelling software package used to nt proposals based on local conditions including

o

rainfall, land use and topography, is recognised as current best practice.

I
/]
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3 Stormwater Management

3.1 Water Sensitive Urban Design

3.1.1 Performance Criteria

Performance Criteria P2 of Clause E7.7.1 requires:

A stormwater system for a new development must incorporate a stormwater drainage system of a size
and design sufficient to achieve the stormwater quality and quantity targets in accordance with the
State Stormwater Strategy 2010, as detailed in Table E7.1 unless it is not feasible to do se.

The acceptable stormwater quality and quantity targets are:

80% reduction in the average annual load of total suspended solids (TSS) based on typical urban
stormwater TSS concentrations.

45% reduction in the average annual load of total phosphorus (TP) based on typical urban stormwater
TP concentrations.

45% reduction in the average annual load of total nitrogen (TN) based on typical urban stormwater TN
concentrations.

Stormwater quantity requirements must always comply with requirements of the local authority
including catchment-specific standards. All stormwater flow management estimates should be prepared
according to methodologies described in Australian Rainfall and Runoff (Engineering Australia 2004) or
through catchment modelling completed by a suitably qualified person.

3.1.2 Stormwater System Concept

A management system for the proposed development may incorporate the following design elements,
as shown on Drawing CO11.

3.7 kL detention tank
_  Ocean Protect Storm Filters

3.1.3 MUSIC Modelling

MUSIC V6.2.1 was used to model the performance of the proposed stormwater system. The model
predicted the following performance outcomes:

Total Suspended Solids reduction of 82.5%
Total Phosphorus reduction of 76.1%

Total Nitrogen reduction of 49.1%

Gross Pollutants reduction of 100%

These reduction percentages satisfy Performance Criteria P2 of Clause E7.7.1.

Gandy and Roberts Consulting Engineers 5
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3.2 Existing Infrastructure System Performance

3.2.1 20 Year ARI Storm Event

A 20 year average recurrence interval storm event at the site has an intensity of 8 mm/h for a duration
of 5 minutes (derived from Australian Rainfall and Runoff recommended BOM IFD data).

A DN300 council stormwater main is located outside the property within Burnett Street. The existing
buildings on the development site currently discharge to kerb. The existing underground electricity
and communication cables under the footpath are too high to facilitate a stormwater connection to
the kerb or to the council stormwater main at its current height. The existing stormwater main cannot
be re-laid at a reduced grade on its current alignment as the maximum grade achievable would be
0.9% which significantly reduces the capacity of the main. A new DN150 stormwater line parallel to
the existing main will be required in the Burnett Street road pavement to facilitate a stormwater
connection to the property. The new line cannot be laid in the footpath due to the heavy congestion
of existing services. Refer Drawing C011 (to be confirmed during detailed design).

3.2.2 Stormwater Runoff

The post-developed site will be entirely impervious, and runoff from the site has been calculated as 25
L/s, or an equivalent discharge volume of 7.5 kL with no on-site detention (5% AEP storm event).

The development will restrict the post development flow rate to the pre-development flow rate using
an orifice discharge on a 7.5 kL detention tank.

The proposed development will not exceed the allowable capacity of the existing SW network.

3.2.3 Conclusion

The development can be designed to satisfy Objectives A2 and A3 of Clause E7.7.1 of the Hobart
Interim Planning Scheme 2015.

In order to service the basement level drainage, a small private pump station shall be installed to cater

for stormwater drainage only. This shall discharge into the gravity stormwater drainage system at a
suitable location.

Gandy and Roberts Consulting Engineers 6
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4 Sewer and Water Service

4.1 Existing Infrastructure

4.1.1 Sewer

Existing TasWater sewer and water infrastructure is present within Burnett Street, including a DN150
VC sewer main, and a DN250 CICL water main. Refer Drawing CO11.

4.1.2 Water

A TasWater asset search has verified existing water property connections of unknown diameter. This
existing property connection (assumed DN25) will be abandoned, with a new DN150 connection
provided to the existing DN250 CICL water main. Refer Drawing C011.

From the DN 150 property connection, 2 x DN100 offtakes shall be provided for fire flow, with 1 x DN65
offtake for domestic use.

4.2 Service Requirements for Proposed Development

4.2,1 Sewer
Preliminary modelling has estimated the sewer service requirements as:

Average Dry Weather Flow = 0.13 L/s.
Peak Dry Weather Flow = 0.98 L/s.

A new DN150 sewer property connection will be required. Due to the location of the existing DN100
property connection to 40 Burnett Street in relation to existing buildings, it would not be feasible to
upgrade, and it is proposed to be abandoned. A new DN150 property connection is proposed to the
TasWater DN150 VC sewer main in Burnett Street. Refer Drawing C011.

4.2.2 Water

Preliminary modelling has estimated the water service requirements as:
Domestic Supply = 4 L/s at 650 kPa

Fire Hydrant Flow = 20 L/s at 650 kPa
Fire Sprinkler Flow = 12 L/s at 350 kPa

4.3 Conclusion

The development can be adequately serviced by the existing Taswater infrastructure.

Gandy and Roberts Consulting Engineers 7
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5 Drawings
5.1 Drawing 19.0309 Rev A - C011 CONCEPT SERVICES
5.2 Drawing 19.0309 Rev A - C012 CONCEPT ACCESS

5.3 Drawing 19.0309 Rev A - C013 PUBLIC SW LONGITUDINAL SECTION

Gandy and Roberts Consulting Engineers 8
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6 Appendix.

6.1 Calculations

Gandy and Roberts Consulting Engineers 2]
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Level Basins Bath DWM Water Closet Sink CWM FHR TRO Shower ET's Area Type
Basement 0 4] i 1] 0 0 1] 1] 1 4] Carpark
Lower Ground 0 0 o 0 0 0 o 8 0 0 Carpark
Ground 2 0 0 2 1 0 2 0 0 0 Carpark / Commercial / Utilities
Level 1 24 £) 9 17 9 9 (1] 9 17 7 Apartments RAO1, RAO2 RAD3
Level 2 24 9 9 17 9 9 V] El 17 7 Apartments RAO1, RAO2 RAD3
Level 3 24 9 2 17 9 9 (1] 9 17 7 Apartments RAO1, RAO2 RAD3
Level 4 10 4 4 8 4 4 1] 4 8 3.75 Apartments RAD2 RAD3
Totals 84 31 31 61 32 31 2 39 59 24.75
Fixture Units 84 124 93 244 96 155 195 118
Loading Units 84 248 93 122 96 93 46 117 118
Total Fixture Units 1109
Total Loading Units 1017
Fixture Unit Flow (Sewer) 9.2|u/s Extrapolated from AS3500.3
Loading Unit Flow [Water) El;’s
Average Dry Weather Flow 0.13365|L/s
d' From WSAO2 Figure C1 7.33181
Peak Dry Weather Flow 0.979896|L/s
Water Demands
Domestic Flow 4Lfs 650kPa
Fire Hydrant Flow 20 Lfs 650kPa

Fire Sprinkler Flow 12 Lfs 350kPa
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1. Introduction

1.1. Introduction and brief

This report has been commissioned by lohnstone McGee and Gandy Pty. Ltd., on behalf of the Behrakis Group
Pty. Ltd in order to accompany an application to the Hobart City Council for a proposed redevelopment of the

place known as 40-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart.

The subject site is on the southern side of Burnett Street, between Argyle and Elizabeth Streets, Hobart, PID’s

5658661 and 5658653, and comprising of Certificates of Title 211936/1 and 228032/1 respectively.

The site is not listed on the Tasmanian Heritage Register, nor is a Heritage Place on Table E.13.1 of the Hobart
Interim Planning Scheme 2015 - although it is within the Places of Archaeological Sensitivity as defined by
Figure E.13.1 of the Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015, therefore the provisions of Part E.13.10 of the
planning scheme is applicable. Accordingly, the brief for this project was to develop a statement of historical

archaeological potential as the basis for archaeological planning in any future development of the subject site.

If archaeological potential is predicted, then this is to inform the design of the proposed development, and if
archaeological impact considered possible, then an archaeological impact assessment is to be undertaken
and if such impact is deemed unavoidable, then an archaeological method statement is to be formulated to

industry standard.

Although not listed on the Tasmanian heritage Register, the archaeological approach in this document has
been developed with regard to the Tasmanian Heritage Council’s Practice Note 2 — Managing Historical
Archaeological Significance in the Works Application Process®, and the Tasmanian Heritage Council's
Guidelines for Historical Archaeological Research on Registered Places? as a means of demonstrating a sound

and best-practice approach.

! http://www.heritage.tas.gov.au/media/pdf/2%20Practice%20note%20-%20Archaeology. pdf
2 http://wwwi.heritage.tas.gov.au/media/pdf/Archae%20ResGlines%20% 2 0FINAL%20-%20June%202009. pdf
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Figure 1.1 - A recent aerial image of the area — the subject site depicted in red. www.thelist.tas.gov.au

Figure 1.2 — Cadastral parcels surrounding the subject site (depicted in red) and surrounds (www.thelist.tas.gov.au).

Praxis Environment 2020 2
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1.2. Limitations

This document has the following stated limitations:

- Thisdocument is largely a predictive analysis (i.e. non-invasive) of the possible archaeological resource
and might be subject to further on ground testing to verify findings if deemed necessary by any
stakeholder.

- All depictions of the location of site features are approximate. A surveyor should be engaged if any
party requires exact confirmation of locations.

- The depiction of expected archaeological features in this report largely relies on the accuracy of
historical surveys and data — no guarantee of the accuracy of this historical data is given.

- The scope of this project only included historic heritage values. Consideration of Aboriginal heritage
values is outside the scope.

- Any implications of the location of underground services may only be approximate. Confirmation

where necessary must be sought from professional underground asset locators.

2020
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2. Statutory heritage requirements

This report has been commissioned to consider the historical archaeological potential of the subject site
arising from any applicable statutory listings. The following statutory heritage responsibilities that relate to

historical archaeology are to be met in any development of the subject site:

2.1. Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015

The place is within the area defined in Figure E13.1 of the Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015 (the scheme)

as a Place of Archaeological Potential, therefore the provisions of Part E13.10 are applicable.

Part E13.10 of the scheme details the Development Standards for Places of Archaeological Potential, with the

following Objectives:

13.10.1: Building, Works and Demoalition: To ensure that building, works and demolition at a place of
archaeological potential is planned and implemented in a manner that seeks to understand, retain,
protect, preserve and otherwise appropriately manage significant archaeological evidence.

13.10.2: Subdivision: To ensure that subdivision does not increase the likelihood of adverse impact on

a place of archaeological potential.

The scheme prescribes Performance Criteria for each of these Objectives and pursuant to Part E.13.5
of the scheme, the Planning Authority may require the following to accompany any application for
development of a place of archaeological potential in order to assess the proposal against the

performance criteria:

{f) a statement of archaeological potential;
(a) an archaeological impact assessment;
(h) an archaeological method statement;

Under the definitions of the scheme:

(f) means:
a report prepared by a suitably qualified person that includes all of the following:
a. awritten and illustrated site history;
b. overlay plans depicting the main historical phases of site

development and land use on a modern base layer;

2020
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c. adisturbance history.

d. a written statement of archaeological significance and potential
accompanied by an archaeological sensitivity overlay plan depicting
the likely surviving extent of important archaeological evidence
(taking into consideration key significant phases of site development
and land use, and the impacts of disturbance).

(g) means:
a report prepared by a suitably qualified person that includes a design review and describes
the impact of proposed works upon archaeological sensitivity (as defined in a statement of

archaeological potential).

(h} means:
a report prepared by a suitably qualified person that includes the following where relevant to
the matter under consideration:
a. strategies to identify, protect and/or mitigate impacts to known
and/or potential archaeological values (typically as described in
a Statement of Archaeological Potential);
b. collections management specifications including
proposed storage and curatorial arrangements;
c. identification of measures aimed at achieving a public benefit;
d. details of methods and procedures to be followed in implementing
and achieving (a), (b) and (c) above
e. expertise to be employed in achieving (d) above;
f.  reporting standards including format/s and content, instructions for

dissemination and archiving protocols.

2020
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Acceptable Solution

Performance Criteria

Al. Building and works do not involve

excavation or ground disturbance.

E.13.10.1 - Building and Works other than Demolition

P1. Buildings, works and demolition must net unnecessarily impact on

archaeological resources at places of archaeological potential, having regard

to:
a)
b)

c)

d)

(a)

the nature of the archaeological evidence, either known or predicted;
measures proposed to investigate the archaeological evidence to
confirm predictive statements of potential;

strategies to avoid, minimise and/or control impacts arising from
building, works and demaolition;

where it is demonstrated there is no prudent and feasible alternative
to impacts arising from building, works and demolition, measures
proposed to realise both the research potential in the archaeological
evidence and a meaningful public benefit from any archaeological
investigation;

measures proposed to preserve significant archaeological evidence

‘in situ’.

Al. Subdivision provides for building
restriction envelopes on titles over land
defined as the Place of Archaeological

Potential in Table £13.4.

E.13.10.2 -

P1. Subdivision must not impact on archaeological resources at Places of

Archaeological Potential through demonstrating either of the following:

(a)
(b)

that no archaeological evidence exists on the land;

that there is no significant impact upon archaeological potential.

The current document aims to fulfil those points in a consolidated manner in the assessment of the proposed

development to assist the planning authority to make an informed assessment against the performance

criteria of the scheme.

2.2. Tasmanian Heritage Register

The subject site is not listed on the Tasmanian Heritage Register therefore is not subject to the provisions of

the Historic Cultural Heritage Act 1995. Nonetheless, the archaeological approach in this document has been

developed with regard to the Tasmanian Heritage Council’'s Practice Note 2 — Managing Historical

Archaeological Significance in the Works Application Process®, and the Tasmanian Heritage Council's

Guidelines for Historical Archaeological Research on Registered Places* as a means of demonstrating a sound

and best-practice approach.

* http://www.heritage.tas.gov.au/media/pdf/2%20Practice%20note%20-%20Archaeology. pdf

*http://www.heritage.tas.gov.au/media/pdf/Archae%20ResGlines%20%20F INAL%20-%20June%202009. pdf
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2.3. Other statutory heritage registers/lists

The subject site is not listed on any of the following statutory registers:

- The National Heritage List
- The Commonwealth Heritage List

- The World Heritage List

Nor is it included in any buffer zones arising from those lists, therefore is not subject to the historic heritage

provisions of the respective Acts which enable statutory input into development of places on those lists.

2.4. Aboriginal Heritage Act 1975 (amended 2017)

An assessment of any possible Aboriginal heritage values is not part of the brief for this report; nonetheless
the provisions of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1975 are applicable to the place. A search of the Tasmanian
Aboriginal Heritage sites register (Job # 20192984) did not identify any registered Aboriginal heritage or
apparent risk of impacting Aboriginal heritage. The Tasmanian Government Unanticipated Discovery Plan —
Procedure for the management of unanticipated discoveries of Aboriginal relics in Tasmania must be

implemented in the event that any Aboriginal heritage items are discovered during the course of any works.
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3. Archaeological Methodology

This statement of archaeological potential is derived from a process which identifies the potential of the site

to yield archaeological remains, the significance of any remains, and their potential to yield meaningful

information about the site, and which might contribute to relevant key archaeological and historical themes.

The following briefly outlines the methodology followed:

Determining general archaeological potential: Through a desktop analysis of historical data and

secondary sources, as well as non-invasive site observations, an understanding of the evolution of the
site has been gained which has allowed an assessment of the archaeological potential (however
significant) of any part of the site - resulting in substantiated predictions of the likelihood of finding

something upon any particular part of the site.

This has been done by analysing primary source material, summarizing the developmental history of
the site and developing a chronological narrative detailing an overview of the history of all known
features to have ever existed on the site. Where possible, developmental overlays have been
developed from historic maps, plans, photographs and other visual documentation. This overlay has
been supported by other observations providing supplementary information, and also includes
processes such as demolition and disturbance which may have removed or destroyed potential

remains — and may have diminished the archaeological potential.

Assessing the significance and potential of any likely archaeological resources to yield meaningful

information: Upon understanding the archaeological potential through desktop and site analysis, the
next step was to understand its relationship to any aspect of the identified significance of the place —
e.g. do the remains have the potential to demonstrate an aspect of the significance of the site or
related key historic theme? The potential for any of the archaeological remains to demonstrate
important aspects of the history of the site, whether in a state, regional or thematic context, is to be

considered.

Understanding possible impact of development and formulation of management strategies: Based on

any identified archaeological potential and significance of the site, consideration will be given as to
whether the proposed development will impact upon any likely archaeological remains and if

necessary broad management strategies will be proposed to manage any impact.
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Table 1 (below) demonstrates the steps of this assessment:

Methodology for formulation of the statement of archaeological potential

If ‘no’

If 'yes'

1. Archaeological potential.

Are you likely to find something if you dig
here? (i.e. a Statement of Archaeological
Potential).

Further action may not be required,
although a contingency plan may be

required for unexpected finds.

IThe significance of the
archaeological potential should be

investigated.

2. Significance.
Could anything you find here greatly
contribute to our understanding of the site

or related significant theme?

Further action may not be required.

The likely integrity of the
archaeological remains should be

investigated.

3. Integrity.

Are any archaeological remains likely to be

Further action may not be required,

although a contingency plan is

The likelihood of significant

archaeological remains is

Will proposed works impact upon the
significant archaeological remains? i.e. an

Wrchaeological Impact Assessment.

Further action may not be required,
although a contingency plan may be

required for unexpected impacts.

intact? required for unexpected integrity.

confirmed,

An Archaeoclogical Method
4. Impact

Statement will be required to detail
how impact will be

managed/mitigated.
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4. Historical background of the subject site

4.1. Research methodology

For this initial assessment of archaeological potential, the depiction of the physical history of the site will be
the main consideration — with other aspects of site history (i.e. social histories, economic history, associations
et. al.) likely to be more useful in any post-investigation analysis of findings (i.e. artifact assessment), therefore
beyond the scope of the current document. Similarly, the history of other townscape developments is beyond
the scope of the current document however may be useful in further detailed analysis of future archaeological

findings.

In order to gain an overview of what once existed on the site, as the basis for predicting archaeological remains,
the following is a brief overview of the historical development of the site based on primary source documents
(the subject site depicted in red) as well as overviews drawn from the secondary sources as detailed above.
Note that this is a brief historical overview, concentrating solely on physical development, sufficient only for
basic archaeological planning. As per above, further historical research is required in order to refine a detailed
archaeological research design, which is provided here in Section 5. Such detail is also required to supplement
the interpretation of archaeological findings — requiring an iterative process of the assessment of findings
against further historical and comparative research from both primary and secondary sources, which should

be provided in an archaeological method statement and post-excavation analysis.

Primary sources
Broadly, the primary sources consulted in the development of the statement of archaeological potential
include:

- Hobart City Council building files (AE417 series, Tasmanian Archive and Heritage Office).

- Historic maps, photographs (NS and PH series) - Tasmanian Archive and Heritage Office.

- Department of Primary Industry, Parks, Water and Environment (DPIPWE) aerial photo

collection (Service Tasmania).
- DPIPWE - Land Data Branch, historic map collection (basement)
- DPIPWE — Land Data Branch, titles.

- Historic newspapers, via the National Library of Australia’s Newspapers Online portal.
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Secondary sources
No secondary source documents are known to exist which are of particular relevance to the history or

archaeology of the subject site.

The following overview of the known physical development history of the site aims to aid in the prediction of
the likely archaeological remains. This does not represent a comprehensive site history, and has been limited

to a history of the physical development of the site as relevant to the archaeoclogical resource.

4.2, Historical overview

Pre-European settlement
The land was the home of the Mouheneener people for tens of thousands of years, prior to displacement by

European settlers in 1804.

Original land grants

The subject area is part of a 2-acre 7 rood 28 perch allotment depicted in Sprent’s ca 1842 survey of Hobart
Town as being granted to a William Johnson. Johnson had purchased the block in 1832 from the Hobart Town
merchant Alexander Gellie for £216.° The low purchase price suggests that there was nothing built on the

allotment at this time; there is no mention of any structures in the sale contract.

In April 1833, Johnson applied to have his ownership recognised by way of a grant®. In July 1836, a William
Johnson of Hobart Town was declared insolvent, and from here it becomes difficult to track the ownership of
the 2 acre 7 rood 28 perch allotment; indeed, it is not even certain if the William Johnson cited as insolvent is
the same William Johnson granted the Argyle Street allotment. The next verifiable reference to this allotment
occurs in February 1846, when the Hobart Town Sheriff listed the sale by auction of the estates of the late

William Morgan Orr. Amongst Orr’s considerable landholdings was a town allotment described as:

“Lot Eighteen, consists of an extensive allotment in Argyle Street, Hobart Town, originally granted to William

Johnson, with the buildings thereon”” Sprent’s ¢1845 survey depicts at least two buildings on that land.

S DPIPWE The LIST Mem 1/1791
& The Tasmanian, 12 April 1833 p3
T Launceston Examiner, 21 February 1846 p4
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Figure 4.1 — Original land grants in the subject area (from www.thelist.tas.gov.au

Figure 4.2 — Excerpt from Frankland’s 1839 map of Hobart and surrounds showing the subject site as undeveloped. Libraries Tasmania

Allport Stack 912.94661MAP.
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From around 1840, the original allotment was subdivided and the subject site then diverged into two separate
landholdings — reflecting the current title configuration. The following history will follow each of these as a

separate entity:

40 Burnett Street

In November 1846, Abbott sold two portions of the original allotment to Thomas Walton for £4108. These two
lots are not depicted on the sale indenture, however, comparison of the written description to Sprent’s ca
1843 Hobart Town survey shows that the two lots put together included the corner of Argyle and Burnett
Street and surrounded the land which Abbott would later sell with the two cottages (see below). Thomas
Walton died in January 1852, leaving the property to his son William Walton; the property was transferred to

William when he came of age in July 1855%,

The property remained with the Walton family until after the death of William in January 1897%. It is likely
that William cleared the earlier building around 1880 and constructed three near-identical masonry houses,
two of which remain (38-40 Burnett Street) with what was 36 Burnett Street having been demolished post-
1968. In June 1900, Thomas Bennett! applied to have a title issued to himself for a portion of Walton’s land,

as depicted in DPIPWE Hobart 9/17:

# 1bid.

° DPIPWE The LIST Mem 4/1612

9 TAHO RGD35/1/15 Number 1084

11 See also original RPA title - CT117/126
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Figure 4.3 - Detail from Hobart 9/17,surveyed June 1900

In May 1920, Bennett sold a portion of the above land to Walter Frederick McVilley*?. The land conveyed in

this transfer corresponds to the current title for 40 Burnett Street:

12 DPIPWE The LIST CT 277/72
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Figure 4.4 - Detail fram DPIPWE CT 277/72

MecVilly died in October 1944, leaving the land to his widow Jean Elizabeth Sansom, who in October 1947 sold

the property to Colin Blackwood, a storekeeper. Blackwood in turn sold the property to Arthur Goldsmith

Gregory in November 1955*, and in January 1960 Gregory sold to Nickis and Irene Dellas'

42-44 Burnett Street

Reference to Sprent’s Hobart Town survey (ca 1843) shows a substantial masonry structure which appears to

correspond to the conjoined brick cottages shown in DPIPWE Hobart 9-16:

¥ DPIPWE CT277/72
14 DPIPWE CT 807/60
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Figure 4.5 - Detail from Survey Diagram Hobart 8/16, surveyed October 1899

The purchase from the Sheriff has not been located, although whomever did purchase the allotment must
have done so with an eye to subdivision, as the next reference occurs in March 1848, when Charles Abbott
sells the property to George Pierce for £36/17%, At the time of sale, the land size matches both the current

cadastral parcel and the fencing perimeter shown in Sprent around the conjoined cottages.

The cottages stayed with the Pierce family for more than a century, passing through three generations. George
Pierce died in 1864, leaving the property to his son John Pierce’®. In July 1897, John Pierce sold the property
to William Rosendell Pierce, a teacher, for £300%. By 1956, the property was still owned by Pierce’s

descendants, who sold the property in July 1956 to Silverwood & Beck Pty Ltd*®,

* DPIPWE The LIST Mem 3/3520

= DPIPWE The LIST Mem 9/7657

7 DPIPWEW The LIST Mem 9/7657; see also CT116/200 (transfer to Real Property Act title)
= DPIPWE The LIST CT703/71
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Three years later, Silverwood & Beck sold to Stokes & Hammond Pty Ltd*®, who still owned the property in
April 1971%°. Research beyond this point would require input from Land Titles Office staff and is of little
relevance to archaeological considerations. Application was made to Hobart City Council in 1960 for a ‘new
store’, which can be seen in the 1968 aerial photograph (as indeed the demolition of the two conditions is

visible in the 1958 aerial photograph).

¥ DPIPWE The LIST CT834/2
2 DPIPWE The LIST CT3029/61
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Figure 4.6 - Excerpt from Sprent’s c1845 map of Hobart and surrounds. Tasmanian Archive and Heritage Office
AF393

The Sprent survey clearly shows the conjoined houses built sometime between 1840 and 1844. The cottage on 40

Burnett Street can be seen as under construction at that time.

Praxis Environment 2020 18
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Figure 4.7 = 1907 Metropolitan Drainage Board survey showing the subject site and surrounds. (Hobart Sheet 16)

%,

The 1907 Metropolitan Drainage Board plans show the early 1840s conjoined houses each with a small
porch/bathroom addition to the rear. By that time the ¢1880s larger house had been built on the site of the earlier

cottage at 40 Burnett Street.

Praxis 2020
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Figure 4.8 — 1946 aerial run of Hobart. DPIPWE Hobart 1946 Run 1, 10894,

NN VP
y. |

The 1946 aerial photograph shows the subject site in much the same form as the 1907 Metropolitan Drainage Board

survey, indicating little/no development in the first half of the c20th.

Praxis Environment 2020 20
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Figure 4.9 — Excerpt from the 1958 aerial run of Hobart. Hobart Run 5-T332-12 (March 1558).

-

The 1958 aerial photograph shows the subject site in much the same form as the 1946 aerial photograph, again

indicating little/no major development in the first half of the c20th.

Praxis Environment 2020 21
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Figure 4.10 - Excerpt from the 1968 aerial photograph of Hobart. Hobart Run 6-153, February 1968.

The 1968 aerial photograph depicts the site in much the same form as it currently stands, with the c1880s house on
40 Burnett Street and the ¢1960 Stokes and Hammond store on 42-44. Little/no major development has occurred on

the site(s) since that time.

Praxis Environment 2020 22
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Figure 4.11 - Foundation and floor plan for new Stokes and Hammond store at 42-44 Burnett Street, 1960.
Tasmanian Archive and Heritage Office AE417/3/1293

The 1960 plans for the Stokes and Hammond building show a 5”-7” slab across almost the entire site, with a series of

18” ground beam footings gridded across the site. A stormwater line on the eastern side of the building is shown.

Praxis Environment 2020 23
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Figure 4.12 - Sections and elevations for new Stokes and Hammond store at 42-44 Burnett Street, 1960. Tasmanian Archive and Heritage Office AE417/3/1293

The 1960 plans for the Stokes and Hammond building show that the entire ground level of the site was reduced by approximately 300mm (deeper rearward) with the grid

of ground beams a further 18” below the base of finished slab level.

Praxis Environment 2020 24
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The subject site has a simple development history that can be summarised as the following:

Decade 40 Burnett Street 42-44 Burnett Street
1840s Construction of cottage c1845. Construction of conjoined houses ¢1840-44
1880s Demolition of c1845 cottage.

Construction of existing house.

1960s Demolition of conjoined houses

Construction of Stokes and Hammond store.

2020 No major development since 1880s. Mo major development since 1960s.

The following figures depict the evolution of the buildings on the site as per the historical sources above:

NN & i
Figure 4.12 — Overlay of the of the mid-1840s depiction of the buildings on the subject site as per the Sprent survey (green) in relation

to the subject site (red). This survey is known to have a very high degree of accuracy.
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Board survey, in relation to the subject site (red). This survey is known to have a very high accuracy.
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Figure 4.14 — Overlay of the of the pre-1968 depiction of the buildings on the subject site (yellow) based on the 1968 aerial photograph,

in relation to the subject site (red). This survey is known to have a very high accuracy.
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5. Current site observations and assessment of prior disturbance

As per the methodology outlined in Section 2.1, Section 4 has formed a desktop assessment of the factors
which have influenced the development of the possible archaeological resource within the subject site over a

180+ year period.

However, it is critical to understand other factors, in particular site disturbance, which may have impacted
upon the archaeological potential of the site and its ability to provide meaningful archaeological remains

which answer research questions such as those above.

This section will review site observations and likely scenarios which would have resulted in disturbance, in

order to assist in understanding the likelihood of the survival of archaeological remains.

5.1. General site observations

Little insight into the archaeological potential of the site can be gained from site observations. The backyard
of the extant c1880s house at 40 Burnett Street is concreted (and not the site of any known historical
development in any case). Practically the entire ground area of 42-44 Burnett Street is concrete slab

(warehouse floor) therefore any relevant on-ground observations are not possible in either case.

The only meaningful clues from site observations are that the floor levels of each building are relatively low to
the street level — without any indication of substantial underfloor areas. This is indicative of a lower chance

of survival of any earlier archaeological remains beneath each building footprint.

Figure 5.1 = Overview of the site from Burnett Street, indicating a similar floor level to the adjacent footpath.
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5.2. Likely specific disturbance events

Whilst the observations above give little real detail on possible disturbance, a disturbance history can also be
built from a desktop assessment - i.e. known events which are likely to have impacted upon archaeological

remains. Section 3.3 has detailed the evolution of the site from the historical information which is available.

The possible impact upon archaeological remains deriving from each of these events will be detailed below:

Demolition of the 1840s buildings

The ¢1845 building on 40 Melville Street was demolished around 1880 for the construction of the current
building on that site. No records have been found as to that demolition and no indication as to how thorough
that demolition was. Itis presumed that due to the low setting of the existing building, that the demolition of

that building would have been reasonably thorough.

The conjoined brick houses on 42-44 were demolished around 1960. Whilst plans exist for the c1960 (extant)
building, they give no indication of demolition of earlier buildings and no accompanying specifications that

may allude to demolition procedure were found.

Construction of subsequent buildings

Given that the c1880 building at 40 Burnett Street is low set and of a substantial masonry construction, it is
considered likely that its construction would have required substantial excavation. The building is wholly on
top of the footprint of the earlier building, and the foundations for the existing building would have certainly

disturbed and truncated any subsurface remains of that earlier building.

The 1960s foundation plans and sections for the warehouse at 42-44 Burnett Street indicate a grid pattern of
18"x18" strip foundations which have intersected the known footprint of the earlier buildings in several lines.
The sections also indicate that at least 300mm of ‘existing ground level’ was removed across the site for the
construction of that building. Given the ¢1960 construction date, it is likely that mechanical excavation was
utilised which usually results in a higher degree of disturbance in ease of clearing the site. Those actions would
certainly have had a major impact on earlier archaeological remains (if these survived the demolition of those

earlier buildings) removing all shallow deposits and truncating in several lines any deeper remains.

Subsequent service trenches etc.
A search of public underground asset registers via the 1100.com.au system does not reveal any major public
underground assets running through the site. Note that this does not necessarily indicate any privately-owned

underground assets nor any redundant services which may have caused some localised/linear impact (the
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1960s plans show a stormwater line running along the eastern driveway of 42-44 Burnett Street). However,

it does appear that the site has not been subject to any extensive/major disturbance from such trenches.
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6. The likely significance and research potential of archaeological remains

As depicted above, the subject site has a reasonably simple development history, with the two 1840s buildings
near the Burnett Street frontage being the only early development on the site(s). The portion of the subject
site which was subject to that c19th development was wholly residential and appears to have remained as
such until the 1960s (40 Burnett still being residential, albeit a later development overprinting the 1840s

residential development}.

Given the likely disturbance of the 1840s development by the 1880s residential building and the 1960s store
building, it is concluded that it is unlikely that substantial/intact archaeological remains are present on the

site(s).

Whilst it is possible that some in-situ (probably largely truncated) structure from the 1840s buildings remain
beneath the existing buildings, the likely low integrity of these and the fact that they merely represent an
already well-represent built and archaeological theme in the area (i.e. small-scale mid-c19th residential
development), it is concluded that any such archaeological remains are not of any remarkable quality and
therefore they are of low/no archaeological potential —i.e. it is unlikely that any remains on the site would be

of any great value in demonstrating (or contributing to) a previously unknown aspect of our cultural heritage.

It is considered that the site has little or no archaeological potential, and therefore it is concluded that any

further development of the site may proceed without the need for any further archaeological input.
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BURNETT STREET ARCHITECTURAL DESIGN STATEMENT

Context

MNorth Hobart offers an eclectic mix of heritage, scenery, and culture, forming a senes of exciting
activities and attractions. Nestled amongst the foothills of Mt Wellington and the parklands of the
Domain, Morth Hobart combines heritage charm with a modern lifestyle in a setting of beauty
vibrancy. It is home to award-winning restaurants that offer fine dining experiences, using the best
Tasmanian produce with flavours from all around the world. Once largely confined to the Elizabeth
Street strip, the “hub” of North Hobart is today expanding out, creating a vibrant, mixed used
precinct, which is replacing the fading, light-industrial, post-war uses that, coincidently, grew from
the original North Hobart residential dormitory suburb. Burnett Street, located in the heart of this
area and running off Elizabeth Street at one end of the original "strip” is ideal as the street for this
expansion.

This brown field redevelopment is intended to become part of a return to a higher density of
community activity to this area, as predicted in the recent 2019 Population Projection report. It was
identified in this report that Hobart is projected to experience an increase in population,
approximately of 10500 people between 2017 and 2042. This projection result is driven by
overseas in-migration, as well as those of the younger age profile who are projected to return to
Hobart. With the projected increase in population, quality housing stock in Hobart will also need to
increase concurrently to accommodate for different levels of cost and affordability.

(source: Population Projections Tasmania and Local Government Areas.pdf).

The projected increase in density will create a highly desirable city in which to live and play, and will
build on the emerging patterns of use, bringing life and activity to support the retail, cultural, and

sporting community aspirations of North Hobart.

This development brief was to provide quality homes and a landmark building to proud Tasmanians,
that responded to its inner city urban context and setting. In identifying the growth and opportunity
within this part of Hobart city, the Burnett Street Apartment project aims to add value to the existing
city fabric with the following architectural gestures and response.

Nurturing vision into reality Page 1
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BPSM architects

Activating Social Potential to the Greater Part of North Hobart

Along with a recently approved multi-residential development just around the corner, the Burnett
Street Apartments project will activate a quieter part of North Hobart by continuing a lively edge and

link to the busy streets of Elizabeth Street.

The Burnett Street Apartments offer an opportunity to continue the lively and engaging “NoHo”
experience by enabling a more positive linkage from the Elizabeth Street, through a semi-industrial
area to leafy Soundy Park. The proximity to this park allows and encourages its residents to use
the public open space, interact and be part of the city. The North Hobart strip is currently the bustling
heart of this area but is limited to a small part of Elizabeth Street, condensing pedestrian and traffic
activity. Burnett Street provides the opportunity to expand this strip, and at the same time provide

an attractive and enjoyable connection to the nearby park.

The Burnett Street Apartments will not only offer high-quality living spaces and on-site parking for
residents, but are also proposed to provide high quality retail options on the ground floor level. It is
intended that this will foster an engaging space along this light industrial area of North Hobart,

expanding the current social and commercial areas of the northern Elizabeth Street dining precinct.

Diagram 1.0 Connection between Elizabeth Street and Burnett Street. This diagram iilusirates the vibrant and busy section
of Elizabeth Street that will spill into Burnett Street, wia an engaging stopping/diversionary point on the way to Soundy Park
— the Burnett Street Apartments site is well placed to be designed as that point

Nurturing vision into reality Page 2
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B PSM architects

Addressing Public Space Boundary and Encouraging Passive Surveillance

The proposed site i1s classified under 23.0 Commercial zone in the Hobart Intenim Planning Scheme
2015, however, it is also surrounded by a mixture of Light Industrial, General Business, and Inner
Residential zone. To improve diversity of generally non-residential zones, the space between
Private (living spaces) and Public (public realm) - as shown hatched in the following diagram

(Diagram 2.0) - is designed to encourage passive surveillance and social interaction.

This “in between space” can add to the character of the city in encouraging social interaction
between the flourishing city users. This facade “edge” can be utilised as an urban mechanism to
enhance the street edge, reflecting the transition between the Central Business Zone and the

inner residential areas.

Diagram 2.0 Public and Private Fagade Edge.

The architectural treatment to this hatched zone, as shown, has been designed with the intention
to soften the overlap of the private and public zones.

Commercial / Active Surveillance

Burnett Street

Diagram 3.0 Ground Floor Active Surveillance from Commercial space towards Burnett Street
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BPSM arc

Medium Density Living

With Hobart's population set to dramatically increase, maximising liveability opportunities on smaller
blocks of land in higher density areas will also become a significant planning and design factor. The
solution in Hobart lies not only in the promotion, experimentation, and construction of new and
innovative living environments, but also in the way in which we discover and implement strategies
for better dealing with public spaces. If our private domain is to become concentrated, then our
collective space needs to serve us better. There is no doubt that new housing models will emerge
to cope with densification, however, this should occur via a managed and engaged process that
realises the potential of the community, rather than a reactive process. It is evident that there must
be a balance between the investment we make in the social amenities and investment we make in
housing solutions.

While the Burnett Street Apartments project acknowledges building height restrictions in this zone,
the project opted to maximise the opportunity within building footprint. This will encourage unified
services, will better utilise space through parking in the basement garage, and lessen the strain of
the housing crisis in the city. The resulting design has considered the overall visual impact of the
project, and has stepped back the top floor in order to minimise the visual impact from Burnett

Street.

HURNETT
ST.

STE

;n ey

Diagram 4.0 Height Impact

Addressing Scale of Building and Linking Existing Building Mass With Existing Surrounding
Building Forms

The Burnett Street Apartments will sit amid the current urban context visually, complementing the
current urban fabric. The proposed ground level is to be as transparent as possible to encourage
surveillance and connection to the street level. Referencing the sawtooth roofing profile of the
existing industrial buildings around the site, the proposed building form incorporates and continues

the distinct architecture language in the current roofline silhouettes.

Referencing the intention of Diagram 5.0, the facade also features an architectural “frame” to draw
the eye towards vertical timber elements and trailing greenery, breaking up the visual mass along
the street front and creating an attractive transition between the lower residential fagade on the left

and a commercial building mass on the right. The proposed building mass is similar in aesthetic

Nurturing vision into reality Page 4
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and appeal to the surrounding urban environment, lightly echoing the simple form of the

neighbouring structures and pulling elements from the industrial heritage of the area.

AEHUGHTING + ADDRESAING SCALE -

Diagram 5.0 Architectural Language. “Frame” as transition

Consideration has also been given towards the neighbouring buildings on the adjacent Argyle Street
side, in reducing the visual impact of the site, which are lower in height and bear various heritage
aspects. The fagade facing Argyle Street then echoes the projection of the roofline, referencing the
street context and presenting a transitional effect between the ground-level period-built residence

to the left and the taller and more modern, semi-industrial retail building to the right.

NBGHED URING
BAlLZING

Diagram 6.0 Architectural Language. Referencing surrounding context

The mass of the northern-eastern face has also been broken up by layering a selection of materials
of various shades and textures, including a charcoal cladding which wraps around the northern face
from the front and rear of the building, enfolding the building at both sides and diminishing the overall
visual bulk. A “fin” glides up the fagade from the first floor to the penthouse/terrace level, not only
guiding the eye smoothly up towards the open sky but also reducing the visual impact of a solid

external wall, and providing angled light to each level through eastern facing windows.

The Burnett Street Apartments have also been set back from the boundary at the rear of the site
with the intention of lessening the visual perception that the building is “towering over” the
neighbouring residences, and to allow more light into those residences and the lower levels of the

Apartments.

Nurturing vision into reality Page 5
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Interpreting Local Context with Materials and Architectural Gestures

The architectural language of the project is designed to complement and enhance the current urban
language of current North Hobart including ideas such as the use of soft greenery to encourage
residents tend to their balcony garden boxes and linger in the passive surveillance zone. Facade
lighting will also be used to highlight architectural features and brighten up the public strip, creating

a safer pedestrian area.

Vertical timber-look elements on the fagade will be used for privacy as well as highlighting “carved
out” balcony spaces in the facade, softening the mostly industrial language along Burnett Street.
The fagade i1s intended to slightly change according to the sun movement using sliding panels that

will work as a sunshading mechanism.

A vibrant colour will feature on the ground floor to “brighten” the pathway from Elizabeth Street to

Soundy Park and act as a visual cue to pedestrians to draw the eye upwards.

Precedents

Nurturing vision into reality Page 6
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Summary

The Burnett Street Apartments are proposed not only as part of an attractive option to the current
housing stock, but also as a means of expanding the vibrant NoHo experience and creating an

engaging, visually appealing, and community-focussed addition to North Hobart.

Nurturing vision into reality Page 7
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Johnstone McGee & Gandy Pty Ltd
ABN 76 473834 852 ACN 009 547 139
www.jmg.net.au

HOBART OFFICE LAUNCESTON OFFICE
117 Harrington Street 49-51 Elizabeth Street
Hobart TAS 7000 Launceston TAS 7250
Phone (03) 6231 2555 Phone (03) 6334 5548
infohbt@jmg.net.au infoltn@jmg.net.au

Engineers & Planners
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'.I.G 8 & 10 Petchey Street - November 2018 52
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To: Su Jan New Clark, Darren Jones (BPSM)
From: Eriko Danilevsky (Inhabit) Reviewer: Jason Gaeskwad (Inhabit)
Date: 17t January 2020

Project: 40-44 Burnett Street, Hobart

Subject: NCC 2019 Part F4 DS assessment

1. Summary

Inhabit has conducted an NCC 2019 Part F4 Deemed fo Satisfy (D1S) assessment of bedroom daylight access
through the skylights for the proposed multi-residential development at 40-44 Bumeit Streef Hobart. As advised
by the building surveyor, Clause F4.2 is applicable to the windows facing the lightwells. The below table outlines
the results of the assessment. As shown in the table, the lightwell design complies with the requirement of NCC
2019 Part F4 Deemed to Satisfy.

Clause Requirement Compliance

F4.2 a) b) a) Bedrooms must have window lite area a) Yes.
>10% of room floor area and windows b) Yes. Horizonal distance from window to
are open fo sky or face an area open o lightwell wallis 1.75m
the sky

b) Windows must be at a distance from the
opposing (lightwell) wall of af least 1.75m
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2. Project details

40-44 Burnett Streetis a multi-residential development in Hobart, classified as Class 2 under NCC 2019, Six
lightwells penetrate vertically through the building, and provide a level of daylight access to bedrooms which
have windows facing the lightwells.

Figure 1 Rendering of the proposed project
3. DtS provisions

The D1S provisions concerning natural light are provisions Clause F4.2 and F4.3. As advised by the building

surveyor, F4.2 is applicable fo the windows facing the lightwells.

F4.2 Methods and extent of natural light
(a) Required natural light must be provided by—
(i)  windows, excluding roof lights, that—

(A) have an aggregate light transmitting area measured exclusive of framing members, glazing bars or other
obstructions of not less than 10% of the floor area of the room; and

(B) are open to the sky or face a court or other space open to the sky or an open verandah, carport or the like;
or

(i) roof lights, that—

(A) have an aggregale light transmitting area measured exclusive of framing members, glazing bars or other
obstructions of not less than 3% of the floor area of the room; and

(B) are open to the sky; or
(i) a proportional combination of windows and roof lights required by (i) and (ii).
Vie F4.2(b)

(b) Exceptina Class 9c aged care building, in a Class 2, 3 or 9 building or Class 4 part of a building a required window
that faces a boundary of an adjoining allotment or a wall of the same building or another building on the allotment
must not be less than a horizontal distance from that boundary or wall that is the greater of—

(i) generally — 1 m; and
(i) in a patient care area or other room used for sleeping purposes in a Class 9a building — 3 m; and

(i) 50% of the square root of the exterior height of the wall in which the window is located, measured in metres
from its sill.

Vic F4.2(c)
(c) Ina Class 9c aged care building, a required window must be transparent and located—
(i)  in an external wall with the window sill not more than 1 m above the floor level; and

Figure 2 Clause F4.2 exfracted from NCC 2019 Bullding Code of Australia - Volume One
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4, Design assessment

Table 1 summarises the result of design assessment. Please refer to Appendix A for the architectural layout used
for the assessment. Awall height of 12.2m was used for the horizontal distance calculation of F4.2 b), which
gives the required distance of 1.75m (greater than 1m) between the windows and the lightwel walls.

Table 1 Assessment results — bedrooms adjacent to skylights

Window Lite

Apartment Room Floor Area Area F4.2q) F4.2b) Compliance
Window Lite Horizontal
m?2 me Area [ Floor Distance
Area
Requirement 10% 1.75m

1.1 Bedroom A 8 2.80 34% 1.75m Yes
1.2 Bedroom B 12 1.96 16% 1.75m Yes
1.3 Bedroom A 12 1.96 16% 1.75m Yes
1.4 Bedroom B 7 1.54 21% 1.75m Yes
1.4 Bedroom C 7 1.96 27% 1.75m Yes
1.5 Bedroom B 7 1.54 22% 1.75m Yes
1.5 Bedroom C 7 2.32 33% 1.75m Yes
1.6 Bedroom B 8 232 30% 1.75m Yes
1.6 Bedroom C 8 2.32 30% 1.75m Yes
1.9 Bedroom A I 2.80 9% 1.75m Yes
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Appendix A Architectural layout for the assessment



Item No. 12 Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion) Page 460
City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020 ATTACHMENT B

REY DATE  DETALS CHECKED

| NN i

5
L T
vakr 4
13
N\
DAY
2
S -
BPSM;{(:?'[:—X;IH

BURNETT STREET APARTMENTS

40 AND 4244 Bumet! Srael




Item No. 12 Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion) Page 461
City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020 ATTACHMENT B

i /\ 3
Taswarer

Submission to Planning Authority Notice

Ccuum.:n Planning PLN-20-633 Council notice 23/09/2020
Permit No. date
TasWater details
TasWat
astvarer TWDA 2020/01519-HCC Date of response | 08/10/2020
Reference No.
TasWater Anthony Cengia Phone No. | 0474 933 293
Contact

Response issued to
Council name CITY OF HOBART

Contact details coh@hobartcity.com.au
Development details

Address 40 BURNETT ST, NORTH HOBART Property ID (PID) 5658661

Description of Demolition, 31 Multiple Dwellings, General Retail and Hire, Subdivision (Lot

development Consolidation), Alterations to Access (inc 42 Burnett St)

Prepared by Drawing/document No. Revision No. Date of Issue

Gandy & Roberts 13.0309 Concept Services 1 18/09/2020
Report

BPSM Architects H1914 Sheets DA100 3 03/05/19

BPSM Architects H1914 Sheets DA102, DA103 3 12/03/19
H1914 Sheets DA200, DA201,

BPSM Architects DA202, DA203, DA204, DA205, |4 12/03/19
DA206, DA207

BPSM Architects H1914 Sheets DA400 3 12/06/19

BPSM Architects H1914 Sheets DA401, DA500 3 12/09/19

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.  Asuitably sized water supply with metered connections and sewerage system and connection 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, any water connection utilised for

construction/the development must have a backflow prevention device and water meter 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 of
$1,139.79 to TasWater, as approved by the Economic Regulator and the fee will be indexed, until
the date paid to TasWater.

Issue Date: August 2015 Page 1 of 2
Uncentrelled when printed ‘ersion No: 0.1
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The payment is required within 30 days of the issue of an invoice by TasWater. \

General

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

Boundary Trap Area

The proposed development is within a boundary trap area and the developer will need to provide a
boundary trap that prevents noxious gases or persistent odours back venting into the property’s sanitary
drain. The boundary trap is to be be contained within the property boundaries and the property owner
remains responsible for the ownership, operation and maintenance of the boundary trap.

Declaration

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

Authorised by

Jason Taylor
Development Assessment Manager

TasWater Contact Details

Phone 13 6992 Email development@taswater.com.au
Mail GPO Box 1393 Hobart TAS 7001 Web www.taswater.com.au
Issue Date: August 2015 Page 2 of 2

Uncontrolled when printed Version No: 0.1
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Application Referral Cultural Heritage - Response

From: Nick Booth
Recommendation: Proposal is acceptable without conditions.

Date Completed:

Address: 40 BURNETT STREET, NORTH HOBART
42 - 44 BURNETT STREET, NORTH HOBART
ADJACENT ROAD RESERVE

Proposal: Demolition, New Building for 31 Multiple Dwellings and
General Retail and Hire, Subdivision (Lot
Consolidation), Alterations to Access, and Associated

Works
Application No: PLN-20-633
Assessment Officer: Michael McClenahan,

Referral Officer comments:

This site relates to two existing plots which face directly onto Burnett Street. The smaller of the
two is a single storey masonry built residential property dating from the 1880’s, whilst the larger
is a large warehouse/light industrial property dating from the 1960's. The 1880’s residential
property at No.40 Burnett Street forms part of a pair on the Burnett Street frontage and largely
mirrors two slightly earlier buildings of the same scale and general design that face onto Argyle
Road. The four properties could therefore be seen as a coherent group and a small but
distinctive residential scale enclave within the largely commercial surrounding area. However,
whilst the properties facing onto Burnett Street have been identified for future heritage listing,
only those facing onto Argyle Street are currently Heritage Listed under the Hobart Interim
Planning Scheme. The site does not fall within a Heritage Precinct.

The proposal seeks the demolition of the 1880’s property and the later 1960’s warehouse, and
the erection of a five storey residential block providing 31 Dwellings, along with underground
parking and retail use at ground floor level.

As stated, the site sits outside of a recognised Heritage Precinct and is not individually
Heritage Listed. The site is however identified as forming part of Hobarts Area of
Archaeological Potential as set out in the Hobart Interim Planning scheme 2015. As such, the
proposal must be considered against the relevant heritage provisions of the Scheme.

Archeology

This site is located within an area identified as being of historical archaeological potential. A
Statement of Archaeological Potential, Impact Assessment and Method Statement has been
prepared and submitted as supporting documentation by Praxis Environment, dated
September 2020. The report is considered to be thorough in its assessment, sound in its
methodology and to have been conducted by a suitably qualified practitioner.

It is reported that the site has been the subject of only limited development with early cottages
built on the site of the warehouse in the early 1840’s. This was followed soon after by a larger
residential development on the site of the 1880’'s dwelling. However, both of these early
developments were subsequently demolished, the first being replaced by the residential
property in 1880, and the earlier cottages surviving until the mid-1960’s when they were
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demolished to make way for the current warehouse.

The repart concludes that both of these earlier developments would not have been of
significant size to warrant substantial footings or foundations and that given the degree to
which both sites were redeveloped, little to no surviving features of either building is
considered likely to have survived.

Given the above, the report concludes that the site is of no archeological potential and that
should planning permission be granted, there is no indication that the site should be monitored
during construction or subject to archeological consideration.

Based on the report and an examination of the Council’'s own records, it is considered that the
recommendation is considered reasonable in this instance.

Conclusion

Whilst the demolition of the 1880’s residential dwelling is considered highly unfortunate given
its role in forming part a small and coherent residential enclave of later Victorian properties, it
is considered that the proposal would comply with the limited heritage provisions of the
planning scheme as they apply to the sites n question.

Nick Booth
Heritage Officer
10 November 2020
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Application Referral Development Engineering -

Response
From: Cameron Cecil
Recommendation: Proposal is unacceptable, however subject to design

amendments or submission of additional information it
may become acceptable.

Date Completed:
Address: 40 BURNETT STREET, NORTH HOBART

42 - 44 BURNETT STREET, NORTH HOBART
ADJACENT ROAD RESERVE

Proposal: Demolition, New Building for 31 Multiple Dwellings and

General Retail and Hire, Subdivision (Lot
Consolidation), Alterations to Access, and Associated

Works
Application No: PLN-20-633
Assessment Officer: Michael McClenahan,

Referral Officer comments:

SUMMARY:

The application is for a multi-storey, residential apartment and commercial development
at 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street, North Hobart.

The existing buildings (the old Novus Windscreens shed and a residential type dwelling
converted business use) on the properties are to be demolished.

The proposed development will have seven levels including two basement levels for car-
parking and storage; a ground floor with a 139m2 commercial tennancy, additional car-
parking, rubbish storage, foyer and lobby etc; and four levels of apartments comprising
3 one bedroom apartments, 16 two bedroom apartments, and 12 three bedroom
apartments.

Vehicle access into the site will be via a 5.8 metre wide access driveway off the
southern side of Burnett Street, with the redundant cross-over at the northern end to be
removed.

A total of 61 car-parking spaces are proposed with 5 visitor and 6 resident/commercial
spaces on the ground floor; and 25 residential spaces on each of the two basement
levels.

A provision for bicycle parking is proposed on each of the 3 parking levels.

Due to space constraints it is proposed to link the parking levels with one-way ramps,
and use traffic lights at the end of each ramp to control vehicle movements and prevent
conflict.

Adequate space for waste/bin storage has been included close to the vehicle entrance.

Discretions:

E5.6.1 - Existing road accesses and junctions (increase in vehicle movements)
E6.6.1 - Number of Car Parking Spaces

E6.6.3 - Number of Motorcycle Parking Spaces

E6.7.2 - Design of Vehicular Accesses (sight distance, ramp geometry and grades)
E6.7.4 - On-site turning
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E6.7.5 - Layout of parking areas (parking space dimensions)
E6.7.6 - Surface treatment of parking areas (surface drainage not shown)
E6.7.10 - Design of bicycle parking facilities (not all within 30m of the main entrance)

PLANNING PERMIT INFORMATION:

In a council related engineering context, the proposal can be supported in principal subject to
the following conditions and advice:

General Conditions:

ENG 1: Pay Costs

ENG 3A: Access & parking designed and constructed
ENG 3B: Access & parking designed prior to

ENG 3C: Construction certified

ENG 4: Access and parking constructed, sealed and drained prior to use
ENG 5: Number/class of spaces

ENG 5B: Parking space signage

ENG 6: Linemarking

ENG 8: Parking space user class and signage

ENG 12: Construction waste management plan

ENG 13: Waste management plan

ENG tr2: Construction traffic management plan

Advice:

Dial before you dig

Fees and charges

Building Permit

Plumbing Permit

Access

Redundant Crossovers

Work within the Highway Reservation

Road Opening Permit (Occupation of the Public Highway)
New Stormwater Connection

DETAILED ASSESSMENT:

E5.0 Road and railway access code

Clause for Assessment AS PC Comments / Discussion

E5.5.1 Existing road Y A1-Roadis notCat1 or2

accesses and junctions A2 - Speed is less than 60km/h
A3 - Increase in vehicle movements will be less than
40/day NOT MET

* The TIA estimates a maximum number of vehicle
movements per hour (VPH) of 19 during the afternoon
peak, and approximately 169 vehicle movements per
day (VPD) for the site

. The TIA suggests that the timing of the lights at the
intersection of Argyle and Burnett Streets will provide
sufficient gaps in the traffic on Burnett Street to enable
relativey free flow of vehicles both in to, and out of the
development site - Council's development engineer
agrees with this assertion

. The kerb parking along the section of Burnett Street
adjacent to the development operates as a clearway
during peak hours - this will also assist in the free flow
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of vehicle movements from the site.

PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT: SATISFIED

P3 Any increase in vehicle traffic at an existing
access or junction in an area subject to a speed limit
of 60km/h or less, must be safe and not
unreasonably impact on the efficiency of the road,
having regard to:

(a) the increase in traffic caused by the use;

The TIA estimates a maximum number of vehicle
movements per hour (VPH) of 19 during the afternoon
peak, and approximately 169 vehicle movements per
day (VPD) for the site

The TIA suggests that the timing of the lights at the
intersection of Argyle and Burnett Streets will provide
sufficient gaps in the traffic on Burnett Street to enable
relativey free flow of vehicles both in to, and out of the
development site - Council's development engineer
agrees with this assertion providing use of the access
is limited to a left turn in-left turn out type

arrangement CONDITION FOR LEFT TURN ONLY
The kerb parking along the section of Burnett Street
adjacent to the development operates as a clearway
during peak hours - this will also assist in the free flow
of vehicle movements from the site.

(b) the nature of the traffic generated by the use;

The TIA states: "The low number of private vehicle
movements that will be generated by the development
combined with the gaps in the traffic stream that will
be generated by the upstream traffic signals means
that the access to and from the development site will
operate without any significant queuing or delay."
Council's engineer agrees with the TIA, the (primarily)
residential nature, and low number of vehicle
movements generated by the development is unlikely
to have much impact on the efficiency of the road
network, or result in an unacceptable increase in risk
to users.

(c) the nature and efficiency of the access or the junction;

The proposed access type is appropriate for the
development providing it is limited to a left turn in-left
turn out type arrangement CONDITION FOR LEFT
TURN ONLY

It will operate as a private driveway and will be
adequately recognised as such to other users
including pedestrians.

The width and other geometry is appropriate to the
development.

(d) the nature and category of the road;
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The road is Council administered and is categorised
as a major collector.

The road operates as two lane/two way outside of
peak times, and four lane/four way during peak times
(the kerb parking is a clearway during peak hours)
Vehicle speed is generally slow due to the proximity of
the traffic lights at the corner of Burnett/Argyle

Taking into account the above, the nature and category of
the road is acceptable in terms of the traffic generated by

the proposed development and the access type proposed
to be used.

(e) the speed limit and traffic flow of the road,

Vehicle speed is generally slow due to the proximity of
the traffic lights at the corner of Burnett/Argyle

The TIA suggests that the timing of the lights at the
intersection of Argyle and Burnett Streets will provide
sufficient gaps in the traffic on Burnett Street to enable
relativey free flow of vehicles both in to, and out of the
development site - Council's development engineer
agrees with this assertion providing use of the access
is limited to a left turn in-left turn out type

arrangement CONDITION FOR LEFT TURN ONLY

(f) any alternative access to a road; NOT APPLICABLE

No alternative access exists

(g) the need for the use;

Additional housing is desperately needed in the
greater Hobart area, and the ability to push
development outwards is limited by terrain - the need
for the use is high.

(h) any traffic impact assessment;

A TIA has been completed by Milan Prodanovic which
supports the development and proposed access
arrangements.

Council's development engineer agrees with the
findings of the TIA

(i) any written advice received from the road authority.

Acceptable subject to conditions

Based on the above assessment and given the
submitted documentation, the proposed access may
therefore be accepted under Performance Criteria

P3:E5.5.1 of the Planning Scheme.

Page 468
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E5.5.2 Existing level N/A
crossings

E5.6.1 development N/A
adjacent to roads and

railways

E5.6.2 rocad and access N/A
junctions

E 5.6.3 new level N/A
crossings

E 5.6.4 sight distance at N/A

- The SISD values in HIPS E5.6.4 are excessive and

access and junctions do not accord with the recommendations of Austroads or
AS 2890.1. The sight distance has therefore been
assessed under HIPS EB.7.2 (ie. AS 2890.1/Austroads)

E 6.0 Parking and Access Code

Clause for Assessment | AS PC Comments / Discussion

Clauses 6.6's are all to do

with parking number

assessment. These will be
assessed by planner

based on DE assessment

of the following relevant

clauses.

Clause 6.6.1 number of Ye
car parking spaces

A total of 61 car-parking spaces are proposed with 5
visitor and 6 resident/commercial spaces on the
ground floor; and 25 residential spaces on each of the
two basement levels.

The AS of HIPS requires 67 spaces for the residential
apartments (this includes 8 visitor parking spaces),
and 5 spaces for the commercial tennancy (72
spaces total).

The proposal results in a deficiency of 11 car parking
parking spaces.

PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT: SATISFIED

P1 The number of on-site car parking spaces must be
sufficient to meet the reasonable needs of users,
having regard to all of the following:

(a) car parking demand;

The RTA Guide to Traffic Generating Developments
recommends a minimum of 1 space per dwelling for
multi-storey apartment complexes, which equates to
31 spaces for the propsoed development.
Assuming 5 of the ground floor spaces are dedicated
as visitor parking; 5 of the ground floor spaces are
allocated to the commercial tennancy; and 1 of the
ground floor spaces is made redundant and used for
on-site turning; the number of parking spaces for
residential use is 50.

Given 50 is well in excess of 31, the number of
spaces is considered satisfactory as a performance
based solution. CONDITION FOR NUMEER OF
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SPACES, SPACE ALLOCATION, LINE-MARKING
AND SIGNAGE

(b) the availability of on-street and public car parking in
the locality;

Burnett Street is four lanes wide — two lanes in each

direction. The kerbside lanes are normally used for

on-street parking, but no stopping ‘clearway’

restrictions apply during the peak periods on

weekdays.

The specific parking controls on the southern side of

Burnett Street, in the vicinity of the development site,

are as follows:

*  ‘No Stopping’, 7.30 — 9.00am and 4.30 —
6.00pm, Monday to Friday;

¢  half hour time limited parking, 9.00 am — 4.30pm,
Monday to Friday; and

unrestricted parking at other times

The number of kerb-side parking spaces is
considered satisfactory to service the short term
parking requirements of the commercial tennancy
during the day, and allows for parking over-spill during
the evening.

There is no public parking with close proximity to the
development site

(c) the availability and frequency of public transport
within a 400m walking distance of the site;

The availability and frequency of public transport is
excellent, noting:

Metro operates regular bus services in the vicinity of
the development site.

Elizabeth Street is part of the Turn Up and Go (North)
route which operates every 10 minutes Monday to
Friday 7am — 7pm; every 20 minutes Saturdays 7am
— 7pm; and every 30 minutes Sundays and Public
Holidays 7am = 7pm.

Service number 540 runs between Mount Stuart,
North Hobart, West Hobart and the city centre. This
service operates at approximately 40 minute intervals
on weekdays with additional service during the peak
periods.

(d) the availability and likely use of other modes of
transport;

Due to the site's favourable location, cycling, walking
and uber are all realistic alternative forms of transport.

(e) the availability and suitability of alternative

arrangements for car parking provision;
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. Not applicable

(f) any reduction in car parking demand due to the
sharing of car parking spaces by multiple uses, either
because of variation of car parking demand over time or
because of efficiencies gained from the consolidation of
shared car parking spaces;

. Not applicable

(g) any car parking deficiency or surplus associated with
the existing use of the land;

+  Not applicable

(h) any credit which should be allowed for a car parking
demand deemed to have been provided in association
with a use which existed before the change of parking
requirement, except in the case of substantial
redevelopment of a site;

. Not applicable

(i) the appropriateness of a financial contribution in lieu
of parking towards the cost of parking facilities or other
transport facilities, where such facilities exist or are
planned in the vicinity;

+  Council is unable to require a financial contribution
without a Parking Strategic Plan. Not applicable.

(j) any verified prior payment of a financial contribution in
lieu of parking for the land;

. None

(k) any relevant parking plan for the area adopted by
Council:

. There is no relevant parking plan in the vicinity of this
proposal. Not applicable.

() the impact on the historic cultural heritage
significance of the site if subject to the Local Heritage
Code;

. Not applicable

(m) whether the provision of the parking would result in
the loss, directly or indirectly, of one or more significant
trees listed in the Significant Trees Code.

*  Not applicable
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Clause 6.7.1 number of Y Number of access points will be no greater than 1.
vehicle accesses
Clause 6.7.2 design Y ¢  The kerb-side parking in Burnett Street inhibits
vehicle access vehicular sight distance.
Pedestrian sight distance is compliant.
Other than sight distance, all other aspects of the
access are compliant.
PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT: SATISFIED
P1 Design of vehicle access points must be safe,
efficient and convenient, having regard to all of the
following:
(a) avoidance of confiicts between users including
vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians;
*  OK - The kerb parking along the section of Burnett
Street adjacent to the development operates as a
clearway during peak hours hence sight distance will
meet the Australian Standard during the most critical
times.
(b) avoidance of unreasonable interference with the flow
of traffic on adjoining roads;
+  Notimpacted by sight distances
(c) suitability for the type and volume of traffic likely to be
generated by the use or development;
¢  OK- The kerb parking along the section of Burnett
Street adjacent to the development operates as a
clearway during peak hours hence sight distance will
meet the Australian Standard during the most critical
times.
(d) ease of accessibility and recognition for users.
+  Notimpacted by sight distance
Clause 6.6.3 number of Y ¢«  No motorcycle parking is proposed - this is
motorcycle parking considered acceptable because occupants of the
spaces apartments have the option of using their allocated
car parking space/s for that purpose.
e 6.6.3is applicable for public and employee parking
facilities.
Clause 6.7.3 vehicle Y OK
passing
Clause 6.7.4 on site Y e+ Wil be required on the ground level where parking is
turning located for visitor and commercial use and may be

full, leading to the need for a vehicle to be able to exit
the site without having parked.

+  TIA recommends dedicating one of the parking
spaces as a turning area CONDITION FOR SPACE
11 TO BE A TURNING AREA ONLY
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Clause 6.7.5 layout of
parking area

Y ¢«  Discretion is required because plans are in concept

only with only basic detail provided, however there is
sufficient information to be confident that the design
will meet all applicable standards and specifications
following detailed design. CONDITION FOR
DETAILED DESIGN TO AUSTRALIAN
STANDARD

Car Parking Space Dimensions (AS2890.1 Fig 2.2 =
2.4x5.4m Class 1A):

OK - dimensions need to be shown

Car Parking Space Design Envelope (AS2890.1 Fig
5.2 300mm clearance on side):

CK - dimensions need to be shown

Headroom: (AS2890.1 Fig 5.3 = 2.2m clearance):
OK

Parking Space Gradient (5%):

CK

Aisle Width (AS2890.1 Fig 2.2 = 5.8m Class 1A):

OK

Garage Door Width & Apron (AS2890.1 Fig 5.4 =2.4m
wide => 7m wide apron):

N/A

B85 Turning Paths:

OK

Parking Module Gradient (manoeuvring area 5%
Acceptable Soln, 10% Performance):

OK

Driveway Gradient & Width (AS2890.1 Section 2.6 =
25% and 3m):

DISCRETION - Discretion is required because plans are
in concept only with only basic detail provided, however
there is sufficient information to be confident that the
design will meet all applicable standards and
specifications following detailed design CONDITION
FOR 25% INSIDE WHEEL PATH

Transitions (AS2890.1 Section 2.5.3 = 12.5% summit,
15% sag => 2m transition):

OK

Vehicular Barriers (AS2890.1 Section 2.4.5.3 =
600mm drop, 1:4 slope):

N/A

Blind Aisle Length (AS2890.1 Fig 2.3 = 6x spaces
max if public):

OK

Blind Aisle End Widening (AS2890.1 Fig 2.3 = 1m
extra):

OK

Circulation Roadways & Ramps:

DISCRETION - Discretion is required because plans are
in concept only with only basic detail provided, however
there is sufficient information to be confident that the
design will meet all applicable standards and
specifications following detailed design CONDITION
FOR 25% INSIDE WHEEL PATH
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Clause 6.7.6 surface
treatment

Only when a new hard
stand area is proposed or
new development is within
a car park area.

Clause 6.7.7 Lighting of
parking area

Planner and health unit to
assess

Clause 6.7.8
Landscaping

Planner to assess

Clause 6.7.9 motor bike
parking

Clause 6.7.10 bicycle
parking

Clause 6.7.11 bicycle end
trip

Planner to assess
Clause 6.7.12 siting of
car parking

Planner to assess based
on DE assessment of
Clause 6.7.5 layout of
parking area

Clause 6.7.13 facilities
for commercial vehicles
Clause 6.7.14 access to
a road
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Y ¢  Surface proposed is concrete, but drainage is yet to
be shown and will need to be addressed in the
detailed design

Planner to assess

Planner to assess

N/A - None proposed

Ye Discretion is required due to the parking areas on the
basement levels being further than 30m from the
entrance.

PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT: SATISFIED

The design of bicycle parking facilities must provide
'safe, obvious and easy access for cyclists, having
regard to all of the following:

(a) minimising the distance from the street to the bicycle
parking area;

¢+  The low number of vehicle movements to and from the
residential parking area means the increase in risk to
cyclists is within acceptable limits.
(c) providing clear sightlines from the building or the
public road to provide adequate passive surveillance of
the parking facility and the route from the parking facility
to the building;
. Not applicable

(d) avoiding creation of concealment points to minimise
the risk.

. Not applicable
Planner to assess

Planner to assess

N/A

OK
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Clause 6.7.15 access to NA
Niree Lane

E7.0 Stormwater
Clause for Assessment |AS PC Comments / Discussion

A1 (SW disposed to Y [DISCRETION - Drainage not shown and will need to be

Public SW Inf via Gravity / incorporated during detailed design. However, drainage

P1 (onsite/pump) by gravity to the existing stormwater connection for the lot
is feasible.

A2 (WSUD) /P2 Y a) less than 600m2

(Mechanical Treatment) b) less than 6 cars

¢) no subdivision
A3 (Minor SW System (a) | Y a) will be designed for 20 year storm
1:20 ARI (b) Runoff no b) the existing public infrastructure constructed as part of
greater than existing or the subdivision has sufficient capacity
able to be accommodated
in Council SW System)
A4 (Major SW System N/A
accommodates 1:100
ARI)

PROTECTION OF COUNCIL INFRASTRUCTURE
Council infrastructure at risk Why?
Stormwater pipes NO
Council road network NO
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URBAN DESIGN ADVISORY PANEL

MINUTES
5 NOVEMBER 2020

PLN-20-633 40 & 42-44 Burnett Street

Description:

The proposal is to demolish existing structures at 40 Burnett Street and 42-44 Burnett
Street and construct a new seven storey building (two below ground floors and five
above ground floors) that is primarily for 31 multiple dwellings. The ground floor is
proposed to also contain commercial space with direct frontage to Burnett Street. The
use of relevant floors is set out below.

¢ Basement level: Car parking — 25 spaces. Accessed via internal vehicle ramps.

¢ Lower ground level: Car parking — 25 spaces. Accessed via internal vehicle
ramps.

¢ Ground level: Commercial tenancy, foyer and lift lobby, garbage room, services,

car parking — 11 spaces (5 visitor and 6 tenant) accessed via enlarged crossover

on the north western side of the site, adjacent to 48 Burnett Street.

Level 1: Nine dwellings (1 x 1 bedroom, 5 x 2 bedroom, 3 x 3 bedroom).

Level 2: Nine dwellings (1 x 1 bedroom, 5 x 2 bedroom, 3 x 3 bedroom).

Level 3: Nine dwellings (1 x 1 bedroom, 5 x 2 bedroom, 3 x 3 bedroom).

Level 4: Four dwellings (1 x 2 bedroom, 3 x 3 bedroom).

The building is proposed to have a height of approximately 18.4 metres to the top of
its lift well.

Comment:

A previous proposal was presented as a pre-application presentation to the Panel on
27 August 2020. The Panel noted the changes made to the design since that
presentation.

The proposed development is quite intensive and the Panel still held misgivings about
the very small or non-existent setbacks from side and rear boundaries, including
where the building overlooks the rear of two heritage listed cottages that front Argyle
Street.
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URBAN DESIGN ADVISORY PANEL
MINUTES
05/11/2020

The Panel acknowledged that this part of the city is likely to be developed more
intensively than exists at present, and that the proposed building may reasonably be
considered in that context. The proposal may initially appear quite prominent, because
of the relatively underdeveloped sites around it, but the passage of time is likely to
change that.

Overall, the Panel regarded the proposed height of the building as reasonable.
However, it did feel that the top storey and roof is un-necessarily complex in form and
is likely to draw the eye and emphasise the building’s height. The Panel would prefer a
simpler and more recessive form for this storey.

While the development will be quite prominent from Argyle St and lower Burnett Street
viewpoints, the Panel acknowledged that the varied architectural treatment to the
north-eastern elevation has the effect of reducing the apparent - or visual - mass of
the building. In addition, likely future development of some adjacent sites may further
mitigate its apparent bulk.

The contrast in height and bulk between the neighbouring cottages (at 38 Burnett
Street and 272 and 274 Argyle Street) and the proposed building is quite abrupt,
however the heights permitted by the Scheme would seem to give this difference a
degree of inevitability.

The Panel felt it was important to achieve an improved transition at and near street
level, where this contrast can to some extent be alleviated. The Panel felt that the
development could utilise some elements or characteristics of the cottage at Number
38 within the frontage of the new development, particularly at street level, and that the
design and choice of materials along the street is of great importance.

One of the suggestions was the use of planter boxes with places to sit along the street
level frontage, in particular along the property boundary and encouraging the use of
brick or masonry in the ground floor elevation to provide stronger links with the extant
residential cottages within the streetscape.

In discussing the proposed landscape elements, the Panel were concerned with
ensuring the proper management and care of the proposed planter boxes on the
upper level balconies and the provision of adequate size and appropriate irrigation and
drainage. The Panel also felt that it would be beneficial if the proponent could
demonstrate how the planter boxes will be successful.

Urban Design Advisory Panel Page 2 | 3
Minutes of Meeting
05 November 2020
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URBAN DESIGN ADVISORY PANEL
MINUTES
05/11/2020

A possible opportunity was identified at the rear of the development to create a deep
planting space for a large tree to soften the scale of the building.

Although not something within the control of the proponent, the Panel would
encourage planting of street trees to soften the impact of the building and make the
street more attractive in this locale, particularly if it was to be part of a precinct wide
street tree planting program.

As the building is to be essentially residential, it was felt that it would benefit the
complex to give the residential entrance more prominence - to give it a design
treatment which greets the residents and makes the entrance more apparent and
welcoming, for example a change of paving and wall finishes, a seat, planting at
ground or higher. This could also create a ‘linkage’ to the residential character of the
cottage at no 38 Burnett Street. The elements or materials for the entry could possibly
extend beyond the site boundary to include part of the public domain.

The Panel suggests that, should the Council approve the application, conditions
and/or advice be included with regard to the provision of a schedule of finishes, and in
particular a detailed design for the street level frontage, including the ground level
facade, paving, landscape elements, street furniture, lighting, signage, etc, and details
of the various balcony planter boxes.

Urban Design Advisory Panel Page 3| 3
Minutes of Meeting
05 November 2020
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URBAN DESIGN ADVISORY PANEL

MINUTES
27 AUGUST 2020

40 & 42-44 Burnett Street Pre-App

Description:

The proposal is to demolish existing structures at 40 Burnett Street and 42-44 Burnett
Street and construct a new seven storey building (two below ground floors and five
above ground floors) that is primarily for 31 multiple dwellings. The ground floor is
proposed to also contain commercial space with direct frontage to Burnett Street. The
use of relevant floors is set out below.
¢ Basement level: Car parking — 25 spaces. Accessed via internal vehicle ramps.
¢ Lower ground level: Car parking — 25 spaces. Accessed via internal vehicle
ramps.
¢ Ground level: Commercial tenancy, foyer and lift lobby, garbage room, services,
car parking — 11 spaces (5 visitor and 6 tenant) accessed via enlarged crossover
on the north western side of the site, adjacent to 48 Burnett Street.

e Level 1: Nine dwellings (1 x 1 bedroom, 5 x 2 bedroom, 3 x 3 bedroom).
e Level 2: Nine dwellings (1 x 1 bedroom, 5 x 2 bedroom, 3 x 3 bedroom).
e [evel 3: Nine dwellings (1 x 1 bedroom, 5 x 2 bedroom, 3 x 3 bedroom).
e Level 4: Four dwellings (1 x 2 bedroom, 3 x 3 bedroom).

Comment:

The property that is proposed to be developed is over two titles, in a Commercial Zone
and suitable for mixed used development. The Panel notes that the streetscape has
evolved over time and has properties of varying ages and styles of residential,
commercial and semi industrial properties. The area is in transition with many sites
having potential for further development and/or redevelopment.

The proposal requires the demolition of existing buildings on the site. One of these
buildings is ‘residential’ in character. While the Panel is concerned with the loss of
any residential property it accepts that this property is not currently in residential use
and is not heritage listed. Its demolition will enable a new residential development of
higher density to occur. The Panel accepts the demolition of the buildings currently on
the site.

The Panel is of the opinion that the relationship between the proposed development
and the adjacent properties at 38 Burnett Street and the heritage listed properties at
272 Argyle Street and 274 Argyle Street is a significant consideration.
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URBAN DESIGN ADVISORY PANEL
MINUTES
27/08/2020

In regard to the single storey house at 38 Burnett Street the relationship and
transitioning between this and the proposed new building creates a marked contrast in
the streetscape.

While the Panel finds the overall height of the proposal to be reasonable, it considers
that more could be done to better transition the apparent height and massing of the
proposal to these neighbouring properties.

Consideration of ways to soften this transition through the use of setbacks, material
changes and colour is encouraged.

It is also suggested that elements of the form and character of 38 Burnett be re
interpreted and incorporated into adjacent parts of the Ground and First floor facades
of the proposal to improve the transition. Further modulation of the facade to reflect
the traditional streetscape pattern could also be considered.

Similarly some landscape works across the front of the building and in particular
immediately adjacent to 38 Burnett Street would assist with the transition and
reinforcement of the predominantly residential nature of the proposal and enhance the
pedestrian experience. These elements could include low sitting walls, bike racks,
bollards and planting.

The Panel encouraged the inclusion in the street elevation of a more detailed and
accurate presentation of 38 Burnett St in order to better illustrate how the transition
between the buildings will be achieved.

With regard to the Argyle Street properties the Panel was particularly concerned with
the impact of the proposal on the amenity of these properties.

In order to retain a degree of visual privacy for the occupants and the neighbouring
properties the Panel would encourage consideration being given to a landscape zone
between balconies and the boundary and the balustrading to balconies on the first and
second floors, in particular, being made opaque or solid.

On a final note the Panel discussed its reservations around the lack of setbacks at the
rear of the property and therefore the potential for a future adjacent development of a
similar scale having a significant negative impact on the amenity of the occupants of
the rear apartments.

Urban Design Advisory Panel Page 2 | 3
Minutes of Meeting
27 August 2020
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URBAN DESIGN ADVISORY PANEL
MINUTES
27/08/2020

The Panel reminded the proponent that an Apartment Planning Code Scheme
Amendment presently before the Tasmanian Planning Commission addresses this
issue.

Urban Design Advisory Panel Page 3| 3
Minutes of Meeting
27 August 2020
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13 Urban Design Advisory Panel - Membership
File Ref: F20/118199

Report of the Director City Planning of 11 November 2020 and
attachments.

Delegation:  Council
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REPORT TITLE: URBAN DESIGN ADVISORY PANEL - MEMBERSHIP

REPORT PROVIDED BY: Director City Planning

1.

Report Purpose and Community Benefit

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

1.5.

This report seeks approval for the appointment of five members for the
Urban Design Advisory Panel.

Three positions were advertised in The Mercury on 22 August 2020.
The positions that are required to be filled is the position of the chair, a
member with both planning and urban design expertise and a member
who currently holds an academic position in urban design. As per the
Terms of Reference, these roles are for a tenure of three years.

The nominations were reviewed by the Council at its meeting on the 12
October 2020. The Council requested the matter be deferred and re-
advertised to enable all vacant positions to be filled.

The positions were re-advertised in The Mercury on the 21 October
2020.

Two positions were nominated by the Tasmanian Chapters of the
Australian Institute of Architects and the Australian Institute of
Landscape Architects as per the Terms of Reference, these roles are
for a tenure of three years. In addition proxies were also nominated as
allowed for in the Terms of Reference for the Panel.

Report Summary

2.1

2.2.

2.3.

2.4,

The Council, at its meeting on 24 February 2020, resolved to seek
expressions of interest in the positions for the chairperson, the member
with both planning and urban design expertise and the member who
currently holds an academic position in urban design be called and the
current incumbents be invited to nominate for these positions.

As a result of the expressions of interest process, five nominations were
received, one nominated for the position of chairperson. Four of the
nominations also sought to be considered for the position of the
member with both planning and urban design and zero applications for
the member with an academic position in urban design.

After the Council, at its meeting on 12 October requested that further
expressions of interest in the positions for the chairperson, the member
with both planning and urban design expertise and the member who
currently holds an academic position in urban design be called and the
previous applicants nominations stand and did not require to reapply.

After the second expression of interest period, a further six nominations
were received. These applicants applied for multiple positions within the
panel.
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The Tasmanian Australian Institute of Architects and the Tasmanian
Australian Institute of Landscape Architects each nominated one person
from each Institute.

The respective nominations are

2.6.1.

2.6.2.

2.6.3.

2.6.4.

2.6.5.

Chairperson

2.6.1.1. Scott Bamford

2.6.1.2. Helen Norrie

2.6.1.3. George Wilkie

Member with Planning and Urban Design Expertise
2.6.2.1. Fiona Abercrombie-Howroyd

2.6.2.2. Scott Bamford

2.6.2.3.  Lucy Burke-Smith

2.6.2.4. Trent Henderson

2.6.2.5. lan James (current member)

2.6.2.6. James Jones

2.6.2.7. Genevieve Lilley

2.6.2.8. James Morrison

2.6.2.9. Leigh Woolley

Member with an Academic Position in Urban Design
2.6.3.1. Scott Bamford

2.6.3.2. Helen Norrie

2.6.3.3. George Wilkie

Member nominated from the Tasmanian Australian Institute of
Architects

2.6.4.1. Keith Drew with both Andrew Shurman and Karen
Davis as proxies.

Member nominated from the Tasmanian Australian Institute of
Landscape Architects

2.6.5.1. Susan Small with Edwina Hughes as proxy.
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2.7. A copy of all the nominations received are included in Attachment A.

2.8. Both the current Chair of the Urban Design Advisory Panel, Peter
Curtis, and the member nominated by the Tasmanian Chapter of the
Australian Institute of Architects, Jamieson Allom, will no longer
continue as members. They have both been long standing members of
the panel and their significant service to Council should be
acknowledged.

Recommendation

That:

1. Inrespect to the nominee for the Urban Design Advisory Panel as
chairperson with urban design and public administration
experience the Council appoint:-

(i) Scott Bamford
(i) Helen Norrie
(iii) George Wilkie

2. Inrespect to the nominee for the Urban Design Advisory Panel with
both planning and urban design experience the Council appoint
either:-

(i) Fiona Abercrombie-Howroyd
(i) Scott Bamford

(iif) Lucy Burke-Smith

(iv) Trent Henderson

(v) lan James (current member)
(vi) James Jones

(vii) Genevieve Lilley

(viii) James Morrison

(ix) Leigh Woolley

(x) Fiona Abercrombie-Howroyd

(xi) Lucy Burke-Smith
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(xii) Trent Henderson

(xiii) lan James

In respect to the nominee for the Urban Design Advisory Panel as
person who currently holds an academic position in urban design.

(i) Scott Bamford
(i) Helen Norrie
(ili) George Wilkie

In respect to the nominee from the Tasmanian Chapter of the
Australian Institute of Architects the Council appoint:-

(i) Keith Drew with both Andrew Shurman and Karen Davis as
proxies.

In respect to the nominee from the Tasmanian Chapter of the
Australian Institute of Landscape Architects the Council appoint:-

(i) Susan Small with Edwina Hughes as proxy.

That the Lord Mayor on behalf of the Council formally thank both
Peter Curtis and Jamieson Allom for their significant service as
members of the Urban Design Advisory Panel.

Background

The Urban Design Advisory Panel (UDAP) was formed in October 2011
to principally provide independent urban design advice to promote good
design and quality urban environment. The Panel has six members
with one allocated to the State Architect, however, this position remains
unfilled by State Government since 2011.

The Council, at its meeting of 24 February 2020, resolved to seek
expressions of interest in the positions for the chairperson, the member
with both planning and urban design expertise and the member who
currently holds an academic position in urban design and the current
incumbents be invited to nominate for these positions.

Nominations were also requested from the Tasmanian Chapters of the
Australian Institute of Architects and the Australian Institute of
Landscape Architects.

Due to the Covid 19 pandemic advertising of the positions were
deferred till 22 August 2020. As a result of the subsequent expressions
of interest process, five nominations were received, one nominated for
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the position of chairperson. Four of the nominations sought to be
considered for the position of the member with both planning and urban
design. All five nominations meet the necessary qualification and
experience for the respective positions.

Council reviewed the expressions of interest that resulted from
advertising in The Mercury on 22 August 2020. At Council’s meeting on
12 October it was requested that a further period of time for
nominations be provided for the three positions. The positions were re-
advertised in The Mercury on the 21 October 2020.

Proposal and Implementation

During the two nomination periods, Council received a total of three
nominations for the position of chairperson, nine nominations for the
member with planning and urban design expertise and three
nominations for the member currently holding an academic position in
urban design.

The respective nominations are

4.2.1. Chairperson
4.2.1.1. Scott Bamford
4.2.1.2. Helen Norrie
4.2.1.3. George Wilkie

4.2.2. Member with Planning and Urban Design Expertise.
4.2.2.1. Fiona Abercrombie-Howroyd
4.2.2.2. Scott Bamford
4.2.2.3. Lucy Burke-Smith
4.2.2.4. Trent Henderson
4.2.2.5. lan James (current member)
4.2.2.6. James Jones
4.2.2.7. Genevieve Lilley
4.2.2.8. James Morrison
4.2.2.9. Leigh Woolley

4.2.3. Member with an Academic Position in Urban Design

4.2.3.1. Scott Bamford
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4.2.3.2. Helen Norrie

4.2.3.3. George Wilkie
4.3. A copy of the respective nominations are included in Attachment A.
4.4. The Council is required to select the successful nominees.

4.5. Both the current Chair of the Urban Design Advisory Panel, Peter
Curtis, and the member nominated by the Tasmanian Chapter of the
Australian Institute of Architects, Jamieson Allom, will no longer
continue as members. They have both been long standing members of
the panel and their significant service to Council should be
acknowledged.

5. Strategic Planning and Policy Considerations

5.1. The Urban Design Advisory Panel assists the Council in delivering the
following strategies that are outlined in the Capital City Strategic Plan
2019-29

Pillar 7.2 focuses on development that enhances Hobart’s unique
identity, human scale and built heritage.

Pillar 7.2.5 Embrace opportunities to ensure new developments and
redevelopments contribute to and reflect Hobart histories, heritage and
culture.

Pillar 7.2.6 Advocate for the inclusion of public spaces and public
infrastructure in large private developments.

The Urban Design Advisory panel assist Council in the delivery of these
goals as it provides a “sounding board” for urban design policy that the
City may wish to consider.

6. Financial Implications
6.1. Funding Source and Impact on Current Year Operating Result

6.1.1. The cost of sitting fees has been allocated within the
Development Appraisal function budget.

6.2. Impact on Future Years’ Financial Result

6.2.1. The cost of sitting fees will be allocated within the Development
Appraisal function budget for future years.

7. Legal, Risk and Legislative Considerations

7.1. The UDAP is an advisory body only and does not make any statutory
decisions. However, as an advisory panel it needs to have suitably
gualified and experience members and the nominations received for the
positions satisfy that requirement.
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8. Delegation

8.1. The appointment of members of the Urban Design Advisory Panel for
the position of chairperson with suitable urban design and public
administration experience, the member with both planning and urban
design expertise, and the member with an academic position in urban
design is a matter for the Council to determine.

8.2. Council should also acknowledge the members nominated by each of
the Tasmanian Chapters of the Australian Institute of Architects and the
Australian Institute of Landscape Architects.

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.

Neil Noye

DIRECTOR CITY PLANNING

Date: 11 November 2020

File Reference: F20/118199

Attachment A: Urban Design Advisory Panel - Nominations {
Attachment B: Terms of Reference for Urban Design Advisory Panel -

February 2020 §
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TERROIR

Melbourne
Copenhagen

www.terroir.com.au

Mr Neil Noye

Director of City Planning

Hobart City Council

GPO Box 503

Hobart TAS 7001

(sent by email, udappanel@hobartcity.com.au)

4 November 2020
RE: Confidential - Nomination to the Urban Design Advisory Panel
Dear Neil,

I wish to nominate for a position on the Hobart City Council’'s Urban Design Advisory Panel
(UDAP). | have read and agree to the UDAP Terms of Reference. The following is provided
in support of this nomination

Introduction

I am the Hobart-based founding owner and Director of TERROIR, an architecture and urban
design practice established in 1999 with offices in Hobart, Sydney and Copenhagen.
TERROIR is known for our innovative, award-winning and internationally recognised
strategic, master planning, public, commercial, community and residential projects

| have a passion for building awareness of the unique qualities of Tasmania and specifically
my home city of Hobart. | share the Council’s objectives to heighten the quality and value of
design in the urban realm, as demonstrated by the establishment of the UDAP in 2011

I am firmly committed to our unigue island capital city, and consistently champion in my work
the values and influences of my upbringing in this place. My interest in the opportunity to hold
a leadership role as a member of UDAP stems from a desire to give back to the community |
am committed to both professionally and personally. | would bring a unique local-to-global
outlook, recognised design expertise and draw on my national and international relationships
and experience As a born and bred Tasmanian, who lives in Hobart with my wife and five
children, | am committed to the City's future.
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Vacancies

| understand Council are seeking to fill three vacancies for a term of three (3) years,
commencing on 23 November 2020. My experience and credentials enable me to nominate
firstly for the role of member and Chairmanship, and if deemed unsuited for that role, | seek
nomination for the other roles:

Member, and undertake the Chairmanship

This role requires experience in urban design and public administration. My credentials
towards urban design are outlined elsewhere in this submission. In regards to public
administration, the experience drawn from running a successful business that started in
Hobart and now 21 years later is international is testament to my business and management
acumen. Furthermore, my appointments to professional advocacy positions with public
engagement is evidence of the standing | have in the public realm.

At 49 years of age, | am mid-career with already considerable experience gained. | present a
capable and knowledgeable candidate for this very responsible position. | believe my

appointment to this role would be well supported and respected by my peers.

Member, with both planning and urban design expertise

30+ years’ experience, 21 years as a business leader, in the field of architecture and urban
design. Throughout this time, | have gained planning experience in many State and
International jurisdictions. My understanding of planning issues is also influenced by my
wife's profession as a planner.

Member, who currently holds an academic position in urban design

Whilst not a full time academic, | have been an appointed Adjunct Professor at the University
of Tasmania's School of Architecture since 2008. In that time, | have regularly participated in
lectures, critic panels and other University activities related to urban design.

Furthermore, my architectural practice has — over 21 years - demonstrated a commitment to
design practice and academia/research, such as,

« Fellow Founding Director Richard Blythe has gone on to now head up the School of
Design at Virginia Tech in the USA, and;

« Fellow Founding and current co-Director Gerard Reinmuth has balanced the
demands of practice with the role of Professor of Practice at the School of
Architecture at University of Technology, Sydney.

Personal Attributes

As a leader in the design industry in Tasmania and business owner, | would bring a wealth of
experience, knowledge and expertise to UDAP, including:

1. Experience with and appreciation of design-review panels;
An established presence in the field of design and an engaged local, national and
international network;

3. A high level of professionalism;

4. Strong leadership and advocacy skills,
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5. A passion for design advocacy, with a strong desire to build awareness of the value
of good design;
6 Ability to gather feedback and provide innovative design insight

Architecture, landscape architecture and urban design are my passion. In today’s modern
world — and of utmost importance in a post-COVID-19 future - design thinking can reveal the
unique qualities of a place, its inhabitants or conditions. The place-based approach to
projects | have led at TERROIR since 1999 is testament to this approach.

Academic and Professional Achievements

« Bachelor of Architecture, University of Tasmania (Hons 18! Class, 1996);
« Bachelor of Environmental Design, University of Tasmania (1992);
« |nvited Masters by Practice degree from RMIT University [2007];
* Registered Architect in Tasmania and Victoria. Since 2008 | have been
* Adjunct Professor at the University of Tasmania's School of Architecture since 2008,
+» Former Chapter Councillor of the Australian Institute of Architects on two occasions;
e Co-Creative Director of the Australian Institute of Architects’ 2009 MNational
Conference;
+ Accomplished architectural and urban design author of TERROIR: Cosmop
+ Accomplished architectural and urban design co-author of three books;
o TERROIR: Cosmopolitan Ground (2007);
o Third Spaces (2019);
o Instruments (2019)
* Fortunate to present my work in public lectures in most Australian States and
internationally, including the 2010 Other Islands Conference in the Canary Islands.

Practice Overview

| am an owner and Director of TERROIR Pty Ltd, established in Hobart and later Sydney in
1999 by Tasmanian-born and raised founding Directors. In 2009 the practice expanded
internationally with the establishment of TERROIR ApS in Copenhagen (Denmark).

TERROIR projects have been featured in,

« A number of international exhibitions and publications including AV Monographs “20
international emerging architects” the Phaidon Atlas of 21st Century Architecture and
the recent MMXX; Two Decades of Architecture In Australia;

+ The Australian Pavilion at the Venice Biennale (2008 and 2010) and were featured in
both the Danish and Australian pavilions for the 2012 Biennale:

* Exhibitions in Australia, Germany, the United States, Scandinavia, South Korea and
China.

Awards
Recent and relevant state and international awards,
2020
+« Australian Institute of Architects, Victorian Chapter Awards; William Wardel named

award for Public Buildings and the Regional Prize for the Penguin Parade Visitor
Centre.
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2019

+« The Chicago Athenasum/The European Centre, International Design Award — Parks
and Gardens for Penguin Parade Visitor Centre;

+ The Chicago Athenaeum/The European Centre, International Design Award — Urban
Planning for Koondrook Wharf;,

« World Architecture Festival (Amsterdam), Winner Completed Buildings — House for
Castle Cove House,

« World Architecture Festival (Amsterdam), Finalist Future Projects — Culture for
Puffing Billy Railway Visitor Centre.

2018
« Australian Institute of Architects, Victorian Chapter Awards; Urban Design Award,
Small Project Architecture Award and the Regional Prize for Koondrook Wharf;
« Australian Institute of Architects, Tasmanian Chapter Awards; Urban Design Award

Commendation for University of Tasmania City Apartments (in association with FKA);

2017
+« Australian Institute of Architects, Tasmanian Chapter Awards; Small Project
Architecture Award Commendation for Princes Park Toilets;
«  World Architecture Festival (Berlin), Finalist Future Projects — Culture for Penguin
Parade Visitor Centre.

Local Government Experience

Leading many public buildings in Tasmania and Victoria over the last 21 years has provided
insight to many Local Governments — wide-ranging experience that | will bring to UDAP for
the Hobart City Council.

Local Governments | have engaged with;

+« Hobart City Council

s Kingborough Council

+« Huon Valley Council

+ Glenorchy City Council

¢ Launceston City Council

e Burnie Council

+» Glamorgan-Spring Bay Council
+« Bass Coast Shire Council

+« Hobsons Bay City

« City of Greater Geelong

« City of Greater Bendigo

+ Surf Coast Shire

« Gannawarra Shire

e« Campaspe Shire

« Mornington Peninsula Shire
«  NMurray River Shire

¢ Rural City of Wangaratta

Design Review Panel Experience
Hobart City Council's initiative to establish UDAP is unique in Tasmania, and | congratulate

Council for valuing the input of independent design professionals providing advice promoting
good design and a high guality urban environment.
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MNotwithstanding this current limitation on Tasmanian design panels, | will bring experience
from direct engagement on multiple occasions with other design review panels;

» Sullivans Cove Waterfront Authority’ Design Review Panel, multiple co-presentations;
o Tasmanian Museum and Art Gallery Masterplan (2007/08, with JPW
Architects);
o Institute of Marine and Antarctic Studies (2009/10 with JWA Architects);
o Elizabeth Street Pier Forecourt urban design (2007 with Oculus).

« City of Sydney’s Design Advisory Panel; presentation of invited design competition
submission for multi-residential projects in Zetland and Green Square, and;

+ Office of the Victorian Government Architect’s Victorian Design Review Panel; | have
personally led the preparation and delivery of seven (7) formal presentations in the
last 4 years, for significant projects;

o Penguin Parade Visitor Centre ($58M, completed 2019);

o Puffing Billy Railway Visitor Centre ($20M. under construction — completion
early 2021),

o Geelong Waterfront Safe Harbour Project ($40M. Ongoing).

Advocacy

| am a respected member of the local and international architecture community, having
served on numerous select commitiees and panels. Relevant appointments include;

« 2020 nominated by the Tasmanian Chapter of the Australian Institute of Architects to
represent the industry in a workshop for the Premiers Economic Social Recovery
Advisory Council (PESRAC) in Burnie in late October.

« 2018/19 appointed by the National Council of the Australian Institute of Architects to a
national panel of Architects to review major procurement practices, due to my
extensive experience with procurement methods. This subcommittee produced
Guidelines for EOl and RFT for architectural services, which identifies best practice
methods in public sector and educational institutions that commission architectural
services

« 2015/16 appointed by the Tasmanian Chapter of the Australian Institute of Architects
to assist Kingborough Council in their architectural selection process for the new
Kingborough Hub on the site of the former Kingston High School. Kingborough
Council adopted all recommendations and convened a 2-stage EOl/Design
Competition process. The completed building received the Tasmanian Chapter's
highest Architecture Award for Public Buildings in 2020, and has been shortlisted in
the National Awards.

« 2011 founding Steering Committee member of the Forum for Urban Design
Excellence (FUDE) Tasmania. Convened by the Hobart City Council's Executive
Manager City Design, it's goal was to promote the establishment and recognition of
urban design excellence at a professional level in Tasmania. FUDE was partly a
forerunner to UDAP which was established in late 2011.

Referees

Available on request.
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| have a passion for the advocacy and quality of Hobart's built environment, and the capacity
to contribute towards the UDAP Purpose (as outlined in the UDAP Terms of Reference). |
would be honoured to be considered for a position on the UDAP

Yours sincerely,

Scott Balmforth
Director, TERROIR
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From: Helen Norrie
To: UDAP Panel
Subject: UDAP expression of interest
Date: Tuesday, 3 November 2020 11:48:28 AM
Attachments: image001.png

CV norrie 2020.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links

“open

attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the content is safe,

Dear Neil,

| would like to nominate for the Urban Design Advisory Panel academic position. | would also be
interested in the role of Chair of this Panel.

Please see my CV attached. Please let me know if you need any other information.

Best wishes,

Dr Helen Norrie

Ph.D, B.Arch. (Hons) B.Env Des

Masters of Architecture Course Coordinator

Leader RUSL | Regional Urban Studies Laboratory
Architecture & Design | Technology, Envirenments & Design
University of Tasmania

~

C=213, Architecture & Design Building, Inveresk Campus

Architecture
and Design

UNIVERSITYef
TASMANIA

CRICOS 00588B

University of Tasmania Electronic Communications Policy (December, 2014).

This email is confidential, and is for the intended recipient only. Access, disclosure, copying, distribution, or
reliance on any of it by anyone outside the intended recipient organisation is prohibited and may be a criminal
offence. Please delete if obtained in error and email confirmation to the sender. The views expressed in this
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email are not necessarily the views of the University of Tasmania, unless clearly intended otherwise,
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curriculum vitae dr helen norrie

Dr Helen Norrie is a Senior Lecturer in the School of Architecture & Design at the University of Tasmania,
and an architectural critic and commentator, centributing regularly to a range of national and
international architecture and design journals. Helen is actively involved in the Tasmanian design
community through projects that showcase the state’s best design practices.

Helen established the Regional Urban Studies Laboratory (RUSL), a collaborative design research project
that engages directly with local government authorities to explore urban issues for regional cities
and towns. RUSL develops collaborative research between academics and students, bridging the
teaching-research nexus through the investigation of core urban issues, which span across the
disciplines of architecture, urban design, landscape architecture and planning.

In 2014 Helen was the Creative Director of the Australian Institute of Architects national conference,
curating a programme of 20 leading international architects to examine the expanding role of the
architect in differing social, political and economic environments. MAKING 2014 explored the way
architects connect with communities, facilitate change, and challenge the status quo and offering
an alternate vision. The conference was attended by 1100 delegates from across Australasia.

Since 2015 Helen has collaborated with Cave Urban Architects to develop collaborative design research
into Bamboo Agritecture - exploring the intersection of architecture and agriculture - working
with the Tasmanian Institute of Agriculture and bamboo specialists in Vietnam, Cambodia and
Indonesia to develop the. This has included the design and construction of a series of prototypes
for bamboo cattle shelters in remote and regional communities in the Vietnamese highlands.

Helen is one of the founding members of the Food Innovation Group at the University of Tasmania,
working together with the UTAS Northern Transformation Project to integrate food systems into
the built environment of the new campus at Inveresk.

academic qualifications

2014 PhD Urban Narratives: Museums and the City; University of Melbourne
1993 Bachelor of Architecture (Hons); University of Queensland
1988 Bachelor Design Studies; University of Queensland

professional qualifications

1998- Lecturer - Schoal of Architecture & Design — University of Tasmania
coordinating design + research studios in Bachelor of Env. Design + Masters of Architecture
1998-  Visiting academic

1998 various national and international universities in Australia and Scotland
2014 external examiner University of Queensland architectural design programme
1996- Architectural critic and commentator - national and international professional journals
1984/98 Architectural practice - Brishane, London and Glasgow
competitions
2013 CAPITheticAL competition
shortlisted in international competition to celebrate centenary of Canberra
2011 Living Cities Design competition
speculative ideas for future urban environments
2006 Hobart Waterfront International Design Competition

speculative ideas for Sullivans Cove, Hobart

professional awards

2019 Planning Institute of Australia — Award for Cutting Edge Research and Teaching
for collaborative design research with City of Hobart
2009 Planning Institute of Australia — Urban Design Plans/Ideas Award

for Designing a Better City Framework
Launceston City Council with UTAS School of Architecture & Design

1996 RAIA Award for Riversleigh Fossil Museum and Visitors Centre
Davis and Josephson - Brisbane (part of project ream)
1994 RAIA Award for Customs House Refurbishment, Brisbane
Robert Riddell Architects — Brisbane (part of project ream)
1992 RIBA Award for Graduate Business School, Glasgow Reiach + Hall - Glasgow (project team)
1990 UK National Competition for Bennachie Visitors Centre, Scotland

special commendation (with Lain Campbell)
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creative research
2004-  Exhibition curator + creative works

2012 sea stories - curation
installation of collaboration between four artists/designers
2009 un_packing architecture: beyond style and fashion - Tasmanian Architecture
Tasmanian Museum and Art Gallery, Hobart, as part of Design Island
2008 Spatial Origami installation with Laboratory for Visionary Architecture (LAVA)

as part of Design Island
2004/8  various exhibitions of student urban design projects
2015-9  bamboo AGRITECTURE - various built project in Tasmania, Vietnam + Indonesia

2014 Creative Director 2014 National Architecture Conference
with Adam Haddow and Sam Crawford
2015- Bamboo Agritecture - collaborative design research with Cave Urban Architects, Tasmanian
Institute of Agriculture, National Institute of Animal Science, Vietnam

collaborative urban research
2004- collaborative urban design projects at the UTAS School of Architecture & Design
developing speculative propositions for sites in Launceston and Hobart
projects use Gehl Architects research methods and ideas for urban spaces
2008- Regional Urban Studies Laboratory (RUSL) - collaborative research projects working with local
and state government
2010  Launceston City Council: Urban Fabric Analysis
2010/11projects with the Office of the State Architect and
2011 projects with Hobart City Council and Glenorchy Art and Sculpture Park (GCC)
2013/4 projects with Meander Valley Council, Launceston City Council,
Glamorgan Spring Bay Council + Monash University Art Architecture + Design
2010 working with Gehl Architects and Launceston and Hobart City Councils on
Public Space Public Life - leading to the Hobart Inner City Action Plan by HCC

collaborative urban research projects

Working with the City of Hobart, Dr Norrie developed the The City of Hobart and University of Tasmania
Architecture & Design Internship was established in 2012, This program provided a unigue model of
engagement between the Council and the University that facilitates collaborative design research into a
range of urban and cultural issues that are directly related to the physical environment of the city..

The City of Hebart Architecture & Design collaborative offers diverse multi-disciplinary Werk Integrated
Learning (WIL) experiences for students, and develops collaborative research through:
» Collaborative Research Studios as part of coursework for the Advanced Design Research
(ADR) studio of the final year Master of Architecture (MArch) programme
+« Internship Programme where students work directly with UTAS academics + City of Hobart
staff on collaborative research that relates directly to current and future Council issues
+ Collaborative research exploring planning, urban design, cultural + economic development

Since 2012, this collaborative research project has involved:
+ 15 staff from 5 departments have collaborated in the development of research:
= City Infrastructure; Arts and Culture; Community Development; Open Spaces;
Architectural Projects + Urban Design.
= 108 UTAS undergraduate and postgraduate students/graduates
= 66 M.Arch students involved in 11 coursework projects
= 42 M.Arch or B.Env.Des students/ graduates in 21 internship projects
* 6 projects extended M.Arch design research
» 15 projects developed through internship

The collaborative research has produced a design reports for each project, and has informed ongoing

projects, particularly: Arts and Culture (Children in the City, Creative Spaces), Architectural
Projects (City Hall 4100} and City Infrastructure (Pedestrian Environments: Evolve- Fluxus, 430
@ Melville). A range of academic outputs have also been produced, which present projects ideas
and critically reflection on the process of collaborative design research.

» 18 design research reports as part of Internship Projects

+« 3 book chapters/secticns

« 2 % refereed journal article

+ 8 x refereed conference papers
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collaborative urban research projects detail
2012/9 Collaborative urban design research projects

* Projects as part of City of Hobart and University of Tasmania Summer Urban Research Intern Program

2012/3 4 coursework projects (25 students) 2 internships projects (4 interns)
City as Culture Arts and Culture
Speculating of different methods of integrating culture into the experience of the city to at which
reinvigorate Hobart's CBD.

Social Hubs Community
An investigation of four local areas within the Hobart city centre as potential social hubs for the
interaction of communities.

*City as Campus City Design
Investigating possibilities for the integration of the university in the city as the UTAS campus
grows.

*Beaumaris Zoo Open Spaces
Examining past, present and future uses for the Beaumaris Zoo on the Queens Domain.

2013/4 3 coursework projects {21 students) 3 internships projects (6 interns)

*Navigate | ICAP+ City Design
Expanding urban legibility and developing ideas outlined in the Inner-City Action Plan (ICAP).
*Dorney House Open Spaces
Consolidating research into the future use of the Dorney House at Porter’s Hill.
*Children in the City Arts & Culture
Investigating ideas to foster the engagement of children and teenagers in the city.

2014/5 2 coursework projects (9 students) 3 internships projects (6 interns)

Social Hubs| Greater Hobart Arts + Culture
Expanding ideas of Social Hubs from 2012 developing an understanding of social hubs across
Greater Hobart, by drawing together comparative information on neighbouring municipalities.
City as Campus City Design
Extending the 2012 project, examining the potential impact of new UTAS developments on the
CBD, particularly ACIPA and Melville Street Housing.

*Creative Spaces Arts and Culture
Auditing + cataloguing current and potential spaces for cultural and creative activities in the city.
*Queens Domain Playscape Open Spaces
Developing design ideas for a playscape on the summit of Queens Domain
*Pedestrian Corridors Strategy and Governance
Assessing the current condition of walkability in the inner city, developing ideas for improvement.
2015/6 1 coursework projects (5 students) 2 internships projects (6 interns)
City vs Nature UTAS scoping project

Exploring the relationship between the natural landscape and the settlement patterns, providing a
broader understanding of interrelated issues between Hobart and surrounding municipalities.

*City Hall Design Services
Exploring future uses of City Hall, speculative ideas + an audit of cultural venues in the inner city.
*Evolve — Fluxus City City Infrastructure

Mapping urban spaces and speculating on the impact of new projects on pedestrian experience,
including the 2016 Pedestrian Count - revisit 2010 Gehl Architects Public Space, Public Life Study.
2016/7 1 coursework projects (6 students) 4 internships projects (7 interns)

UMAS UTAS scoping project
Scoping project to understand the potential of a University Museum of Art and Science for UTAS,
and consider how UMAS could act as a civic catalyst.

* 430 @ Melville City Infrastructure
Drawing on the Pedestrian Corridors (2014/5) + Fluxus City (2015/6) Intern projects to consider
the impacts of this development on surrounding urban spaces and the culture of the city.

* Creative Spaces 11 Arts & Culture
Extending the 2014/5 Creative Spaces project, to audit facilities currently available for a range of
community and cultural events spaces available for cultural and social events across the city.

* Community Engagement Arts & Culture
Understanding different modes of community engagement, drawing on existing practices at City
of Hobart, UTAS and international best practice, to develop a tool kit for community engagement.
* Northern Transit Corridor City Infrastructure
Exploration of the Glenorchy to Hobart transit corridor as an urban space, considering the
connection to the broader context through visualizations of speculative ideas for sites.
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2017/8 4 internships projects (7 interns)

* Street furniture manual City Infrastructure
Developing a street furniture manual that includes an inventory of current street furniture,
identifying maintenance issues, and also developing ideas for future.
* City as CampusCity Infrastructure
Investigating the impact of the relocation of the campus from Sandy Bay to city, continuing
several previous projects on city/campus engagement,
* Expanding City City Infrastructure
Exploring how the city centre might expand over the next 50 years, examining potential growth
within the existing city limits and exploring the implications for movement and connectivity.
* Housing Hobart  City Infrastructure
Investigating the opportunities for new housing models in Hobart, examining design and planning
frameworks that have enabled and/or limited opportunities

2018/9 4 internships projects (7 interns)

* Underutilised sites | Before + After City Infrastructure
Extending the “"Expanding City" project from 2017/8 and documenting and analyzing the
changing city, speculating on future patterns of development and growth

* Digital Content Curation Arts + Culture
UTAS Architecture & Design and Media explore models for the curation, commissioning and
licensing of digital content for the new UTAS/City of Hobart screen in Elizabeth Street

collaborative urban research outputs

This research has resulted in the following publications.
3 x Book chapters

«  Morrig, Helen, 2015, "Regional Urban Studies Laboratory: Engaging in Collaborative Research with
Policy Makers.” In J. Moloney, 1. Smitheram, & S. Twose (Eds.), Perspectives on Architectural Design
Research (pp. 54-56). Baunach, Germany: AADR Art, Architecture and Design Research.

. Fraser, M., Allan, P., Menz, P., Norrie, H., Oliveira, F., & Psarra, S. 2015. "What Matters: Everyday Life
and the Collective Round Table.” In 1. Moloney, 1. Smitheram, & S. Twose (Eds.), Perspectives on
Architectural Research: What Matters, Who Cares, How (pp. 60-85). Baunach, Germany: AADR Art,
Architecture and Design Research,

. MNorrie, Helen. 2018, "Transformative participation: examining spatial agency + building social capacity
through design research.” In Transforming Pedagogies and the Environment: Creative agency through
Contemporary Art ed. Professor Marie Sierra + Professor Kit Wise. Champaign, Illineis: Commen Ground
Research Netwaorks, 115-37.

2 x Refereed journal article

+  Morrie, H. & Abell, J. 2016, "Collaborative Design Research: linking universities with government policy-
makers.” In Make, Mistake, Journey: Practice-led Research and Ways of Learning Networking
Knowledge Journal of the MeCCSA postgraduate network, 9(3).7

. MNorrie, Helen, and Eliza Holcombe- James, 2016."Civic Innovation: Regional Universities as
Transformative Partners.” In Project to Practice: Innovating Architecture AASA 9th International
Conference 65-59. Sydney: Association of Architecture Schools of Australasia.

8 x Refereed conference papers

. O'Byrne, K., & Norrie, H. 2013. "The City as an Urban Playground. ” Paper presented at the 6th Annual
International Urban Design Conference, Sydney.

. Marelja, M., & Norrie, H. 2013. Teenagers and the City. Paper presented at the 6th Annual International
Urban Design Conference, Sydney.

. Owen, C., & Norrie, H. 2013, Advanced Design Research: exploring the teaching research nexus. Paper
presented at the 7th Annual Conference of the Association of Architecture Schools of Australia,
Melbourne.

*»  Morrie, H., Englund, R., Stoklosa, T., & Wells, D. 2014, "Survival and Revival of Rural and Regional
Towns." Paper presented at the Australian Regional Development Conference, Albury

. Seadon, J., & Norrie, H. (2014). "Round House / Glass House: ] Esmond Dorney at Porter Hill, Hobart.”
Paper presented at the Translation” Proceedings of the Society of Architectural Historians of Australia
and New Zealand, Auckland.

. MNorrie, H. 2014, "Regional Urban Studies Laboratery (RUSL): engaging universities in collaborative
design research with government policy-makers.” Paper presented at Architectural Design Research
Symposium in Venice. Wellington: Victoria University.

. MNorrie, Helen, & Eliza Holcombe- James. 2016. "Civic Innovation: regional universities as transformative
partners.”" Paper presented at Project to Practice: Innovating Architecture AASA Sth International
Conference Sydney

. Julif, Toby, Megan.]. Keating, Helen Norrie, Zoe Veness, and Svenja 1. Kratz. 2017 "Praxis Now:
Frayling's ‘Research in Art and Design 24 Years On." Paper presented at ACUADS 1-14. Canberra, ACT.
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selected publications urban research

Clark, Geoff, and Helen MNorrie. 2009, "Affording Sustainable Housing.” Paper read at 5th International
Conference of the Association of Architecture Schools of Australasia 2009: Sustainable
Theory/Theorizing Sustainability, at Wellington.

Marelja, Mia, and Helen Norrie. 2013. Teenagers and the City. In 6th Annual International Urban Design
Conference. Sydney.

Norrie, Helen. 2002. "Museums, Object, Context: Buildings and Projects by Sverre Fehn.” Paper read at
Additions to Architectural History: XIXth Annual Conference of the Society of Architectural
Historians of Australia and New Zealand, at Brisbane.

Norrie, Helen, and Geoff Clark. 2008. "Theory and Practice." Architectural Review Australia no. 106:46.

Norrie, Helen, 2009, “Sustainable Cities: Planning, Development and Design”. Paper read at 5th
International Conference of the Association of Architecture Schools of Australasia 2009:
Sustainable Theory/Theorizing Sustainability, at Wellington.

Norrie, Helen. 2013, Urban Narratives: Museums and the City, Faculty of Architecture, Building and
Planning, University of Melbourne, Melbourne.

Norrie, Helen. 2014 (publication pending). "Regional Urban Studies Laboratory (RUSL): engaging
universities in collaborative design research with government policy-makers." In Architectural
Design Research Symposium. Wellington: Victoria University.

Norrie, Helen, Rachel Englund, Timothy Stoklosa, and Dominic Wells. 2014, Survival and Revival of Rural
and Regional Towns, In Australian Regional Development Conference. Albury

Norrie, Helen. 2015. "Beyond the Big City Limits.” Architectural Review Asia Pacific 141: 94.5

Norrie, H. 2015, "Regional Urban Studies Laboratory: Engaging in Collaborative Research with Policy
Makers.” In J. Moloney, J. Smitheram, & S. Twose (Eds.), Perspectives on Architectural Design
Research (pp. 54-56). Baunach, Germany: AADR Art, Architecture and Design Research.

Norrie, Helen and Eliza Holcombe-James. 2017. Civic Innovation: Regional Universities as Transformative
Partners. Paper presented at the Project to Practice: Innovating Architecture AASA 9 Annual
Conference, Sydney.

Norrie, Helen. 2017. "A Regional Overview.” Architecture Victoria Autumn: 6-7.

Norrie, H. 2018, "Transformative participation: examining spatial agency + building social capacity
through design research.” In Transforming Pedagogies and the Environment: Creative agency
through Contemporary Art ed. Professor Marie Sierra + Professor Kit Wise. Champaign, 1llinois:
Common Ground Research Networks, 115-37.

O'Byrne, Katherine, and Helen Norrie. 2013, "The City as an Urban Playground. In 6th Annual
International Urban Design Conference. Sydney.

Owen, Ceridwen, and Helen Norrie. 2013. Advanced Design Research: exploring the teaching research
nexus. In 7th Annual Conference of the Association of Architecture Schools of Australia.
Melbourne.

Seadon, Joel, and Helen Morrie. 2014, Round House / Glass House: 1 Esmond Dorney at Porter Hill,
Hobart. In Translation” Proceedings of the Society of Architectural Historians of Australia and New
Zealand, edited by Christoph Schnoor. Auckland: SAHANZ Unitec Auckland.

Norrie, Helen. 2015. "Vibrant urban environments: some thoughts”, The Material City: Density and Design
in Contemporary Australian Architecture, Dry Press Publishing, R Ringer (ed}, Horsley Park,
Australia, pp. 474-475,

Norrie, Helen. 2017, “A Regional Overview", Architects Victoria, Autumn 00.6-7.

Norrie, Helen. 2019. "Reframing the Regional Conversation.” Architecture Australia, January-February, pp
41-51.

publications urban research + history

Norrie, Helen, 2002, Museums, Object, Context: Buildings and Projects by Sverre Fehn. Paper read at
Additions to Architectural History: XIXth Annual Conference of the Society of Architectural
Historians of Australia and New Zealand, at Brisbane.

Norrie, Helen. 2009, “Sustainable Cities: Planning, Development and Design.” Paper read at Sth
International Conference of the Association of Architecture Schools of Australasia 2009:
Sustainable Theory/Theorizing Sustainability, at Wellington.

Clark, Geoff, and Helen MNorrie. 2009. "Affording Sustainable Housing.” Paper read at 5th International
Ceonference of the Association of Architecture Schools of Australasia 2009: Sustainable
Theory,/Theorizing Sustainability, at Wellington.

Power, Jacqueline and Helen Norrie. 2017, "Australian triumphal arches and settle colonial cultural
narrative”, Fabrications, 27 (1) pp.71-99.

Norrie, Helen. 2018, “Implications for practice ‘Research/Industry Connections”, Overview Report: Cultural
Value in the Regions Symposium, 30-31 October, Queen Victoria Museurmn and Art Gallery,
Inveresk, pp. 128.
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publications design research + pedagogy

Norrie, Helen. 2002. Integrated Teaching Curriculum for Design Studio, Building Technology, History and
Theory. In ANZAScA: The Modern Practice of Architectural Science: From Pedagogy to
Andragogy. Geelong.

Norrie, Helen. 2014, "Regional Urban Studies Laboratory (RUSL): Engaging Universities in Collaborative
Design Research with Government Policy Makers." In Architectural Design Research Symposium,
2014, edited by Jan Smitheram, Jules Moloney and Simon Twose, 116-19. Venice: Victoria
University Wellington.

Norrie, Helen. 2003. Bridging the Needs of International Direct Entry Students. Paper read at Teaching
Matters, at University of Tasmania, Hobart.

Norrie, Helen, and Kerry van den Berg. 2003. International Direct Entry: Architecture Bridging
Programme. Paper read at Internationalising the Curriculum Symposium, at University of
Tasmania, Hobart.

Norrie, Helen, and Geoff Clark. 2008, "Theory and Practice.” Architectural Review Australia no. 106:46.

Owen, Ceridwen, and Helen Norrie. 2013, Advanced Design Research: exploring the teaching research

nexus. In 7th Annual Conference of the Association of Architecture Schools of Australia. Melbourne.

Norrie, Helen and Abell. 2016 “Collaborative design research: linking universities with government
policymakers”, Networking Knowledge, 9 (3) pp. 117.

bamboo agritecture

Norrie, Helen, and Harriet Elliott and Philipa Grainger, Nici Long, Jed Long and Tracey Woods. 2017.
"Dynamics of bamboo design and build collaborations”, Journal of Public Space, 2 (3) pp. 93102.

Norrie, Helen, Jed Long and Emma Hall. 2018. “Agritecture: engaging with the environmental and
ecological economy of bamboo in Vietnam”, 11th World Bamboo Congress Proceedings, 14-18
August, Xalapa, Veracruz, Mexico, pp. 112.

exhibitions + catalogues + creative works

Norrie, Helen. 2007. "Material Abstraction." In Design Island: New Horizons, edited by Arts Tasmania, 16-
27. Hobart: Arts Tasmania,

Norrie, Helen. 2011. Oculus: Jonathan Kimberley. Hobart: Dick Bett Gallery.

Norrie, Helen. 2012. Sea Stories. Hobart: Linda Fredheim.

Norrie, Helen. 2012, "The Sea Stories Journey." In Sea Stories, edited by Helen Norrie. Hobart: Linda
Fredheim.

Norrie, Helen, Sam Crawford and Adam Haddow. 2014, Making: 2014 National Architecture Conference,
Australian Institute of Architects, Canberra, Australia.

Norrie, Helen. 2016. "Home Grown", Australian Institute of Architects, Townsville School of the Arts,
Townsville and Townsville School of the Arts, Townsville,

Brewin, Ross, and Anna Gilby Helen and Norrie. 2016. Brighton Tomorrow Urban Design Study, Monash
University Art Design and Architecture, Brighton, Tasmania.

Norrie, Helen. 2018. "Regional round up: bright ideas from beyond the big cities.” RMIT Design Hub,
Melbourne, Australia.

professional journals — exhibition + competition reviews

Norrie, Helen, 2007. "Hobart Waterfront." Architecture Australia no. 96 (2):39-40.

Norrie, Helen, 2002. "Cuts Outs and Cardboard." Artichoke no. 2 (1):112-3.

Norrie, Helen. 1998. "Contemporary Japanese Architecture.” Architectural Review Australia no. 63
(Autumn):24.

Norrie, Helen. 1998, "Degrees of Latitude." Architectural Review Australia no. 65:24.

Norrie, Helen. 1997, "Birrell on Display." Architectural Review Australia no. 60:22.

Norrie, Helen. 1997, "Installation Art." Architectural Review Australia no, 59:26.

Norrie, Helen. 1998, "Graphisoft Competition.” Architectural Review Australia no. 66.

Norrie, Helen. 1997. "Virtual Reality." Architectural Review Australia no. Jun/Jul:21.

Norrie, Helen. 1997. "Architectural Images Online." Architectural Review Australia no. 60:20.

professional journals — architectural critique - international

Norrie, Helen. Wang Shu: Cultural Shift. Architecture Media 2013. Available from
http://architectureau.comy/articles/2012-national-architecture-conference-interview-wang-shu/,

Norrie, Helen. 2012, "Wang Shu." Architecture Australia no. 101 (5):98-100.

Norrie, Helen. 2017 ."Exposure and enclosure: Studio Mumbai's Pavilion”, ArchitectureAU, 17 February,
ppl-5.

Norrie, Helen. 2018 "New bamboo: the everyday material that has become a symbol of Viethamese
culture”, Brickworks (26 February).
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professional journals — architectural critique - national

Norrie,
Norrie,
Norrie,
Norrie,
Norrie,
Norrie,
Norrie,
Norrie,
Norrie,
Norrie,
Norrie,

Norrie,
Norrie,
Norrie,

Norrie,
Norrie,
Norrie,

Norrie,
Norrie,
Norrie,
Norrie,

Helen. 1996, "Heal Street Duplex." Architectural Review Australia (Winter): 80-85.

Helen. 1996. "St Andrews Church." Architectural Review Australia (Summer):46-53.

Helen. 1997. "Lake Weyba House."” Architectural Review Australia no. 60 (Winter):50-56.

Helen. 1997. "Future Options." Architectural Review Australia no. 61:24.

Helen. 1997. "Weekend House." Architectural Review Australia no. 61 (Spring):62-67.

Helen. 1998, "Set Dressing." Architectural Review Australia no. 63 (Autumn):14-15,

Helen. 1998. "Degrees of Latitude”, Architectural Review Australia (65) pp. 24.

Helen. 1998 “"Contemporary Japanese Architecture”, Architectural Review Australia (63) pp. 24.

Helen. 1999, "Order from Complexity." Architectural Review Australia no. 67:76-81.

Helen, and Francesca Black. 2005. "Building 8." Architecture Australia no. 94 (4):74-79.

Helen. 2000. "Archive: Unbuilt work/Innovarchi”, Architectural Review Australia, 71 (Autumn) pp.
40-42,

Helen. 2006. "Centennial Park Amenities." Architecture Australia no. 95 (3):58-63.

Helen. 2009, "Louisa Road Apartments." Architectural Review Australia (Residential 09):64-73.

Helen. 2012 National Architecture Conference: a framework for reflection. Architecture Media
2012.

Helen. 2012. "Flinders Street Mall." Landscape Architecture Australia no. 136 (Nov):30-35.

Helen. 2015. "Collective culture”, (inside) Interior Design Review, 87 (July/August) pp. 92-99.

Helen. 2016. "The Condensory: Somerset Regional Art Gallery”, Architecture Australia, March/April
pp. 82-89.

Helen. 2016. "Wilston Bungalow by Push”, Houses (113) pp. 82-88.

Helen.2016, "Living alfresco: Bath House”, Houses (110) pp. 13.

Helen. 2016, "Rosalie House", Houses {109) pp. 6471,

Helen. 2017. “Inverdon House by Chloe Naughton”, Houses, 115 pp. 5661.

professional journals — architectural critique - tasmania

Norrie,
Norrie,
Norrie,
Norrie,
Norrie,

Naorrie,
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Norrie,
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Norrie,

Norrie,
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Norrie,
Norrie,
Norrie,
Norrie,
Norrie,
Norrie,
Norrie,

Naorrie,
Norrie,
Norrie,

Helen. 1998, "Graphisoft Competition”, Architecture Australia (66) pp. 24.
Helen. 2000, "Program Reconciled." Architectural Review Australia no. 72:48-53.
Helen. 2000, "Blow Me Down." Architectural Review Australia (Residential 2000):68-73.

Helen. 2002. "Hatherley House by Morris-Nunn + Associates." Architecture Australia no. 91 (6):40.

Helen. 2002. "Radar Interiors: Double Luxury, Morris-Nunn and Associates." Architecture Australia
no. 91 (6):40-42.

Helen. 2002. “Cut Outs and Cardboard”, Artichoke, 1 (02) pp. 112113.

Helen. 2003. "Spirit of Tasmania." Houses no. 35:97-108,

Helen. 2003. "Inveresk." Architectural Review Australia no. 84:78-83.

Helen. 2003, "Forest EcoCentre." Architecture Australia no, 92 (5):72-7.

Helen. 2003, "Camp Site: Douglas River House." Houses no, 32:72-76,

Helen. 2004, "The Art of Reinvention." Architectural Review Australia no. 91:68-73.

Helen. 2004. "Vale Rory Spence”, Architecture Australia, 93 (4) pp. 5253.

Helen. 2005. "St Margaret's.” Architectural Review Australia no. 93:102-111.

Helen. 2006. "Suburban Curiosity." Architecture Australia no. 96 (3):78-85.

Helen. 2007. "St Canice." Architectural Review Australia no. 101:88-93.

Helen. 2007. “"Hobart Waterfront”, Architecture Australia, 96 (2) pp. 39-40.

Helen, 2008, "Swansea Shack." Architectural Review Australia no, 108:112-119.

Helen, 2008, "Sacred Rites." Monument no, 88 (Dec 08/ Jan 09):76-81,

Helen, and Alysia Bennett. 2008, "Cradle Coast Campus." Architectural Review Australia no.
106:72-77.

Helen and Geoff Clark. 2009. "The Tasmanian Veranda.” Architectural Review Australia no.
111:66-71.

Helen, and Alysia Bennett. 2009. "Inspired Infill." Sanctuary (10):14-22.

Helen. 2009. “Pattern Recognition”, Architectural Review Australia (Residential 09) pp. 64-73.

Helen. 2009. "Close Quarters”, Houses (72) pp. 100-107.

Helen. 2009, "Shadow Boxing." Houses (71):42-49,

Helen. 2009. "Close Quarters.” Houses (72):100-107.

Helen. 2009. "Shack Up." Urbis (53):100-107.

Helen. 2010, "Heart of the Home.," Houses Style: Kitchens + Bathroom (5):76-80.

Helen. 2011. "Saffire.” Architecture Australia no. 100 (1):66-73.

Helen and Alysia Bennett. 2013. "Omnipod, Avalon City Retreat." Architectural Review Asia no.
130:60-67.

Helen. 2017. "Sunnybanks House", Houses, 28 February (119), pp.62 -69.

Helen. 2017, "Working with an Architect”, Houses, 28 February (119), pp.70-71.

Helen. 2017. "River's Edge House by Stuart Tanner Architects,” Houses, (115), pp86-92.
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Mr Neil Noye
Director City Planning
City of Hobart

3 September 2020

Dear Mr Neil Noye

Re Expression of Interest in the Role of Chairman
Urban Design Advisory Panel

I have read the Invitation for Nominations to fill the role of a member and to undertake

the Chairmanship of the Urban Design Advisory Panel.
Please accept, my person al request for consideration to be appoinl_(td to this posit.lon_

As you know I was a foundation member of UDAP and attended every meetings of the
board until my retirement for employment with the City of Hobart.

I have attached a copy of my Curriculum Vitae for your reference.
The role of UDAP is of particular value at this time as there are significant demands from
the development industry applying for permission to construct important infrastructure,

commercial offices, apartments and hospitality projects in the City Centre.

UDAP provides an important forum, where developer teams are offered opportunities to
discuss their projects with a qualified and experienced panel.

Thank you for this opportunity

Your faithfully

George Wilkie
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Curriculum Vitae

George Cooke Wilkie

Current

Author and Design Consultant

Recent until 5 May 2019
Executive Manager City Design
Hobart City Council

Responsible for the Urban Design, Architectural Design and the Management and Superintendence of
Projects outlined in the Inner City Action Plan and the addenda projects added thereto.

When appointed to this role in 2010 it was my responsibility to work with the Directors of Infrastructure,
Planning and Economic Development to prepare the Inner City Action Plan, the first stage of the Inner
City Development Plan and in response to the report by Gehl Architects, Hobart;

A City with People in Mind, November 2010.

Member — City of Hobart, Urban Design Advisory Panel
Chair — City Action Planning Team

Convenor - Forum for Urban Design Excellence — Tasmania

A representative forum for the advancement of urban design in Tasmania.

Members include the University of Tasmania, the Tasmanian State Architect, Australian Institute of
Architects, the Australian Institute of Landscape Architects, the Planning Institute of Australia, Consult
Australia, the Building Designers Association, Tasmania and the Hobart City Council.

Assessor — Building design awards 2011, Building Designers Association, Tas.

November 2007 to November 2010
Manager Architectural Projects
Hobart City Council

Responsible for the provision of architectural and landscape architectural professional services to the
Council. Projects included completion of the Long Beach Seawall and Public Recreational Park project,
project management and contract administration of the Council Office Annex upgrade, designer and project
manager for the additions to the Domain Tennis Centre, design architects for the Huon Road Bushland
Administration offices, the Franklin Square public toilets upgrade and many smaller projects.

Asset Maintenance Manager for all buildings owned and operated by the Council.

Certificate of Achievement- High Performance Leadership Training Course
Hobart City Council & Griffith

1 | Curriculum Vitae, George Cooke Wilkie, 27 September 2011
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Until November 2007

Senior Partner

Wilkie Interiors Architects Planners
Leura 2780 NSW

Projects include:

Chapel, Offices & Mausoleum complex at Liverpool General Cemetery, 2007

A modern chapel able to accommodate over 100 mourners. It is fitted with a sophisticated audio-visual
system that can play and record a wide range of visual material plus provide a voice and music audio
system.

The chapel is acoustically designed and air-conditioned to allow quality use of a 600 pipe organ.

A modern air-conditioned reception room with a food and beverage kitchen is provided for after service
gatherings.

The management of cemetery trust has modern public reception facilities, workstation equipped offices and
staff facilities.

Under the chapel, reception and office facilities there is a mausoleum containing 23 family vaults (ranging
in capacity from 9 to 20 caskets). The vaults are accessed by two basilica style naves finished in polished
stone and incorporate a sanctuary.

Other architectural projects:

Chapel, Offices and Crematorium complex for Richmond (NSW) Cemetery
Site Design, Chapel, Offices and Crematorium for Leura Lawn Cemetery
Chapel and Crematorium for the Moss Vale General Cemetery
Commercial/Industrial Master Plan & Building Design, Egan Industrial Estate
Commercial/Industrial Design for Shaw Developments

Retail/Warehouse Complex Design for St Vincent de Paul Society, Katoomba
Multiple Residential Design, Documentation and Superintendence Projects
Interior Design and Office Fit-out Project for Roche Diagnostics

Design of major project for Kennards Self Storage at Penrith

Design of Office Additions for Total Construction Pty Ltd

Design & Documentation, major office fit-out for FMK Norwest Park, Sydney.
Design & Documentation, significant additions to Heritage residence Leura

The majority of the projects require detailed analysis of the NSW Environmental Planning and Assessment
Act, the NSW Heritage Act, LGA Local Environment Plans, LGA Development Control Plans, Bushfire
Legislation, Codes and Conditions.

In residential projects, all designs were assessed under the NSW BASIX environmental system, specifically
emphasis on energy and water efficiency and environmental impacts. All projects in NSW require
Statements of Environmental Effects or Environmental Impact Statements; these are produced in house at
the practice.

The BMCC is surrounded by the Blue Mountains World Heritage National Park and many precinets and
buildings in the upper mountain villages — Wentworth Falls, Leura, Katoomba, Blackheath and Mt. Victoria
have a significant number of heritage listed items, streetscape and landscape protections.

In 2000 we received a heritage citation from the City of Lithgow for Innovative Heritage Building Design,
for adaptive reuse of stables at Meads Farm (previously the Kerosene Inn ¢ 1860), Little Hartley,

2 | Curriculum Vitae, George Cooke Wilkie, 27 September 2011
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Academic Career

Program Director

Faculty of Design Architecture and Building
University of Technology NSW

Experience includes:

Director of Interior Design Degree Program

This position required:

Administration of the four-year fulltime Interior Design Program

Membership of the Faculty Management Committee

Membership of the Faculty Board

Membership of the Faculty Board of Examiners

Member of (and sometime chair of) the Interior Design, Heads of Program Association

Chair of Interior Design Program meetings

Chair of the Course Review Panel

Management of the Program Staff, including the Program Assistant, six fulltime academic staff members, up
to twenty part-time lecturers and two resource (library) staff.

Management of the Interior Design Program Budget

Directing the Interior Design Course

Preparing regular course reviews

Development of research programs

Overseeing the quality of the teaching and learning activities of the program to meet the requirements of
the over 200 students studying at any one time

Reviewing course content, delivery and assessment

Ensuring all students were provided with the correct information to understand and decide their progress
through the course

Counsel students requiring assistance for any reason

Maintaining an outreach program to maintain sound relationship with the professional and industry bodies
associated with interior design

Membership of the NSW Heritage Network.

Membership of the Design Institute of Australia

Ensured that all information was correct when provided to prospective applicants through published
documents, Internet sites and secondary school course advisors

Assessed the quality and quantity of applicants to ensure suitable entry standards

Ensured that disadvantaged applicants were provided with opportunity to gain entry to the program

The Interior Design Program has offered students sound major study in the requirements of the interior
design profession and a wide range of minor study options. Minor studies included; production design (in
association with the Australian Film, Television and Radio School), Production Design for Theatre,
Furniture Design, Photograph and associated studies.

A number of international exchange programs were developed during my directorship, particularly with
Germany and the United Kingdom.

Senior Lecturer - Interior Design

During the time spent at UTS (and the Sydney College of the Arts- prior to amalgamation with UTS),

I prepared courses, ran studios and assessed students in all years of the design component of the interior
degree course.

During my directorship the students achieved high design standards, employment rates on graduation were
high and many graduates have become partners and directors of major interior design practices.

Students from my studios have won many student and other design competitions, the most significant of
these was a commendation in the Darwin Parliament House Competition.

3 | Curriculum Vitae, George Cooke Wilkie, 27 September 2011
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Senior Lecturer - Interior Technologies

Building and services technologies are an important component of a modern Interior Design course. I
developed and taught courses in the construction and fit-out technologies required to document
commercial office designs, hospitality including accommodation and food services designs, retail and
shopping precincts designs, residential dwelling and apartment designs. ..

Senior Lecturer - Conservation & Heritage Interior Design

Many interior design commissions require the adaptive reuse of heritage-listed buildings. I actively
developed and conducted courses in the conservation and intervention processes required to ensure quality
outcomes in this field.

Visiting Lecturer - Conservation & Heritage —

Masters Program, Property Management
This course required communicating to students, who are predominately employed in the property
development industries, the attitudes and methodologies required to sympathetically work with heritage
listed properties, to achieve commercial viability while maintaining the community’s requirements to
retain the heritage values of the subject properties.
Students are provided with lectures, studies and activities that develop their skills in; understanding
heritage controls, preparing heritage assessments and preparing the necessary applications to the control
authorities.

Lecturer - Land Economics

University of Western Sydney
The Hawkesbury Agricultural College (University of Western Sydney) had a long history in educating
students to work in the real property valuation profession. The Land Economy course, of which I was a
foundation member, extended the role of the property valuer to a pro-active member of the property
development industry. The course provided studies that combined the knowledge of valuation with a
wider knowledge of development planning, this moved the role of the profession from placing a value on
an existing property, to working with client bodies to determine with a degree of economic accuracy the
commercial value of proposed developments.

5 | Curriculum Vitae, George Cooke Wilkie, 27 September 2011
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Architectural and Construction Management Career, NSW

Managing Director, Interior Design
Cann Architects

Responsibilities:
To manage the Interior Design departments of Cann Architects, in the Sydney, Perth, Brisbane, Gold Coast
and Cairns Offices.

Cann Architects was a large architectural practice that was established in Perth and had expanded to
maintain practices in Sydney, Brisbane, the Gold Coast and Cairns.
My role was to establish a parallel multi-state interior design practice.

My time with Cann was a sabbatical experience for one year. It was a highly rewarding experience and
allowed me to work on large projects throughout Australia.

Manager, Design and Construction
Australian Safeway Stores

Responsibilities:

To negotiate with real estate companies and building developers, to prepare the design briefs, employ and
supervise architectural, engineering and other consultants, to administer the building and fit-out contracts,
for all of the Companies supermarkets and warehouses in Sydney.

Australian Safeway Stores Ltd was the Australian arm of the second largest food retailer and manufacturer

in the USA.

It had an established presence in Melbourne and aimed to move into the Sydney Market.

I was charged with designing and building the Sydney supermarkets and supporting warehouses.

Safeway was at the cutting edge of supermarket design and was responsible for many of the design features
still taken as representing supermarket shopping in Australia. The stores were the most energy efficient of
all the major operators.

G | Curriculum Vitae, George Cooke Wilkie, 27 September 2011
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Early Career in Architecture, Victoria

Architectural Designer — Residential apartments
D ] Ryan Developments Pty Ltd

Partner Architect — Residential and Industrial Design and Documentation
John P Hammond Jr. Pty Ltd

Design Architect — Commercial Offices, Industrial Complexes and Warehouses
Paynter and Dixon Pty Ltd

Architectural Designer — Residential dwellings, townhouses and apartments
McLean Brothers, Builders

Architectural Assistant — Design and documentation of Mt Tom Price, WA.
Peter Goodman and Associates

Architectural Assistant — John Baird Architect
Residential design and documentation

Publications

George Wilkie, Building Your Own Home, New Holland (1984 to Present Ed 2011)
George Wilkie, Alterations and Additions to Your Home, Lansdowne (1998)
George Wilkie, Practical Garden Planning, Child & Associates (1990)

George Wilkie, Do it yourself, Weldon (1991)

7 | Curriculum Vitae, George Cooke Wilkie, 27 September 2011
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Education & Qualifications

Architectural Fellowship Diploma

Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology

Studied at RMIT for five years fulltime and three atelier years

Completed the NSW Board of Architects registration examination in 1973.
Registered Architect NSW — Registration No. 3667 — 17June 1975
Registered Architect, Tasmanian Board of Architects —

Accredited Building Practitioner, Tasmania, Architect, No, CC4907 L

Associate of the Royal Australian Institute of Architects —
26 September 1977 - Registered Number 10377

Graduate Diploma in Town and Country Planning, University of Sydney
6 April 1981

Graduate Diploma in Education, Sydney Teachers College, University of Sydney
1 May 1981

Associate (Design Education) of the Design Institute of Australia
Serial Number 299 — 22 August 1985

Courses in AS 4000 Contract by Standards Australia
Courses in BASIX NSW Department of Planning and Infrastructure

Numerous Continuing Education Units for the NSW Board of Architects registration requirements

Other experiences

International Union of Architects,
Conference of Architecture and Peaple,
Ozxford, United Kingdom

Special Consultation Conference,
City of St Petersburg,
Russian Federation

Regular commentator on radio stations 2GB (with Mickie DeStoop) and ABC 702 (with Sally Loane),
speaking and responding to questions on architecture, interior design and heritage.

Weekly contributor, for 5 years, to the property section of the Sydney Morning Herald, writing articles on
residential architecture and home construction.

8 | Curriculum Vitae, George Cooke Wilkie, 27 September 2011
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7 September 2020

The General Manager
Hobart City Council
GPO Box

HOBART 7001 Tasmania

Dear Sir
Vacancies - Urban Design Advisory Panel (the Panel), City of Hobart

I refer to your advertisement in The Mercury, dated 22 August 2020, for nominees to fill vacancies
on the abovenamed Panel. | wish to be nominated for the General Vacancy, “{O)ne nominee to fill
the role of member, with both planning and urban design expertise.”

| note the Terms of Reference for the Panel (HCC, 16/123, Feb 2018), which state that the Panel
should provide

* Independent urban design advice promoting good design and a high quality urban environment.

* Advice to applicants on significant development in the central city prior to the lodgement of an
application for a planning permit.

= Advice to the Council on formal planning applications for significant developments, limited to
compliance with relevant urban design provisions of the Council’s planning schemes.

* Urban design advice to the Council as it sees necessary on appropriate urban design controls and
on both City of Hobart and privately initiated relevant planning scheme changes and

* Urban design advice to the Council on significant City of Hobart capital works projects.

Firstly, may | commend the Panel on its work since its inception in 2011, a period which has seen
rapid development on an unprecedented scale over the previous twenty years. Development
applications to the City of Hobart have ranged from small scale inner urban infills to large inner-city
proposals significantly outside the parameters of the Tasmanian Planning System.

While I note the Panel’s considerations are limited to the relevant urban design provisions of the
planning scheme applicable for a site, it is also noted that the Panel needs to draw on broad urban
design principles in order to provide advice to the City Planning Committee. In my view, this system
works and there is manifest evidence of this over the last few years. Advice from the Panel has
allowed proponents to modify their proposals as appropriate prior to formally lodging
applications. Notable examples are the Palace Hotel, 28 Elizabeth Street, Fragrance Hotel, 2-6
Collins Street, and the redevelopment of Civic Square.

| recognise and understand that there is an important role for grass roots community involvement in
the development of the City of Hobart and | note that, as there has been an escalation in the
number and complexity of development applications, there has also been an incremental growth in
vested interest groups. | wish to make it clear that | am a planning professional who is completely
independent of any community-based groups that might have an interest in proposals that may
come before the Panel for its consideration. This enables me to offer the City of Hobart the highest
level of integrity when considering matters of public interest.

With over 20 years’ experience in both the Tasmanian public sector and as a consultant, as detailed
on my Curriculum Vitae, | also offer detailed knowledge of the Tasmanian Planning System and the
broader policy environment, which are informed by best practice principles of urban design and land
use and transport planning.
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| believe that | would make a credible and rigorous contribution to the Panel’s work, and | look
forward to an opportunity to discuss this General Vacancy with you or your nominee further.

Yours faithfully

NG A Ao~

Fiona Abercrombie-Howroyd
Abercrombie-Howrovd and Associates

Encl
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Curriculum Vitae
Name Fiona Abercrombie-Howroyd

Director, Abercrombie-Howroyd and Associates

Address
Phone
e-mail
Qualifications Master of Public Administration, UTas (2002).
Diploma, Australian Institute of Company Directors, (2003)
Education The Friends’ School, Hobart
Rosny College.
Current enrolment (deferred) Graduate Diploma, Environmental Planning, UTas
Summary of experience

Academic role in post graduate urban planning program at University of Tasmania
Principal author of studies, reports, papers, business cases and policy for local, State and
Commonwealth governments

20 years’ experience in land use planning, transport, infrastructure, energy efficiency,
world heritage and natural resource management

Management roles in the Departments of Infrastructure Energy and Resources, Treasury
and Finance, and Premier and Cabinet, Tasmanian Government

Highest level project management experience at intergovernmental levels
Presentations and speaker at seminars, conferences and workshops for the Tasmanian
government at State, national and international levels

Consultant to peak bodies and governments on policy and technology standards for
Intelligent Transport Systems (ITS)

Co-convenor (with Planning Institute of Australia/UTas) of the biennial Abercrombie
Lecture, Tasmania, 2006 — current.

Referees

Artwork: Tate night chat is filled with dreams’. Yayoi Kusama (2009), Whitney Museum of American Art ©
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Career History

August 2019- current
Casual Lecturer, School of Geography and Spatial Sciences, University of Tasmania.

August 2017-January 2018

As Director, Abercrombie-Howroyd and Associates

e Developed a comparative analysis of Hobart against Australian capital cities and
international cities against geopolitical and spatial indicators to enable detailed
discussion with officers and elected officials from the City of Hobart.

*  Reviewed outcomes of public consultation on Modules 1-4 of the City of Hobart
Transport Strategy

e  Developed Table of Contents for a draft Transport Strategy for the City of Hobart.

April -September 2016

Director, Abercrombie-Howroyd and Associates contracted by Hobart City Council to
develop framework for City of Hobart’s Transport Strategy 2018-2030 and draft Module 1,
Freight, Port and Air, as template for public consultation. This template was used for all
further consultation documentation.

August to November 2015

As student in Graduate Diploma, Environmental Planning, UTAS, completed a professional
placement at the Hobart City Council. Project: scoping and a draft Table of Contents for a
Transport Plan for the City of Hobart.

Oct 2010 — June 2014

Manager, Major Initiatives, Office of Energy Planning and Conservation, DIER.

*  Managed policy and projects in renewable energy, alternative fuels (transport), climate
change, energy efficiency.

e Principle author, Tasmanian Oil Price Vulnerability Study 2012 for the Tasmanian
Government (ISBN 978-0-646-91434-3),

e  Established and managed King and Flinders Islands Renewable Energy Fund, $1m over 4
yrs. http://www tasenergyheating.com/-solar-hot-water.htm!
http://www.visitflindersisland.com.au/flinders-island-clean-green-airport-shuttle/

July 2007 — May 2010

Assistant Director, Forest Policy, DIER.

* Authored Tasmanian Govt component of Australian Govt reports to World Heritage
Committee (UNESCO) 2005-2009 on Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area.

e Management of Secretariat for Environment and Resources Heads of Agency and
coordination of relevant issues for whole of government.

« Management of Tasmanian Community Forest Agreement (Tasmanian and C'wealth
funding totaling $221m). Management of annual reporting to C'wealth on expenditure
and implementation for whole of government.

* Review Team for 2™ Tasmanian Regional Forest Agreement Review 2008, with
Reviewer, John Ramsay.

Aug 2005 - June 2007

Senior Policy Analyst, Policy Division, DPAC

*  Provision of Whole of Govt policy advice on land use planning, natural resources,
infrastructure, transport, energy, world heritage, and climate change.

e« Tasmanian Government representative on COAG Climate Change Working Group and
National Emissions Trading Taskforce

*  Management of the Tasmanian Community Forest Agreement, reporting on
expenditure and budgets.
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e  Team leader assessing annual Budget submissions from Government Agencies (DoE,
DIER).

Jan — Aug 2005

Senior Policy Analyst, Local Government Division, DPAC

s Key Performance Indicator Report for Tasmanian Local Government 2003-04
¢  Development of an evaluation framewaork for five year review of KPlIs.

Nov 2003 — Dec 2004
Project Manager, Land Transport Safety, Dept of infrastructure Energy and Resources.
introduction of regulations on Driving Hours Record for heavy vehicle industry in Tasmania.

Apr — May 2004

Acting Manager, Ministerial Liaison Unit, Dept of Infrastructure Energy and Resources.
Aug 2002 - Nov 2003

Senior Project Officer, Business Case to redevelop the Motor Registry System [MRS], for
Tasmanian Government.

Inter-Agency Steering Committee team delivered a Business Case to Cabinet to redevelop
the MRS to deliver “whole of government” outcomes. A $24.5m project over seven years.

Oct 2001 —Jun 2002  Assistant Director, Office of the Tasmanian Energy Regulator, Dept
of Treasury and Finance.

e Stages 1-3 pipeline construction licences, licensing framework for Duke Energy under the
Gas Act 2000; establishment, publication and monitoring of standards and codes for gas
entities

Licensing of Woolnorth Wind Farm Stage 1 and conversion of Bell Bay Power Station

12 concurrent public consultations for licences and codes

Planning and policy for entry into National Electricity Market for distribution and retail
Development of draft licensing framework for Joint Advisory Panel on Basslink
Management of the Gas and Electricity Customer Consultative Committees
Management of the Tasmanian Electricity Code and derogations process.

* o 0 @

July 1999 - Oct 2001  Project Manager, National Intelligent Access Project (IAP), DIER
and Standing Committee on Transport.

The IAP is a nationally consistent program to monitor heavy vehicles through in-vehicle
telematics/GPS. Delivery to market is via an innovative public/private partnership model.
The Project was developed in DIER and successfully transferred to Austroads in 2001 for
implementation, final feasibility being accepted by Australian Transport Council in 2003.
https://www.onlinepublications.austroads.com.au/items/AP-R223-03

Sep 1998 - Jul 1999 Policy Adviser, Aviation and Transport Logistics, DIER.

Affiliations/memberships
*  Planning Institute of Australia (Tasmania)

Consultancies

e« Contracted by Hobart City Council to develop project documentation and Module 1 for
the City of Hobart Transport Strategy 2018-2030, from January 2016 to January 2018.

s Consulted to Intelligent Transport Systems Australia and Victorian Govt on national
policy required to establish a national Centre of Excellence for ITS.

Presentations and papers

=  Spatial Planning Program, Royal Town Planning Institute Annual Conference, London,
June/july 2005

®  Panelist, Australasian Fleet Managers Association Conference, Hobart, May 2003
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= Paper presented in Technical Program at International Road Federation World
Congress, Paris 2001

=  Adviser to OECD, Paris, 2001 on Intelligent Transport Systems

=  Workshop, Department of the Environment Transport and the Regions, London, 2001

= Australian delegate, International Standards Organisation, Cologne, 2001.

Professional Development

= DIER Senior Management Training Program 2010 - 2014

= Qccupational Health and Safety course, TAFE, May 2008

= (Certificate, Advanced Benefit Cost Analysis, University of Queensland, 2004
=  “Managing Up”, Searson Buck, 2004

=  Certificate, Effective Negotiations (ENS), 2004

= (Certificate, Thomsett Business Systems Analysis, 2003

= (Certificate, Private /Public Partnerships University of Queensland, 2000
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SELECT PROJECTS

Bridgewater Bridge

Lead consultant in providing strategic henlage advice to State Growth,
This advice seeks to manage and monitor the potential impacts of an
upgrade to the Bridge across the complex features of the Bridgewater
Crossing inclusive of the convict built causeway and existing and
previous bndges.

Client: Department of State Growth, Tasmania

Treasury Complex and Public Buildings, Hobart

Lead author for a Conservation Management Flan for the Treasury
Complex and Public Buildings, prepared in collaboration with ERA
Planning, The CMP which is intended to inform future feasibility studies,
and adaptive re-use thus ensuring long term conservation throughout
any future development.

Client: Diepartment of Treasury and Finance, Tasmania

Morwell Power Station and Briquette Factory, Morwell, Victoria
Lead author of a Conservation Management Plan (CMP) for the state
hentage listed Morwell Power Station and Briquette Factory, located in
amongst a collection of post-war industnal power generation sites in
the La Trobe Valley. The CMP will provide a detalled understanding
and practical significance assessment of remnant structures that enabled
power generation and preduction of coal briquettes to assist future
management, conservation and use of the site, including the
identification for change and development,

Client: Gippsland Infrastructure

Cascade Female Factory Historic Site, Hobart

Prawvision of professional advice and management of the multi-staged
international design competition. This included management of the
competition Jury in accordance with AlA Compelition Guidelines and
State Government procurement considerations. Development of the
functional brief was undertaken in consultation with PAHSMA,
Following the award of competition Purcell were retained to provide
continued support to ensure that the design development retained
integrity against the functional and budget objectives with ongoing
client side review of design development.

Client: Port Arthur Historic Sites Management Authority (PAHSMA)Y

Port Arthur Penitentiary Conservation Project, Tasmania

This project was awarded the prestigious UNESCO Asia Pacific
Award for Mew Design in Heritage Context. The project sought
to stabilise the symbolic Port Arthur Penitentiary with minimal
intervention to the heritage fabric and values of the place. The
developed solution stands as an exemplar and one that UNESCO
cites as a ‘vocabulary being clearly of its own time yet deferential to
the iconic historic building’,

e Libraries Tas)

Marwall Power §

Port Arthur Penitentia

(Source: PAHSMA)
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Monday, 7 September 2020

Mr N Heath
General Manager
City of Hobart

GPQ Box 503
HOBART TAS 7001

Attention of Mr Neil Noye
Director City Planning

Dear Mr Heath,
APPLICATION FOR POSITION — URBAN DESIGN ADVISORY PANEL

For the Attention of Mr Neil Noye

| wish to register my nomination for the City of Hobart's Urban Design Advisory
Panel.

| am passionate about the connection to place that is obtained through people
remaining and engaging with that space. Within an urban environment this is
achieved with guality urban design that engages a diverse spread of people and
fosters a safe and inclusive public space.

| am a Registered Planner with the Planning Institute of Australia with over fifteen
years working in the Tasmanian Planning System, the majority of which has been
as a Local Government Planner at Kingborough or Huon Valley Councils. | have
gained a sound understanding of the importance of good public policy through
working as both a statutory and strategic planner and whilst coordinating the
Planning and Development Unit at Huon Valley Council. As can be seen by my
attached Curriculum Vitae, | have had considerable experience with public space
design, particularly in the context of understanding how individuals and a
community can form an attachment to a space which has the potential to foster
economic development for the businesses surrounding and associated with that
space.

Trent Henderson

FEEE LU D
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My extensive experience working as an urban planner is strengthened by my
academic research within this field. Throughout my academic career there has
been as strong focus on the community’s sense of place and how development
and design can impact both negatively and positively on such an attachment. |
have since obtained a Master of Environmental Planning with a core focus on
urban design and place attachment, utilising the development opportunities for
Kingston Central Business Area as a study focus. My master’'s degree has been
supplemented with a Graduate Certificate of Urban Design, further exploring in
detail urban design principles. Additionally, my recent completion in of a certificate
in Busines Sustainability Management, from the University of Cambridge explored
the economic opportunities that present themselves through focusing on and
implementing the United Nation’'s Sustainable Development Goals, particularly for
generating local development and reinvigorating local economies. These
sentiments are driving core principles behind placemaking currently voiced from
urbanist thinking for new local economic focus post COVID-19 and the impact this
will have on how urban space will now be used.

Peoples’ connection to the place, specifically within the urban environment, is a
core passion of mine that sees me constantly researching and engaging in the
field as a matter of course, which keeps me up to date with smart cities principles,
safety by design and equitable access concepts to name but a few. As such, |
know that | would be an asset to the City of Hobart's Urban Design Advisory
Panel. My experience as a local government planner along with previous
professional Board Membership, especially with the Local Government
Professionals Australia (Tasmania), and my advisory role for the University of
Tasmania Master of Planning Course Advisory Committee, means | am eminently
suitable for the advisory role and have a strong understanding of the requirements
of Council.

Please find attached my curriculum vitae that details my experience and
knowledge for the advisory position.

| look forward to discussing the position with you or your representative as soon as
possible. | can be contacted anytime on either my mobile |||z via

emai [

Yours sincerely,
e

—_——

Trent Henderson (RPIA)

Trent Henderson

Page 2 of 6
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Curriculum Vitae

Trent Jason Henderson

Professional Membership & Experience:

Registered Planner of the Planning Institute of Australia (RPIA)

Associate Member of the International Council on Monuments and Sites (Australian ICOMOS)

Member of Local Government Professionals Australia since 2015
Corporate Member July 2020 to Current,
- Board Member Local Government Professionals Tasmania Oct 2019 to June 2020,
- President Southern Branch Tasmania Sept 2019 to June 2020,
- Secretary Southern Branch Tasmania 2016 to 2019

- Tasmanian Representative — LGPA National Research Committee Sept 2015 — Sept 2016
- Won the 2015 Australasian Local Government Managers Challenge.

Board Member of Immaculate Heart of Mary Catholic School since 2016

June 2020 to Current — Red Seal Urban & Regional Planning — Principle Planner. own Town
Plannmng Consultancy.

October 2019 to Current — University of Tasmania Master of Planning Course Advisory
Committee Member

September 2017 - Residential Representative for New Town Retail Precinct Upgrade — City of
Hobart, Project Action Team member.

May 2016 to June 2020 — Senior Planning Officer - Huon Valley Council

- Lead and coordinate Huon Valley Counecil’s Planning and Development Services Umnit,

- Member of Council’s Major Projects Committee,

- Provide m-house planning advice for the Huonville & Ranelagh Master Plan,
Coordmnate land use planming and development engineering services,
Development, mamtenance and review of Council’s Planning Scheme, land use strategies and related
pohicies,
Assess plannming applications, planning scheme amendments, and related matters,
Adwvise developers, commumity members, Councillors and internal staff on planning and development
engineering matters,
Represent Huon Valley Council at the Appeals Tribunals and other public planning forums,
Lead, mentor and oversee statutory and strategic planners and development engineer,
Other Council roles — Contact Officer, Mental Health First Aider,

January 2010 to October 2015 — University Research Associate, School of Geography &
Environmental Studies, University of Tasmania

- This position involved working with academic research staff on the analysis of Planning Policy at
nternational, federal, state, and local government levels with a particular focus on planning design
policies for regional development and how individuals and a community can form an attachment to
a place through such Planning Policy

Trent Henderson

FEEE 3 U1 D
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March 2006 to May 2016 — Planning Officer — Kingborough Council
Planning Officer for ten years in a position that covered both strategic and statutory aspects of
planning. Council roles mcluded Acting Semor Planner, and mvolvement in

Numerous development applications, particularly Telecommunication Towers or
applications involving a communuty asset plus assessment or design impact on public space,

Represent Kingborough Council at the Appeals Tribunals and public planning forums,

Take the New Urbanist inspired Kingston Green Master Plan and draft iitial provisions for
the Specific Area Plans within the Interim Planning Scheme 2015, whilst maintaining the
urban design principles of New Urbanism,

Take the Former Kingston High School Site Master Plan prepared by Consultants and draft
the nitial Specific Area Plans provision for the Kingborough Interim Planning Scheme 2015,
whilst maintaining the pedestrian and play based objectives of the master plan,

With Councils Sport & Recreation Planner undertake a Municipality survey of public open
space and develop the base for a strategy & contribution policy,

Working with Council’s Sport & Recreation Planner, Urban Designer, and various
Developers to negotiate, design, and implement the following new public parks.

= corner Dianella Drive & Burwood Drive Blackmans Bay,

= corner Incana Road & Hyssope Road Margate,

= corner Sunsail Street & Space Couwrt Snug,

= open space layout in Whitewater Creek subdivision development,

= plus, numerous revamps and trails,

Inaugural member of the Significant Tree Advisor Panel.

August & September 2007 — Secondment with Heritage Tasmania

Secondment part of the Kingborough Council’s review of cultural heritage policy.

June 2005 to March 2006 — Place-maker - Female Factory Historic Site Ltd.

Co-ordinated over 100 volunteers along with schools, government and private industry groups for
an historic re-enactment of the arrival in Hobart (1829) of the first principle female convict ship
Harmony, with the aim of initiating community engagement and promoting the importance of the
convict women’s heritage site and the mitial European Settlement of Australia as part of the process
for listing the site as a UNESCO World Heritage Site.

August 2005 to March 2006 — Consultant Field Researcher — Myriad Research Consultancy

August 2005 to March 2006 — Consultant Market Researcher for Taste of The Huon (Inc.)

2005 — Facilitator at Community Workshops — The Channel Enterprise (Inc.)

This event involved engaging the local Woodbridge community in the establishinent of a Charter of
Commumity Values at the Woodbridge: Tourtsm and Development conference and facilitated
workshops on tourism, development and the planning system.

2005 - Field Researcher — Events Tasmania

Formal Education:

2019

2014

Business Sustainability Management — Institute for Sustainable Leadership, University of Cambridge
Sustainability challenges & opportunities, leadership & effective change management, through
addressing climate change & implementing the United Nation’s Sustainable Development Goals

Graduate Certificate of Urban Design — Deakin University

Completed areas of study: Urban Perspectives, Managing Change & Innovation, Interdisciplmary
Planning & Design, Urban Ecologies, Advanced Project Management, Research Methodology, and
Built Environment Integrated Project

Trent Henderson

Page 4 of 6
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Master of Environmental Planning
School of Geography and Environmental Studies at University of Tasmama

Field of research: Cultural Landscape and community attachment to place. Research paper
explored the hypothesis of whether an authentic attachment of place can be established
through good urban design policy, focusing on Kingston Central Business Area and the
opportunities with the former high school redevelopment.

Graduate Diploma of Environmental Planning (course work)

School of Geography and Environmental Studies at University of Tasmania

Areas of study: Sustainable Land Use Management, GIS Analysis, Natural Area Management,
Environmental Impact Assessment, Conservation Management Planning, Protected Area
Management, Ecosystem Conservation, plus Leadership, Influence & Dispute Resolution

Bachelor of Arts with Honours

The School of Geography and Environmental Studies, University of Tasmania
Thesis Title: The Impact of Tourism and Development on the ‘Sense of Place' of
Small Communities: Case Study of Woodbridge, Tasmania.

Bachelor of Arts - University of Tasmania

Majors: Geography & Environmental Studies, Enghish Literature.
Minors: History, Politics & Policy.

Additional Professional Qualification & Experience:

Regularly attended workshops/seminars hosted by PIA and other professional organisations such as
ICOMOS, AILA and LGPro.

Aug 2020 - The New Local — Building Resilient & Regenerative Places, 4-part place-making

webinar workshop, by Gilbert Rochecouste & Michael Shuman from Village Well

2017 - Mentored a combined Kingborough Huon Valley team at LG Pro Tasmania
Management Challenge

2016 - Affiliated Researcher Peter Underwood Centre for Educational Attainment

2016 - Climate Change — Chifley Business School & Planning Institute of Australia

July 2015 - Joint presented at the 2015 Local Government Professionals Research Symposium

June 2015 - Won the Australasian LG Professionals Australia Management Challenge

Sept 2014- Erosion & Sediment Control on Construction Sites — Cert L2 QLD TAFE

June 2012 - GIS and Census Data Analysis, University of Melbourne

July 2011 - GIS Analysis for Planners, University of Melbourne & PIA

2011 - Legislation & Governance - Chifley Business School & PIA

July 2010 - Construction Induction, Workplace Standards Tasmania (White Card)

April 2010 - Urban Design - Chifley Busmess School & Planning Institute of Australia

Feb 2010 - Place-making Workshop with David Engwicht

Nov 2006 — Risk-based Land Use Planning — Emergency Management Australia

Oct 2005 - Thematic Interpretive Workshop - Professor Sam Ham, Idaho University and
Tourism Tasmania.

TJuly 2005 - Industry Skills n Tourism, Statement of Attainment, Southern Training,

Employment & Placement Solutions.

Trent Henderson

Page 5of 6
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References

Trent Henderson

|
Page6of 6
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From: Ian James
To: Records Unit
Subject: Momination to the Urban Design Advisory Panel
Date: Thursday, 27 August 2020 6:38:39 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

To:
The General Manager
Hobart City Council

Re:
Recently advertised ‘Invitation for Nominations to the Urban Design Advisory Panel’

Dear Sir

| wish to re-nominate as a member of the Urban Design Advisory Panel with ‘both planning and
urban design expertise’.

| was initially appointed to a 2 year term with the panel in May 2018 and | trust that my input to
the panel has been of assistance in promoting better urban design outcomes within the City of
Hobart. | have thoroughly enjoyed the opportunity to be involved in what is an interesting time
in the city's development and am keen to continue for a further 3 year term.,

| have more than 40 years professional experience as an urban designer, mostly within local
government, which can be summarised as follows:
e 1977 Associateship in Architecture, WA Institute of Technology.
e 1977 -1994 Employed at the City of Perth Planning Department as urban designer and
subsequently as Manager of the City's Urban Development Unit.
e 1994 —1999 Private practice lan James Urban Design.
1999 — 2017 Employed at the City of Fremantle as Strategic Urban Designer.
e 2018 — 2020 Member Hobart Urban Design Advisory Panel.

.

| have had considerable experience in all areas of urban design, including preparation of:
« Strategic urban design and development plans.
» Planning and design policies and guidelines.
* Planning scheme amendments.
« Concept designs for city places and local centres.
« Managing design consultancies and architectural competitions

| consider that | can bring useful experience and skills to the UDAP, particularly:
» Extensive urban design understanding and experience in the planning and development of
cities.
e Previous involvement in a design advisory committee dealing with architects and
applicants for major developments.
e Provision of urban design comment to elected members on major developments.
e Close collaboration with town planners and other design professionals.
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e Considerable understanding and experience with planning schemes and other planning

frameworks.

| can be contacted by phone on - if you require any further information.

Yours sincerely
lan James

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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Neil Noye Our ref:
Director of Planning Your ref:
Hobart City Council
Hobart Town Hall
Tasmania 7000

4 Nov 2020

Dear Neill,

Nomination - City of Hobart Urban Design Advisory Panel

Further to the above, please find attached my CV in support of a nomination .

An obvious motivation in the role as a member of the City of Hobart Urban Design Advisory
Panel is in the making and improving of Hobart as a vibrant place - to improve the quality
and worth of architecture and urban design, and thereby, the city.

| am inspired by the public worth in architectural or urban design expression when it is
combined with spatial intelligence, structural integrity, coupled with environmental and
social responsibility.

| completed RMIT's Master of Architecture program in 2000. As an invited postgraduate
stream and research cluster, the program focussed on reflective, practice-based research,
under the tutelage of RMIT’s Leon van Schaik who, describing me as a ‘true innovator’ and
has also promoted my work as ‘having a beguiling sense of place and purpose’.

Prior to the RMIT higher degree, | held a full-time position as Lecturer in Architecture for 5
years at the University of Tasmania (1992-97) in Launceston.

Since that time, | have gained diverse experience in complex and awarded projects in
Hobart, Sydney, Melbourne, Brisbane, Adelaide and Canberra.

Serving as President of the Australian Institute of Architects (Tasmania) during 2007-2009, |
was instrumental in the appointment of Peter Poulet, as Government Architect (later
overturned, after my departure, by later elected representatives and government). | also
accepted an appeointment as an Adjunct Professor at the University of Tasmania between
2008 and 2011.

| have attended schools of architecture as a visiting critic or guest lecturer at RMIT,
University of Melbourne, UTS, Newcastle University, UTAS, Monash University, and
University of South Australia. | delivered a national lecture tour for the AIA on the Quality of
Architectural Documentation in 2013.

| have sat on a number of design award panels and industry committees including the AlA,
Board of Architects, Tasmania, Tasmanian Architectural Narratives, Hobart Lord Mayors
Economic Development Forum, Tasmanian Building Industry Council and the Property
Council of Australia
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I have over 30 years of applied professional experience in a wide range of architectural
settings, at all scales, complexities and phases of projects, from small/bespoke to major
capital works projects in Australia.

As a founding principal of Jones Moore Architecture (in 2015), my work includes the
preparation of a functional design brief of 40,000m2 for the National Gallery of Victoria's
NGV Contemporary project and a Master Plan Study for Heide Museum of Modern Art.
Recent work includes the design of a new performing arts centre for Camberwell Girls
Grammar School.

Jones Moore Architecture was established as a design-based practice, underpinned by over
twenty years of experience and contribution to a broad range of innovative, diverse,
significant and award-winning projects, undertaken during employment and collaboration
with national and international practices.

Conceived as an opportunity to align design value with client/project objectives in a more
direct, agile, responsive and collaborative way, Jones Moore Architecture’s approach is
grounded in creative connection, engagement and interaction with landscape and all levels
of human experience — cultural, public, social and individual — to deliver innovative and
sustainable master planning, feasibility, design and place-making solutions.

After several collaborations with GHD, | was appointed as Design Director and Director of
Architecture with GHDWoodhead in 2018, to augment an architectural studio in the Hobart
office of GHD and was recently promoted to the role of civic, community and justice
National Sector Leader.

My work has required a demonstrated practical knowledge of issues influencing project
concept framing, inputs to business case development, preparing major project functional
briefs for important civic projects, capital works, planning and design intervention.

While understanding the issues and dynamics related to build-ability (construction planning,
investment, budget control, project management systems and the relationship between
asset management, capital investment and market pressures), | also understand the general
application, terms and relationships of acts and environmental planning instruments and
processes. | recognise and promote the significance of public space and urban design, in
terms of block and precinct infrastructure planning, individual/group building design and
spatial requirements.

My extensive practitioner experience includes social, physical, economic, environmental
and political overlays — with considerations of performance, safety, risk and contractual
responsibilities. | offer wide, end-to-end practice expertise and extensive knowledge and
expetience in urban design, master planning and architectural design across civic,
educational, hospitality, institutional, judicial, industrial, infrastructure, commercial and
residential sectors.

Regards

i aas

4th November 2020

Director of Architecture
GHD Pty Ltd
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James Jones

James brings wide expertise to all projects and
endeavours - offering extensive knowledge and
experience in urban design, master planning and
architectural design across public, educational,
hospitality, institutional, judicial, industrial, infrastructure
and residential sectors.

During an earlier tenure at the Australian & New
Zealand practice of Architectus, James formed the
Design Directorate, with Lindsay & Kerry Clare, for

the international competition winning design for
Queensland’s Gallery of Madern Art, develaping

the formative ideas for the acclaimed gallery, with
Architectus Sydney colleagues, Geoffrey Way and Petrina
Maoore.

James first returned to his native state of Tasmania

in 2003 to lead the highly awarded Henry Jones IXL
Redevelopment project with Morris-Nunn & Associates
(MNA] in 2003. Later as a Director of Heffernan Button
Voss Architects [HBV], James was the recipient of various
state and national awards including the prestigious AlA
Robin Boyd Award 2010 for the Trial Bay House and the
AlA National Bluescope Steel Award 2008 for the Aurora
Energy Operations Centre.

Returning to Architectus as Design Principal of the
Sydney and Melbourne offices during 20710-2015, James
played a significant role in many award-winning school
and tertiary projects, as a member of the winning
SAANA/Architectus team for new $450M Sydney Modern
project [Art Gallery of New South Wales] and contributed
to a wide range and scale of complex and significant civic,
infrastructure and residential projects.

As a Principal of Jones Moore Architecture, his work has
included preparation of a functional design brief for the
National Gallery of Victoria's NGV Contempaorary project
and a Master Plan Study for Heide Museum of Modern
Art.

James was appointed as Design Director and Director
of Architecture with GHD Woodhead in 2018 and is the
civic, community and justice national sector leader. He
continues as a director of Jones Moore Architecture for
current projects, alongside his partner, Petrina Moore.

He completed RMIT's Master of Architecture practice-
based research program (by invitation] in 2000, RMIT's
Leon van Schaik has described James as a ‘true
innovator” and has described his work as 'having a
beguiling sense of place and purpose’.

James served as President of the Australian Institute

of Architects (Tasmania) during 2007-2009 and also
accepted an appointment as an Adjunct Professor at the
University of Tasmania 2008-2011.
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QUALIFICATIONS

- Master of Architecture [by invitation] RMIT University 2000
- Graduate Diploma of Architecture TSIT 1984
Bachelor of Arts Environmental Design TCAE 1980
- Registered Architect Tasmania 1988-2017
- Registered Architect Victoria 2013-2017
- Registered Architect New South Wales 2017
- Accredited Building Practitioner - Architect Tasmania 2004-2017

EMPLOYMENT HISTORY

Direcctor of Architecture - GHDWoodhead 2018 - 2020

Principal - Jones Moore Architecture 2015-2020
- Design Principal - Architectus 2010-2015
- Director - HBY Architects 2005-2010

Associate - Morris Nunn & Associates 2003-2005
- Associate - Architectus 2001-2002
- Senior Project Manager - City of Sydney 1999-2000

Senior Architect - UTS Property Development Unit

1998-1999

Lecturer/Sessional Studio Lead - UTAS 1988-1997
- Principal - James Jones Architect 1788-15%8

- Architectural Assistant - Various 1980-1986
AFFILIATIONS + PROFESSIONAL ROLES

Member Property Council of Australia (2018-2020]
Member Australian Institute of Architects [AIA) 1979-2017

- Member Association for the Development of Design Tasmania
1988-97

- Member Board of Architects Tasmania 2007-2008

- Member Hobart Lord Mayors Economic Development Forum 2007-2008
- Building Industry Professional Education Steering Committee 2007-2008
- Founding Member Hobart Architectural Co-operative 1980-1984

- Tasmanian Building and Construction Industry Council 2007-2008

- Chapter Councilor AlA Tasmanian Chapter 1997, 2007-2010

Mational Councilor AlA 2007-2008

President AlA Tasmanian Chapter 2007-2008

Adjunct Professor School of Architecture UTAS 2008-2011

Studio Critic UTS [Winston Barnett & John DeManincor] 2012

Studio Critic RMIT University [Jeremy McLeod & Stuart Harrison] 2012
Studio Critic RMIT University [Paule Sampaiol 2012

External Examiner 5th Year UTAS School of Architecture [Owen] 2007

First Cohort External Examiner Monash School for Architecture 2012

Studio Critic Monash School for Architecture (Nigel Bertram) 2014
= Jury Member RAIA Tasmanian Chapter Architecture Awards 1997
- Jury Member Engineers Institute of Australia Awards 2007
Jury Member National Houses Awards 2012
- Jury Member [Houses] AlA Vic Chapter Architecture Awards 2013
- Jury Chair AlA Tasmanian Chapter Architecture Awards 2016
Jury Chair Triennial Award AlA Tas Chapter Architecture Awards 2016

Significant Architecture Committee AlA 2016-2017

Organising Committee AlA Tas Architectural Narratives Bruny 2017

- Internship Program School of Architecture & Design UTAS 2017
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PROJECT EXPERIENCE

DIRECTOR OF ARCHITECTURE
- Hunter Street Campus Study - UTAS

Masterplan - The Hutchins School

State Facilities Masterplan - TasMetworks

Town Centre - Villawood Properties

Courtyard House - Patricia Sabine

The Mandeville Centre - Lorete Toorak

Gipson Commons - 5t Michaels Grammar

- Overseas Passenger Terminal Masterplan

High Court Security Reviiew for New Entry - High Court of Aust
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GHOWOODHEAD 2018-2020

Newnham Campus Masterplan Study - UTAS

Burnie Courts Redevelopment - Department of Justice
Collections, Research and Access Functional Brief - TMAG
Public Spaces Masterplan City Site - TMAG

PRINCIPAL - JONES MOORE ARCHITECTURE 2015-2020

Wilcannia Cultural Centre - BAAKA Corporation
- Performing Arts Music & Drama Centre - Camberwell Girls Grammar
- Residential Club - Villawood Properties [with Six Degrees|
Iwith Six Degrees|
- Heide MOMA Masterplan Study - 5G5S Economics & Creative Victoria
- Functional Design Brief NGV3 - National Gallery of Victoria
Devonport Waterfront Hotel Design - Finalist [with Architectus + TCL]
Riversdale Gallery Competition [with Room 11 & Openwork]
Dandenong Art Gallery Design Brief - City of Dandenong
Student Accommodation RMIT Village & CLV [with ADH|
Kingston Community Hub Design Competition [with ADH]

Petrol Station - Villawood Properties [with Six Degrees)

DESIGN PRINCIPAL - ARCHITECTUS 2010-2015

~ Sydney Modern AGNSW [with SANAA]

- Central Courtyard Masterplan - Macquarie University

- Mixed Use, Business School - Macquarie University

- Academic Space Utilisation Study - Monash University

- Multi-Residential Design Competition - City of Sydney

- Mixed Use Development Melbourne Central - GFT

- Arts West Faculty of Arts - Faculty of Arts, UoM [with ARM]
- Adelaide Courts Precinct PPP Submission

CBus Consortium

- William Macmahon Ball Lecture Theatre - Faculty of Arts, UsM
Ringwood Campus Masterplan Review - Tintern Schools

Project Research NGV - 5505 Economics & Planning & Arts Victoria
Retail Expansion Chirnside Park - GPT Group

Middle School - The Tintern Schools

Carlton Connect Feasibility - University of Melbourne

Melville St Student Accommedation Shortlisted Finalist - UTAS

School Administration + Chapel - Korowa Anglican Girls School

Flinders Street Station Design Competition - Major Projects Victoria

Sydney Ports

- Green Square Library Competition — City of Sydney

- Sustainable Industries Education Centre [with MPH Architects]
- Future Proofing Schools International Competition - UoM
5t Kilda Junction Multi-Residential Development - Rice Consortium

West Ryde Boiler House Adaptive Re-use - Sydney Water



Item No. 13 Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion) Page 534
City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020 ATTACHMENT A

James Jones

PROJECT EXPERIENCE continued

ASSOCIATE - ARCHITECTUS

- Queensland Gallery of Modern Art (Winning International
Competition Entry & Awarded Project] - Arts QLD + QAG

- Centenary of Federation Place Design Competition [Winning National
Competition Entryl- NPCP - ACT Government

- City Administration Centre Design Competition - [Winnin
Competition Entry & Awarded Project] City of Wuhu [China

DIRECTOR - HBV ARCHITECTS 2005-2010

- Mornington Training Centre - Aurora Energy

- Beirut Arts & Culture International Competition [with Way + Room 11)
- State Office Fit-out - Aurora Energy

- Civic Feasibility Study - City of Glenorchy [with SMG & Hassell]

- State Office Redevelopment - RACT

- Insurance State Office Fit-out - RACT

- The Priory Country Lodge - Van Diemen Hotel Group Limited

- State Logistics Store - Transend Networks

- Hobart Waterfront International Design Competition [with Breathel
- Aurora Energy Operations Centre Cambridge - Aurora Energy

- Trial Bay House - Robson Jenkins

- May's Beach House - Calvert

Valleyfield Adaptive Re-use - Warner

Dynnyrne House - Clements

Sandy Bay House - Groom

ASSOCIATE - MORRIS NUNN & ASSOCIATES 2003-2005
Islington Hotel - Van Diemen Hotel Group Limited
- West Hobart House - Edwards Middlston

IXL Redevelopment - Vos Group

Henry Jones Art Hotel - Vos Group

1XL Apartments - Vos Group
Aboriginal Art Gallery - Art Moh
St Helens Art Gallery - Avery

i ”'lwii IXL Reception, Restaurant & Long Bar - Vos Group

i
:||J|‘|IZH!| |

Saffire Resort Design Competition - Federal Hotels

Fly Fishing Lodge Brady's Lake

SENIOR PROJECT MANAGER - CITY OF SYDNEY 1999-2000

- Museum of Contemporary Art Pre-Design Studies

- Prince Alfred Park Strategy Plan

>( ;( “ " " - Sydney Olympics 2000 Public Transport Wayfinding Sign Strategy
- Underground Infrastructure GIS Pilot Stud

W web " ’

I,' " W ARCHITECT - UTS PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT UNIT 1998-1999

" U » - Development Brief Ku-ring-gai Campus

- Urban Design Strategy Broadway Campus

- Qutline Master Plan Blackfriars Campus

- Sculpture Installation Alun Leach Jones

- Design Guidelines Review University Buildings

- Sign Standards Review University Buildings
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PROJECT EXPERIENCE continued

LECTURER - UNIVERSITY OF TASMAMNIA 1992-1997

- Design Studio Coordinator 4th Year Architecture

Design Studio Coordinator Sth Year Architecture
- Building Technology Lecturer
- Communications Lecturer
Timber Research and Teaching Strategy
- Lecture Forum Coordinator

- Exhibitions Coordinator

PRIMCIPAL - JAMES JONES ARCHITECT 1988-1998
- Museum of Australia Design Competition - NCPC
Andrew Boy Charlton Pool Design Competition - SHFA
- Cradle Mountain Waterfall Valley Bushwalkers’ Pavilion - NPWS
- Eco Tourism Consultancy - The Bundanon Trust

Salamanca Place Historic Street Rece

struction - City of Hobart

- Hobart Mall Redevelopment Design - City of Hobart

- Bus Shelters - City of Hobart
Hollybank Design Competition [with Rosevear + Lutrell)

- Sandy Bay Urban Design Study - City of Hobart

- MNorth Hobart Townscape Project & Exhibition - City of Hobart
Westbury Urban Conservation Study - Tarnar Flanning Authority

- Cataract Gorge #2 Urban Wall - A Future Urbanity - UTAS

- Studio Alterations, Offices, Workshops - Dept of Architecture, UTAS
Sculpture Studio - Briant

- Pottery Studio - Richardson

- Houses - Various

ARCHITECTURAL ASSISTANT - VARIOUS 1980-1986

- Calwell Primary School [Canberra] - Barry McMeill Architect

- Calvin Christian Primary School - Barry McNeill Architect

- Queenstown High School Addition - Heffernan & Viney Architects
- Battery Point Ellerslie Apartments - Heffernan & Viney Architects
- Kingston Aged Care - Heflernan & Viney Archilecls

- Sorell Library - Bush Parkes Shugg & Moon Architects

- Glenorchy ANZ Bank - Bush Parkes Shugg & Moon Architects

- Tasmania Police Headquarters Design Brief - Dept of Construction

AWARDS

INTERNATIONAL AWARDS
World Architecture Mews Education Awards Finalist 2015
Tintern Middle School [Architectus)

- World Architecture Festival Inside Awards Winner 2014
SIEC SA TAFE: 2014 [MPH + Architectus|

- Future Proofing Scha
University of Melbourn

Competition Winner 2012
lArchitectus]

Architect Selection Design Competition Winner 2001
Queensland Gallery of Modern Art [Architectus|

- Wuhu City Administration Centre Competition 2001 [Architectus)

- RIBA + UIA International School Design Competition Finalist 1988
Birmingham UK [with Rosevear & Woolleyl
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NATIOMAL AWARDS

Kingston Community Hub Design Competition Znd Place 2016
Education Award AlA 2014 The Mandeville Centre [Architectus]
Interiors Award AlA 2014 SIEC SA TAFE: [MPH + Architectus)
Australian Interior Design Awards Finalist 2074 WMBT [Architectus]
Houses Award 2011 Trial Bay House [HBV]

Robin Boyd Award AlA 2010 Trial Bay House [HBV)

Colorbond Award AlA 2008 Aurora Operations Centre [HBY]
Architecture Award RAIA 2007 GoMA [Architectus)

Special Jury Award RAIA 2005 IXL Redevelopment [MNA]

Cent. of Federation Place Competition 1st Place 2001 [Architectus]
Design Award CHASA 1994 Hollybank Forestry Centre

Design Award CHASA1994 Waterfall Valley Bushwalkers Shelter

STATE AWARDS

Education Award Victoria AlA 2017 The Gipson Commons [Architectus]

Ee

cation Award Victoria AIA 2016 The Mandeville Centre [Architectus]
CEFPI Award - Commendation 2014 - Lecture Theatre [Architectus)
Interior Award AlA 2014 SIEC SA TAFE: IMPH & Architectus]

CEFPI Award 2014 SIEC SA TAFE: IMPH + Architectus)

James Blackburn Triennial Award AlA 2012 Trial Bay House (HBV]
Esmond Dorney Award AlA 2010 Trial Bay House (HBV]

Colorbond Award AlA 2010 Transend Primary Store [HBY]
Commercial Award AlA 2010 Transend Primary Store [HBV]
Colorbond Award AlA 2008 Aurora Operations Centre [HBVI
Commercial Award AlA 2008 Aurora Operations Centre [HBV]
Henry Hunter Award AlA 2008 [XL Redevelopment [MNA]

John Lee Archer Award AIA 2007 [XL Redevelopment [MNA]
Heritage Award AlA 2006 Edwards Middleton Residence [MNA]
Heritage Commendation AlA 2006 Islington Hotel [MMA]

Public Buildings Award AlA 2005 XL Redeveloprment [MNA)
Heritage Award AIA 2005 IXL Redevelopment [MNA]

Interiors Award AlA 2005 IXL Redevelopment [MMA]

Environmental Award, 2005 Australian Timber Design Awards [MNA)

Urban Design RAPI Morth Hobart Townscape Project 1991

Hollybank Forestry Centre Design Competition 1991

LECTURES + EXHIBITIONS

Documentation in Detail, AIA Seminar Hobart + Launceston 2017
Integrated Logistics Conference Brisbane 2015

Next Gen Learning Spaces & Pedagogy TEMC Cairns 2014

Student Housing Forum Melbourne 11-12 June 2014

Unintended Ceonseguences Uni of SA - Masters Speaker Series 2014
Mational Architecture Awards Exhibition Canberra 2010

Abundant Australia Venice Architecture Biennale Exhibition 2008
The Dilemma of Museums of Modern Art - lecture [RAIA/SCWA] 2007
Raole of the Architect MBA State Conference 2007

States of Mind National Architectural Conference - Hobart 2004
Designing the Highline, New York 2003

Uni of Newcastle Department of Architecture Invited Lecture 2002
UQ Summer Symposium Stradbroke Island 2002

Portraits of Place RAPI Conference Adelaide 1995
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PUBLICATIONS + REVIEWS

Colguhoun, P_Sandcasties - Australia s Greatest Coastal Hormes
Universal 2017

‘ldeas Meel Here’ - Ten Years of GOMA 2016
50 - Cladding a Nation Steel Profile Issue 125 Nov 2016
Gillam, R Hovercraft' - Tintern Middle School Steel Profile 2015

Beck, H & Cooper Clare Design: Works 1980-2015 Without White
Ropes Uro Editions 2015

Bertram, N Tintern Middle Schools Architecture Australia
Jan/Feb 2015

Rosewarne, M [Ed] Places for Learning - Contemporary Design in
Education CEFPI 2014 pp 67-88

Goad, P William Macmahon Ball Theatre Artichoke 2014

Friedman, A lnnovative Houses - Concepts for Sustainable Living
L King Publications 2013 pp 146-49

Giles, N Art Smarts, Brisbane Monocle Magazine Issue #75
pp 151 - 155

Dewhirst, D From The Ground Up — 20 Slories of a Life in
Architecture 2014

Jones, J J H Esmond Dorney Fort Nelson House [1978] Rewvisited
Houses Magazine, Feb 2012

Tackle, G Best Contemporary Country Houses Think Publishing
2011 pp 184-187

Stube, K & Parken, D Inspire - Australian National Architecture
Awards 2070 Trial Bay House pp 87-89

Stube, K & Parken, O inspire-Australian National Architecture
Awards 2070 Transend Primary Store, pp 214

The Australian Financial Review Nov 2310 Robin Boyd Award for
Residential Architecture - Houses pp 36

Rﬁ;an. J ABC Radio National By Design Trial Bay House Interview
30 Nov 2010

Ogilvie, F ABC Radio The World Today Tasmanian House judged
Australia’s best'29 Nov 2010

Citation Robin Boyd Award for Residential Architecture Trial Bay
House Af, Nov/Dec 2010

Citation Esmond Oorney Award for Residential Architecture
Houses, AlA Monograph Sunday Tas Jun 2010

Citation Award for Commercial Architecture AlA Monograph
Sunday Tasmanian Jun 2010

Citation Colorbond Award for Steel Architecture AlA Monograph
Sunday Tasmanian Jun 2010

Bernstone R Transend Primary Store Steel Profile
Issue 107 Nov 2010

Green, L Top 50 Rooms Collector's Edition House & Garden Trial
Bay House pp 130-131 Nov 2010

Ancher, J Trial Bay House "Houses' Australian Residential
Architecture & Design Issue 74, 2010

Harrison. S Houses in the Sun Trial Bay House, Thames & Hudson

Jones, J Encyclopaedia of Australian Architecture 2010 Citation
Craig Rosevear Architects

Wallace M, & Stutchbury & Place Makers - Conternporary
Gueensiand Architects QAG 2009 pp 124

Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion)
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The Australian Financial Review Magazine Nov 2008; National
Colorbond Award for Steel Architecture pp 76

Citation National Colorbond Award for Steel Architecture Aurora
Operations Centre AA Nov/Dec 2008

Durbach, Frost, Lewin, Thompson & Warner Abundant Australia
Exfibition Catalogue AIA 2008 pp 123

Jones, J Cranbrook: Tasmanian Architectural Narratives’
Architecture Australia, July/August 2007

Jones, J Without White Ropes ' dueensland Gallery of Mogern Art
UME 21, Surmmer 2007 pp 2-13

Beck, H & Cooper J Queensiand Gallery of Modern Art
UME 21 Summer 2007 pp 2-13

Jackson, D Queensland Gallery of Modern Art Architecture
Australia, Mar/Apr 2007 pp 54-63

Price, J Pilgrims Progress Queensland Gallery of Modern Art
Monument Issue 76 Dec 2006/ Jan 2007

Beck, H & Cooper J GoMA-Story of 3 Building Queensland Art
Gallery 2006

Jones ) ‘More Talk About Buildings Downtown Simon Cuthbert
CAST 2005 pp 8-10

Farrelly, E Elegant Sheddery . Architecture Australia, Architecture
Media Jan 2005 pp 31-32

Van Schaik, L The Practice of Practice - School of Architecture &
Design RMIT 2003

Beck, H & Cooper, J Suber House UME 15, Summer 2002 pp 68

University of QLD Dept. Architecture Architecture interacting:
Sketch as Weapon Summer Symposium 2002

Jones, J ' The ldea So Stripped Master of Architecturs by Project
Catalogue RMIT 2000.

www.limber.org.aufarchitecture Suber House FWPRDC
Melbourne 2000

Spence, R ‘Bush Shack The Architectural Review London
Apr1995pp 71

Galfetti, G G Casas Refugio - Private Retreats GG Barcelona 1995
pp 114-117

Moore, P & Jones, J Confemporary Buildings in Wilderness’
Eco Design Vol 111 no 1 London1994

Spence R "House, image or Essence The Architectural Review
London Apr 1990 pp 87-93

Jones, J Hollybank Foreslry Centre Exedra Deakin University
Vol 6 No 11995 pp 19-21

Jones, J Waterfall Busfwalkers' Shelter Exedra Deakin University
Vol 6 No 11995 pp 22-24

Mtherton | Constructing Space Contemporary Art in Tasmania
CAST Hobart Winter 1994 pp26-29

Luscombe, D & Peden, & Ficturing Architecture
Craftsman’s House Hong Kong 1992 pp 80-81

Rees, B & Penny, T: The Emerging Architect 2 Architecture Australia
Aug 1990 pp 58-62
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JAMES MORRISON - CURRICULUM VITAE
November 2020

James Morrison is an experienced architect who has been in practice since 1987 and is recognized for his
innovative and creative design and detalling skills. He has an enduring interest and commitment to sound urban
design for liveable cities borne out by urban design examples undertaken by Morrison & Breytenbach Architects,
to contemporary educational architecture and to Environmentally Sustainable Design (ESD). As well as expertise
and specialist skills in energy efficiency and ESD, James brings significant experience in the Green Building
Council of Australia Green Star accreditation system, having achieved Tasmania’s only two 8 — star Green Star
As-Built Accredited buildings to date (the Sustainability Learning Centre (SLC) and University of Tasmania Inveresk
NRAS Student Accommeodation). As an active member of the Association for Learning Environments Australasia
(ALEA), he chairs the Tasmanian branch and regularly attends national and international conferences to keep
abreast of current pedagogy, research and design of learning environments.

James’s all-round architectural expertise includes design, documentation, and contract administration He has
applied this talent for innovation to good effect within his role as project designer and principal in Marrison &
Breytenbach Architects. His commitment to envircnmentally sustainable design and energy efficient outcomes is

well evidenced in the practice's project outcomes.

PROFESSIONAL
Morrison & Breytenbach Architects Pty Ltd

Director / Business owner / Principal design & project
architect

QUALIFICATIONS

Bachelor of Architecture 1887, University of Cape
Town

Bachelor of Architectural Studies 1982, University of
Cape Town

Accredited Green Star Professional (2009)
REGISTRATION

Registered Architect Tasmania, 2001 BoA Tas, Reg.
No. 510

Registered Architect Victoria, 2004 BoA-W, No. 16248

Registered Architect (ARB) United Kingdom, No
057397C

BUILDING PRACTITIONER LICENCE

(Tas) Building Practitioner Accreditation No. CC1005U
PROFESSIONAL MEMBERSHIPS

Australian Institute of Architects

Association of Consulting Architects

Learning Environments Tasmania (LEA)

INDUSTRY POSITIONS

Learning Environments Tasmania (LEA) - Tasmanian
Chair 2015 - current

Tasmanian Chapter AlA ESD Past Committee Member
JURIST

Tasmanian Chapter AlA Annual Awards Jurist - 2010
PRACTICE OF ARCHITECTURE

AUSTRALIA

1998 — current Morrison & Breytenbach Architects Pty
Ltd, Director

1992 - 1998 James Morrison & Yvette Breytenbach
Architects — Principal Partner

UNITED KINGDOM

1989 -1991 Furness Associates Cambridge UK, project

architect for University of Buckingham library, campus
development, university residence

SOUTH AFRICA

1987 - 1989 Van Der Riet & Cooke Architects, Cape
Town Architectural graduate on University Western
Cape Law Faculty, university residence

merrison & breytenbach architects
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Urban C

Professional design awards include:

PIA, AlA, AlLA -
Australian Urban Design Award 2019
Advacacy, Leadership and Research
PIA Manional Awerrds @
Commenda
Best Planr
RAIA Presidents Award
2018
RAIA Triennial Award :
2000, 2003
RAIA (Merit Award):
1992, 1994, 1995, 1997, 1998, 2000,

n- 2020

1g ldeas

Large Project

2004
RAIA (Cam dation):
1989, 1996, 2003, 2006
RAPI / PIA Planning awards / commendations:

1989, 1992, 1994, 2000, 2003, 2007,
2009, 2011, 2013, 2017, 2009

RAIA/ RIBA endorsed competitions
1989 (2nd) 1991 (1st), 1995 (1st)

Churchill Fellowship: 1999
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Leigh has over thirty five years professional
experience as an architectural and urban
design practitioner, author and educator. He
established his own practice in 1987, having
previously worked in the public and private
sectors in architecture and urban design in
Tasmania, SE Asia and the UK. He also worked
for a fime with the Architectural Press in
Londoen as an architectural journalist.

As the principal of Leigh Woolley Architect +
Urban Design Consultant he provides design
and consultancy services to private clients and
all levels of government, within architecture
and associated design disciplines, particularly
urban design. His work seeks to re-view and
re-engage the landscapes of urban society
through the practice of architecture and

urban design. He is the recipient of numerous
professional design awards across these
disciplines. He is regularly asked to write and
lecture about his work, to parficipate in design
competitions and provide crifical review of
developments, frequently against guidelines
he has developed. In particular he uses the
case study of Tasmanian settings fo advance his
research.

He was the recipient of a Churchill Fellowship
in 1999 considering the effectiveness of

urban design pelicies in porf cifies with sirong
topographies. He received an Australian Urban
Design Award in 2019, the citation described
his work as 'an exemplary approach to urban
design research at a cify scale’,

He has been a member of professional design
review panels including the Built Environment
Committee of the University of Tasmania

and the Sullivans Cove Design Panel. He has
appeared as an expert witness before VCAT
(Victoria) and RMPAT (Tasmania) planning
courts of appeal, and has been a panel
member on RPDC Projects of State Significance
assessments,

Since 2008 he has been an Adjunct Professor
in the School of Architecture and Design UTAS.
He has been an invited lecturer fo conferences
inside and outside Australia and has been a
(part time) lecturer in Architecture and Urban
Design. His articles and public lectures have
been critically reviewed and he is regularly
asked to comment on architecture and urban
design matters. His photography is held in
state and national collections and is part of

his working method, a means he suggests

of 'interrogating’ place. The national award
winning publication 'Architecture from the
Edge’ (with Barry McNeill) was published in
2002.

His architecture, which has been published
nationally and internationally, has been
described by Leon Van Schaik, architectural
critic and Innovation Professor of Architecture
af RMIT as: ‘a stary of a friumph of a meticulous
practice that has worked from the Tasmanian
condition’.

He practices from Hobart.

Some papers / articles include:

‘Maintaining Intelligible topographies - shaping density in Central Hobart'
International Urban Design Conference, Hobart, Tasmania, Nevember 2019
'Orientation + Outreach : Aligning urban futures’. Paper: UIA World Architects Congress, Secul Sept, 2017

'Placing Tasmania : natural ground for urban design’

‘Urban Voices' Celebrating urban design in Australia, 2013

‘Sheltering Human Presence - revealing place through urban design practice’ April 2012
International Urban Design Conference. University of Nottingham, UK

‘Harbouring Design = Reclaiming margins in port cities’

Historic Environment Vol. 22 No. 2 July 2009

ICOMOS National Conference: ‘Challenge and Change in Ports and their cities' (November 2006)
‘The topography of public life'. Exhibition catalogue. October 2008
‘Working across scales - Common ground for Tasmanian design'.

Mational Public Art Conference, Octaber 2005

‘Articulating the Edge: Spatial Prospecting to Build Topography.

Masters Exhibition and publication: Fitzroy 2004

The Practice of Practice 2. Education inthe realm of design RMIT 2010

‘Negotiating margins, Reclaiming Peripheries: The 'wilderness’ imperative in Architecture + Urban Design’
UIA 2002 XXI World Congress of Architecture, Berlin 2002

'Urban Design and Wild Nature: Reconsidering edge cities'.

Leo Port Annual Lecture, University of Sydney 2003

‘Urban Nature and City Design’. Island Magazine 84 2001

Curriculum Vitae

Oct 2020
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Qualifications:

Master of Architecture (R).

RMIT, Melbourne 2004

Graduate Diploma of Architecture

TCAE (now UTAS). 1980

Bachelor of Arts (in Environmental Design)
TCAE (now UTAS). 1974

Leigh Woolley Architect CV Oct 2020

Supplementary Agenda (Open Portion)
City Planning Committee Meeting - 16/11/2020

Professional Affiliations:

Fellow, Royal Australian Institute of Architects. (from
1986) Councillor 1997-8

Chair, RAIA Tas. Chapter Design Awards Jury 2005
Member RAIA National Urban Design Policy Review
2008 - 2011

Member, North Hobart Advisory Committee,
Hobart City Council (93-6)

Member, Urban Design Group, London. {from
1983)

Chairperson, Hobart Architectural Co-operative inc.
(1984-6)

Representative, Tasmanian Board of Architectural
Education (1982-5)

Member, Board, Tasmanian School of Arf, Uni of
Tasmania (1985-91)

Member, Built Environment Committee, University
of Tasmania (2004 - 14)

Member, Sullivans Cove Design Panel, (2005 - 11)
Adjunct Professor, School of Architecture and
Design UTAS {2008 - 2019)

Awards:

Australian Urban Design Awards 2019 - Winner
Building Height Standards Review Project

PIA National Awards: Commendation 2020

RAIA Tas Chapter Presidents Award 2018

Australian Urban Design Awards 2016 - shortlist
{with John Wardle Architects) Macquarie Point
Masterplan

Churchill Fellowship - awarded 1998 - tenable 1999
James Blackburn Award for Residential Buildings
RAIA Triennial Design Award {2000) for Dunne
Residence - 1997

RAIA Triennial Design Award (2003) for Bennison
Read Residence - 2000

Merit Award - RAIA Design Awards - New and
extended Buildings (1995)

Merit Award - RAIA Design Awards - Residential
(1992, 1994, 1997, 1998, 2000, 2004)

BHP Colorbond Steel Award — Bennison Read
House (2000)

Commendation, RAIA Design Awards - Residential
(1989) (1996) (2003)

Commendation, RAIA Design Awards - Commercial
(2008)

First prize, Wapping Medium Density Housing
Competition (1995) (with Eastman Heffernan Walch
+ Burtton}

First prize, Hollybank Forest Training Centre
Competition (1991) (with Travalia, deGryse, McNeill)
Second Prize, UIA, RIBA Birmingham City Council,
UK International Design Competition (1989) (with
Jones and Rosevear.)

RAPL. Planning Institute of Australia,
Commendations (1989, 1992, 1994, 2000, 2009,
2017)

Awards (2002, 2007, 2011, 2013, 2019)

MNational Award: Research and Scholarship (2003)
{with McNeill)

Commendation, Sullivans Cove ldeas Competition
(19B6)

Research Scholarship in Urban Design, University of
Tasmania (1995 - 7)

Selected Delegate - InterDesign 95 - 1CSID
International Design Forum (1995)

Arts Tasmania Bursary - Domus Acadermy Winter
School RMIT (1992)

EBritain Australia Vocation Exchange Student 1977,
London.

Tasmanian Representative, Australia - China Society
Study Tour Peoples Republic of China, 1973,
Various photographic awards including; Royal
Horticullural Seciety, National Trust - Heritage 1982,
83, 84, 87.
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Professional Experience:

April 1985 to present.
Self employed Architect, Urban Design Consultant.

Architecture

Dunne Alterations - West Hobart 2017- 2020
Morgan Dwelling - Midway Point 2016 - {engoing)
Bennison Read Alterations/ Additions 2012

Given House, Marien Bay, Tasmania 2010 (unbuilty
Andrews House, Taroona, Tasmania 2009 (unbuilt)
Dawson - Damer Alterations/Additions, Davey Street,
Tasmania 2008 {unbuilt)

Egan House Alterations/Additions, Woodbridge,
Tasmania 2007

Andrews House, Shelley Beach, Tasmania 2007
{unbouilt)

Andrews House, Spring Beach, Tasmania 2006
(unbuilf)

McDonald Dwelling, Dolphin Sands, Tasmania (since
2005)

Ellis House, Hays Flat, South Australia 2005 (unbuilt)
Buckland House, Richmond, Tasmania 2005 (unbuilt)
Cafa/ Tourist facilities — Woodbridge Tasmania 2004
Crocker House - Arthurs Lake Tasmania 2003

Clark House additions - West Hobart 2002 -3
Morgan House — Swanwick Freycinet Peninsula 2002
Vertigan Residence Alterations/additions - Mount
Nelson Tas. 2001-2

Vaughan House and Workshop - Taroona, Tas. 2001
Turner House - Coles Bay. Tas. 1999 - 2000
Bennison / Read House - West Hobart 1999

Archer House - Whale Beach 1998 - 9

Morgan House - New Town 1997 - 8

Saltmarsh / Kelly House House, Battery Point 1997- 8
Touber/ Sullivan Alterations/ Additions - Sandy Bay
1994-7

Jetty Road Holiday Housing - Coles Bay 1995- &
{unbuilf)

MecCafferty Holiday Home -East Coast Tas, 1994- 5
Dunne House Alterations/Additions - Glenorchy
1995-6

Ferry Shelter/ Precinct design - Kangaroo Bay 1993-4
Hollybank Forest Training Centre - Lilydale, N Tas.
1991-4

Kerr House alterations, New Town 1993-4

Russell House extension - Battery Paint 1991-3
Thompson House addition — Dynnyrne 1992
Jackson Town House - Sandy Bay 1991

Ashwood House - Lauderdale 1989- 90

Woolley House addition - W. Hobart. 1988
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Urban Design and Planning

Expert witness RMPAT / VCAT, for public and private
clients since 1995,

Urbban design advisor : UTAS Southern Futures
- Central Hobart Masterplanning Project _ from
November 2019

Consultant: from Jan 2019 : Queens Domain Context
Study for the University of Tasmania

Urban design advisor : Northern Transformation
Project Inveresk and West Park.
UTAS « JWA fram July 2018

Principal Consultant: from Nov. 2017
Building Height Standards Review Project
Hobart City Council

Uriban Design Principles. Re:set vision
Macquarie Point Development Corporation 2017

Principal Consultant: from July 2016
Building Height Performance Criteria Review
Habart City Council

Principal Consultant: fram Oct 2015
Bellerive Bluff Precinct Urban Design Framework
Clarence City Council

Principal Consultant: from July 2015
Habart Civic Square Masterplan
Hobart City Council

Consultant: from April 2015
ACIPA Site Development Plan
University of Tasmania

Urban Design Advisor: from Mov. 2014
Macguarie Point Development Authority, Tasmania

Consultant: August 2014
IMAS Cove Floor Principles
UTAs

Consultant; February 2014
‘West Park Burnie, Urban Design Principles UTAS

Consultant: September 2013
Central Hobart Framework
UTAS

Consultant: July — Dec 2013
Glenorchy Central Area Review
GCC (with Inspiring Place)

Consultant: June 2013
Urban Design Principles, ACIPA project, Hobart
UTAS

Consultant: January 2013
Urlban Design Principles, Inveresk, Launceston, UTAS
uTAsS

Consultant: October 2012
Urban Design Principles, Melville Street, Hobart
UTAS

Consultant: June 2012
Urban Design Framework, Elwick Bay, Wilkinsons
Point GCC

Consultant: March 2012
Urban Design Principles / assessment — Cadburys
Peninsula GCC

Consultant: Nov 2011
Urban Design Framework, 601 Brooker Highway
GCC

Consultant March # July 2011
Statement of Significance, Concrete Aprons.
Sullivans Cove SCWA

Consultant January 2011
View Code' scoping paper + assessment
SCWA

Consultant September 2010
Revised Site Development Plan
Princes Wharf No. 2 (IMAS) UTAS

Consultant May 2010
Review SDP / CP Princes Wharf 1 + 2, (2000)
UTAS

Principal Consultant 2008
Highfield House Pre Feasibility Study
DHHS, Housing Tasmania

Principal Consultant 2005/ &
Urban Design Standards / Implementation Project
City of Hobart, Tasmania

Consultant 2006 / 7 (2009)
Kangaroo Bay Urban Design (with Inspiring Place)
City of Clarence, Tasmania

Consultant 2006

Wilkinson's Point Urban Design Framework
(with Inspiring Place)

City of Glenarchy, Tasmania

Principal consultant 2004
Heritage Council of Tasmania
Central Launceston Urban design guidelines

Principal consultant 2004
Heritage Council of Tasmania
Central Hobart Urban design guidelines

Principal Consultant 2003
Urban Design Principles Project
City of Hobart. Tasmania

Principal Consultant 2002-32

West Hawthorn Merphology Study

Strategic Planning Department, City of Boroondara.
Melbourne, Victaria

Urban Design Consultant 2002

Public use assessment Princes Wharf No.1 {with
Rees) Department of State Development, Hobart
City Council, Hobart

Principal Consultant 2002

Kew Cottages. Site Precinct (Morphology) Study
Urban and Regional Land Corporation, Melbourne,
Victaria

Expert urban design witness (VCAT) 2002
Multi unit development, 115 Cotham Road, Kew,
for the City of Boroondara. Melbourne, Victoria

Leigh Waoolley Architect CV Ocr 2020
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Consultant 2001- 2

Teoronga Village Precinct/ Cotham Road sites
Strategic Planning Department, City of Borcondara.
Melbourne, Victoria

Consultant 2001

Porter Hill Urban Design and City image assessment
Regional subdivision assessment for the Hobart City
Council

Consultant {with Shelton) 2000

Gardiners Creek/ Tooronga Road Precinct
Urban Design Study and Framework, City of
Boroondara, Melbourne

Principal Cansultant 2000/ 2001

Department of State Development, Wapping Imple-
mentation Committee

Precinctual guidelines and Site development plans
Parcels 4 + 5, Wapping, Hobart

Consultant 2000

Site Development Plan Princes Wharf 1/2 , Sullivans
Cove (with Shelton)

Department of State Development, Hobart

Adviser / Specialist Consultant 1998

Premier and Cabinet and Resource Planning and
Development Commission

Teo assess project of state significance- Oceanport
p/l, Princes Wharf, Hobart

Principal Consultant 1997- 8

Nerth Hobart Design Guidelines for Private
Development

Habart City Council

Consultant 1994
Urban Forests Strateqy, Hobart Metropaolitan Area
(with deGryse + others)

Princes Nol. Redevelopment proposal, Sullivans
Cove, Hobart (with EHW+ B)

Wapping Redevelopment, Hobart. Additions to
outline dev. plan (with McNeill)

Consultant 1994-5

Denton Corker Marshall Pty Ltd (Singapore)
KKIP New Town Conceptual Development Plan,
Sabah, Malaysia

Urban Design and Planning consultant

Principal Consultant 1994-5

Feasibility Study "The Springs” Mount Wellington,
Tasmania

Tourism accommadation and Interpretation centre

Suby Consultant 1995

Resource Design and Management /I

Jetty Area Master Flan - Coffs Harlbour NSW
Critical review / guidance - Urban design structure
plan

Consultant 1995

Radburn Housing Stock Analysis and Design
Review, Rokeby

DCHS. Housing Services Division

Sub consultant 1994

Landscape strategy : Tasman Highway / Davey
Sireet / Entry to City of Hobart

Sullivans Cove Development Authority

Consultant - 1993
Glenorchy Urban Program Group, (for Dept.
Community / Health Services

Building Better Cities , Tolosa 5t. Glenorchy- Site
Development and Planning

Consultant - 1993
TPSA Proposed Development Feasibility Study
Tas. Public Service Association, Molle Street, Hobart.

Principal Consultant - 1992

Hobart City Council - North Hobart Townscape Project
Community consultation, Urban Design Guidelines &
Management Plan

Consultant -
City of Clarence - Medium density housing -
Design Guidelines Assessment and Brochure

Consultant- 1993

Department of Construction (Tas.)

Elizabeth College Urban design Guidelines-
Technology wing

Sub - Consultant - 1992

Environmental Impact Assessment - Telecom
(DOTAC) Review of Broadcasting facilities on Mt.
Wellington

Consultant - 1992

Department of Construction (Tas)

Drysclale House (Heobart ) Hospitality College -
Precinct Study

Consultant - 1990-1
Hobart City Council - Hobart Central Area strategy -
Townscape / Urban Design study and fopic paper.

Consultant - 1991

Beaconsfield (Tas.) Townscape Study.

Public participation /Townscape assessmenf and
design guidelines,

Sub-consultant - 1990
New Norfolk Council - Glebe Road Development
Plan. Urban Design and architectural guidelines.

Sub- consultant 1990
Denton Corker Marshall p/l, Londeon
Development proposals/ guidelines

Consultant - 1990
Clarence City Council - Bellerive Village Image Study

Consultant - 1989
City of Glenorchy Housing Manual - design
application. Planning Appeal documents.

Sub -consultant - 1988
City of Glenorchy Housing Stock assessment Study.
Case Study analysis and application.

Principal consultant - 1987

Sullivans Cove Development Authority. Hobart
Sullivans Cove Urban Detail and Bi-Centennial
Walking Trail Study.

Spatial Analysis and Design Manual.

Sub - consultant - 1987

Denton Corker Marshall p/l Tsuen Wan Area 35,
Hong Kona.

Urban design analysis proposals and working paper.

Sub- Consultant - 1986
River Derwent Management Plan - Site analysis /
design proposals.

Consultant - 1985-6
Hobart City Council - Heritage Listings Studly.
Conservation and Buildings register Analysis
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Graphics :

Consultant -Clarence Council -

Interpretation information and design 1994
Signage Strategy/ Guidelines 1992-3

Regional Tourism Signage Design 1986

Planning Scheme Exhibition / graphics 1989
Consultant - Hobart City Council -

Battery Point Planning Scheme Exhibition 1986
Hobart Rivulet Linear Park 1988-9

Interpretive environmental signage and brochure.
Consultant - Forestry Commission Tasmania 1990
Signs Manual for all Commission sites.

Photographics :

Commissioned work for select architectural clients,
govt. agencies and publications.

Architecture from the Edge - The twentieth cenfury
in Tasmania (2002) Montpelier Press. McNeill
(author) Woolley (photographer). Photographs have
also been published in combination with urban
design studies and reports producad by the author
including KKIP, Sabah, Malaysia (1995), State of the
Environment Report, Tasmania (1996} Arch. Review
- Australia (1997) Architectural Review (UK) (1998},
Architecture Australia (1999, 2007, 2014) Tasmanian
Life (2007) Sullivans Cove Waterfronf Authority (2005,
2007, 2008, 2010} RAIA (2010, 2012, 2014) Selected
images acquired by the Mitchell Library, Sydney,
Hobart City Council, Hobart.

Lecturing /public speaking:

Numerous lectures to professional + public
audiences: Recent public lectures include:

MNovember 2019 : Speaker : International Urban
Design Conference , Hobart, Tasmania

April 2019 : Invited speaker : Churchill Fellows
National Convention, Hobart. Presentafion / paper:
‘Maintaining intelligible topographies’.

September 2017 : Paper : 'Orientation + Outreach:
aligning urban futures' UIA World Congress of
Architects Seoul, Korea

November 2016 : Scaling Hobart : Urban Form of the
City Centre _ RAIA /S UTAS

February 2015: Joske Interdisciplinary Colloguium
UTAS: 'Human Complexity’

August 2014: "Whose City?" Writers Centre, Public
Forum / speakers series

March 2014: Convener : Tasmanian Architectural
Marratives, Bruny Island, Tas.

April 2012: 'Designing Place’ International Urban
Design Conference, Nottingham UK

January 2012 Interdisciplinary Colloguium UTAS:
‘Human Presence’

March 2011: Keynote speaker: PIA National Congress,
Hobart

January 2010: Tasmania: Culture and Environment
‘Waorkshop UTAS

January 2010: Interdisciplinary Colloguium UTAS :
‘Human Hope’

June 2009: Launch/ review ‘Famous Reporier # 39
Hobart

Sept 2008: Invited speaker, Premiers Fuel Summit.
Launceston, Tasmania.

May 2007: Principal presenter. Conversation in the
Cove

Paper : '"Harbouring Design' SCWA. Hobart
November 2006 Invited speaker, 'Challenge and
Change’ Australia ICOMOS Conference, Fremantle
WA

August 2005 Invited speaker,
Claiming Ground Mational Public Art Conference,
Haobart

April 2005 Keynote speaker
The Built Environment — the next 10 years. National
BDA conference

April 2004 Invited speaker
‘States of Mind® Conference National Architecture
Students Conference

November 2002 Invited keynote
Leo Port Lecture University of Sydney, NSW

July 2002 Selected Speaker
UIA Berlin 2002 XXI World Congress of
Architecture, Berlin

Mareh 2002 : Invited presenter.
Wild Cities/ Urbane Wilderness Symposium,
Launceston, Tas.

Speaker: Infernational Cities and Town Centres
Conference. Hobart. Sept 2000

March ‘99. 'Millstone to Touchstone : The Business
of Place in Tasmania’ Hobart

Speaker: April 1997, Second Infernational
symposium of Asia-Pacific Architecture.

The Making of Public Place’ East West Centre Uni.
of Hawaii, Honolulu

Invited naticnal speaker:
Morphe 97 Biennial Architectural Students
Conference Geelong, July 1997

Convenor : Urban Design in Tasmania Seminar for
Commaonwealth

Dept. Housing and Regional Development. Jan-
Feb 1996

Academia:

Part- time lecturer:

University of Tasmania, School of Urban Design/
Architecture

Design Studio 1985 - 1990

Urban Design/Planning Elective Studio 1986 - 96
Visiting assessor and studio critic. 1985-98

Adjunct Professor School of Architecture and
Design UTAS (2008 - 17)

General:

2015 January Invited participant. Interdisciplinary
Colloguium 5. On 'Human Complexity’, Hobart

2014 September Travel / study: France, Spain,
Japan. Urban design inifiatives

Leigh Waoolley Architect CV Ocr 2020
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1978 Assistant News Editor:
2014 May Conference/ study: Oxford University, The Architects Journal - London, UK,
UK. "Modernism v Brutalism - 20c British
Architecture’. 1977 Architectural Assistant-
Properties Services Agency, Croydon, UK. Member
2013 May Travel / study: Japan, China, UK, France. of team planning and documenting government
Urban regeneration facilities.
1977-8  Study/ Travel - Europe, USSR, USA.
2012 April/ May Travel / study/ conference:
Germany, UK, Switzerland, Czech Republic, Japan 1977 Project Officer; Community Youth
Paper: ‘Sheltering Human Presence’ Nottingham, Support Scheme, Walkabout Workshop Project,
UK Glenorchy , Tasmania. Formulation and management
of community design project for disabled and
2012 January Invited participant. unemployed people.
Interdisciplinary Colloguium 4. On "Human
Presence’, Hobart 1974-7 Editor/ publisher - Tasmania Free
Press, Hobart, Community based newspaper with
2011 National Urban Policy / Urban Design emphasis on local urban issues.
Protocol: RAIA State Representative.
1975-77  Architectural Assistant - Howroyd and
2010 January Invited participant. Interdisciplinary  Forward, Architects, Hobart.
Colloguium 3. On ‘Human Hope', Hobart Architectural documentation and analysis.
Studies of Nafional Estate sifes and buildings.
2010 May / June Travel/ study: Denmark, France,
UK. Civic waterfronts 1974 B.A. (Environmental Design) -
Major Stucly: Evolutionary Paths and Environmental
2007 April / Sep. Invited participant: ‘About Face Awareness.
07 ' National Architectural Design Competition.
1973 Study Tour fo Peoples Republic of China.
2006 JuneTravel/ Study UK / Italy. Ongoing analysis
of civic space within port cities. Assistant: Department of Architecture and Planning.
Hobart City Council.
1999 April / July Churchill Fellowship: Analysis
of port cities with strong topegraphies including 19713 Student, School of Environmental Design,
Wellington, San Francisco, Seattle, Vancouver, Tasmanian College of Advanced Education.Hobart,
Halifax, Montreal, Oslo, Bergen,+ UK Tasmania.
1990 May/Aug. Travel / study / werk (London) 1953 Bern Hobkart, Tasmania.
Vancouvers, Victoria+, London, Helsinki+,
Singapore. Investigation of urban design initiatives
in regions similar to Tas. (+) Publications:
1986 Jan/ Feb. Travel/ study. U.K., italy, In addition to studies and reports published from
Hong Kong. Investigation medium density the fore mentioned, articles and refereed papers
housing. have been published in Architectural Review (U.K.)
Architecture Australia, Architectural Review Australia,
1981- 1985 Assistant Architect / Planner  The Architects Journal, (UK) 'Island’ Literary Journal,
Urban Design Officer (from 12/82) 'Houses' magazine, Architecture Bulletin (NSW),
Department of Planning and Development, Hobart Archetype, Commonplace Exhibition catalogue,
City Council. National Urban Design Proceedings RAIA, and
Historic Environment (June 2009). Placing Tasmania,
1983 June- Nov. Travel / study: in: Urban Veices - Celebrating Urban Design in
United Kingdom, Europe United States of Australia (2013)
America, China, Japan. Particular investigation
within LK. and U.5.A. of local government Conference proceedings/ articles: Designing Place:
approaches fo conservation planning, urban infill.  nternational Urban Design Conference Nottingham,
waterfront re-development and design review of Kk, Resource Architecture: UIA Werld Congress
hisforic precincfs. of Architecture Berlin 2002 (Birkhauser), Claiming
Ground, National Public Art Conference, Wild
1980 Consultant; National Parks Cities/ Urbane Wilderness, [Launceston, Tasmania),
and Wildlife service. Analysis of National Estate ‘Challenge and Change - in ports, their towns and
site Kangaroo Bluff Battery - conservation and cities' ICOMOS (Fremantle), 'The Making of Public
management guidelines. Places' (Hawaii), Eco Design Conference papers
Report; Kangaroo Bluff- Bastion of the Derwent. (Melbourne, Victoria).
1980 Graduate Diploma of Reviews of work have been published in
Architecture (TCAE) Architectural Thesis - The Architectural Review (UK], Architecture Australia,
Urban Image- Architecture as Communication. The Bulletin, Architecture from the Edge, (McMeill/
Woolley, Montpelier Press 2002), Picturing
1979-80 Architectural Assistant, Architecture (Luscombe 1992, Craftsman House),
Department of Housing and Construction. Contemporary Houses Down Under (Crafti, Images,
Hobart Police Headquarters Brief Team. Melbourne 2006, 2009) Mastering Architecture
Report; Image Study of Tasmanian Police (Leon van Schaik, Wiley, London 2005) 'About
Perceptions. Face' (Sydney 2007) Practice of Practice 2 (RMIT
2010) National television, National Radio and local
newspapers.
& Leigh Woolley Architect CV Oct 2020
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Leigh is listed in the Australian Encyclopedia of
Australian Architecture (ed. Goad and Willis)
Cambridge University Press 2012,

Exhibitions:

Civic Square Hobart Masterplan, Public Exhibition
HCC Dec 2015 - Jan 2016

Un-Packing Architecture. TMAG Hobart May 2009

Wenice Biennale Contribbutor Australian Exhibition
‘Abundant’, Venice 2008

‘Madel, Model’ RAIA Tas. Chapter Exhibition,
Hobart 2008

‘About Face' 2007 Invited Competition and
Exhibition, Sydney 2007

‘Articulating the Edge: Spatial prospecting fo build
topography’. Masters exhibition / Examination, The

Artery, Fitzroy May 2004

UIA XX World Congress of Architecture, Poster
Exhibition, Berlin, July 2002

‘Architecture from the Edge - The Twentieth
Century in Tasmania’' = Helbart 2002

‘Windsor Court Housing Competition. Hobart,
February 2002

40 UP Australian Architecture's Next Generatian -
Sydney 1999, Berlin - 2000

RAIA Awards program - State and National 1990 -
2004

Wapping Housing Competition , Hobart
Dec 95 - Feb 96

InterDesign Workshop Exhibition. Tasmania 1995

MNorth Hobart Townscape Project Exhibition Town
Hall Hobart 1992

Hollybank Desian Competition Exhibition. Hobart/
Launceston 1991

Birmingham Int. Design Competition -July ‘89
(Birmingham and London- 1989 - 90}

International Antarctic Centre Competition - Hobart /
Sydney 1989

Taylor Square Ideas Competition - Sydney 1987

Sullivans Cove |deas Competition. Hobart /
Launceston, 1984

Hobart Conservation Study - 'Safegarding our
heritage' (HCC) 1982

Hobart Architecture (1900-1945) , Hobart Arch.
Co-op 1982

* Lost Holoart ' Hobart Architectural Co-operative.
1981

‘A glimpse of China’ - photegraphic exhibition.
Hobart 1974

Page 545
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From: Genavieve Lillay

To: UDAP Panel

Subject: Urban Design Advisory Panel - nomination
Date: Wednesday, 4 November 2020 12:19:29 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open

attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Neil
After considering this. I'd like to nominate myself as a potential candidate for the UDAP

The reason for this is because as well as sitting on Chapter Council at the Institute of
Architects (who’ve urged lots of us to apply), I also sit on the Tasmanian Heritage Council
(for more than three years), and also chair the Works Committee for Heritage Tasmania
(which I've done for 2.5yrs).

I just thought it might be helpful to have someone sitting on the panel who can be a link
between HCC’s process and the HT process. There always seems to be a lot of hysteria
around what HT does/doesn’t do, and frankly there are a lot of times when HT can’t do
anything except comment within a very limited framework (ie the listed bit). I know there
are currently rumblings from the ATA about the disjunct between HCC’s heritage advice
and HT’s advice, and I think that if the UDAP could have both perspectives included at the
table, this presents a pretty unified front to all applicants, particularly developers

My roles on these other bodies would mean there are times when I join the discussion but
possibly can’t vote, but I still think my input could be valuable. I do a lot of consulting
and writing and judging as well as practising - last year I advised Burnie Council on their
appointment process for the architect for their new major arts centre, and helped the RAST
select their architect for the Hobart Showgrounds redevelopment. I sit on the AIA National
Heritage Committee and the Tasmanian AIA Enduring Architecture Taskforce and the
Open House committee. I am particularly interested in adaptive re-use. infill and
regeneration - the tricky issues (I have a rural property at Cradle Mt in which I"ve restored
old buildings for re-use). I don’t do a lot of work in Hobart (besides Ten Lives Cat Centre
and alterations to a few small local-heritage-listed houses) so its extremely unlikely that
any of my work would come for assessment before the panel.

Hobart has only been my home for the last 7 years, but its an exceptional city. I think its
immediate future (the next decade) is critical, while it grapples with increased
mterest/population/development. I"d love to be involved and help shape it somehow. It
may not be that I’'m an appropriate fit, but just in case I could contribute usefully, I enclose
my CV

Please don’t hesitate to contact me if you have any queries or need other information or
references

Thanks

Genevieve Lilley

B Arch (Hons) AIA
gl@genevievelilley.com

Genevieve Lilley Architects Pty Ltd
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Nominated architect
TAS#HCC6119] NSW# 7494

Have a look at our Cradle Mountain House, now a holiday rental
https://www.airbnb.com.au/rooms/16678799
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About

Genevieve Lilley graduated from the University of Sydney in 1991 with the University Medal and left Australia
soon after under the auspices of the two-year Marten Bequest. She lived briefly in Spain and Italy before settling
in the UK, where she worked for 8 years with renowned British architect, Sir David Chipperfield, on a variety of
public, private and retail commissions. In her time there, she worked on numerous civic projects, including
projects in the UK (including the Natural History Museum, and the River & Rowing Museum at Henley on
Thames), in Italy (Dolce e Gabbana shops worldwide), and in Germany (the Neues Museum competition in
Berlin and the Grassimuseum in Leipzig). Genevieve eslablished her own practice in London in 1999 in Sydney
In 2005, and moved 1o Hobart in 2013

Her practice specializes in a range of small to medium scale projects, generally characterized by their
quirkiness, and usually involving the adaptive re-use of existing buildings (both historic and modemist). She sits
on the Tasmanian Heritage Council (a position held since 2016), and has chaired the Works Committee for
Heritage Tasmania since 2017. She sits on the Australian Institute of Architects Tasmanian Chapter Council,
the AlA’s 20thG listing/recognition taskforce (at state and national level), and the Open House Committee.

Genevieve has taught architecture and construction at universities in Bath UK, Sydney, Tasmania and
Newcastle for many years and has also been a guest speaker, critic and external examiner and competition
judge on many occasions. She sal on the AIA NSW Awards jury in 2009 and 2011, the DIA National Awards in
2015, and chaired the AlA Tasmanian Awards Jury in 2017. In Oclober 2019, she was appoinled by Burnie City
Council to assist in the selection of the architect for their new $13m art gallery, and also by RAST to assist in the
appointment of a masterplan architect for their Hobart showground site.

Genevieve's design work has featured in publications including the Sydney Morning Herald, Inside Out
Magazine and Vogue Living. She has written for the Fifth Estate, the Architectural Review, Architecture
Australia, Houses Magazine and Artichoke. Her awards Iinclude the Board of Architects of NSW Medal 1991, the
Sir John Sulman Prize (design) 1990 & the CHL Turner Memorial Prize (design) 1990,
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Professlonal Quallfications

Regislered as an archilect in Tasmania 2013, registered in NSW 2006
Completed AACA Exam in Architectural Practice 2005

Registered as an architect with the ARB, 1997 (UK)

Completed RIBA Part 11l through the RIBA Education Department, June 1997 (UK)

Awards
Architecture

- First class Honours, University Medal 1991, University of Sydney
- Board of Architects of NSW Medal 1991

- SirJohn Sulman Prize (design) 1990

- CHL Turner Memorial Prize (design) 1990

Jewellery

- JAA Award for Best Opal design 2008
- JAA Award for best opal design 2006, also runner-up with 2nd piece in same category 2006

Current/past Roles

e Member of the Tasmanian Heritage Council 2016 - present

«  Chair of the Works Committee for Heritage Tasmania 2017 - present
«  Chapter Councillor for the AlA Tasmanian Chapler 2017- present

Member of the NSW Heritage Committee 2016 - 2019

e Chair of the Board of Living Room Theatre 2013- 2019

*  AIA National Heritage Committee {and state AlA Enduring Architecture Taskforce since 2017)
*  Member of the AlA National Gender Equily Committee 2017-2019

«  London Diocesal Advisory Committee as advisor on contemporary architecture 2001-2002

Teaching

«  External Examiner, University of Tasmania 2014, 2008, 2007

e Final year design sludio, University of Sydney 2009, 2008, 2007, 2008, 2005, 2004
«  Final year design studio, University of Newcaslle 2011, 2010

e Guest critic UNSW, UTS 2009

Writing

+ Houses Magazine: Review of Benn & Penna’s practice September 2020
https://architectureau.com/articles/benn-and-penna/

*  Houses Magazine: Review of Studio Takt's Cloud House March 2020

«  https://www.scribd.com/article/454331890/Cloud-Cottage-By-Takt-Studio

+  Houses Magazine: Review of Terroir's Castle Cove House Oclober 2018

*  Artichoke: Review of Supercontext’s Balgowlah ‘Substation kindergarten’ June 19

« Architecture Australia: Review of Liminal's 'Freycinet Pavillions’ November 2018

Houses Magazine: Review of Fergus Scott's’ practice March 2017

Houses Magazine: Review of Collins & Turner's Balmoral House February 2017

Houses Magazine: Review of Andrew Burges' North Bondi House Octaber 2016

Houses Magazine: Review of Benn & Penna’s Surry Hills House July 2016

Houses Magazine: Review of Eva Marie Prineas’ practice June 2018

Houses Magazine: Review of Nobbs Radford practice April 2016

Architecture Australia: Review of David Boyle Marrickville 3 Houses' Nov 2015

Houses Magazine: Review of Tim Greer TZG project November 2015

“The Terrace House — Relmagined for the Australian Way of Life", Thames & Hudson, Oct 2015

Architecture Australia: Review of Fugitive Structures al SCAF September 2015

Houses Magazine: Review of David Boyle Marrickville house September 2015

Houses Magazine: Review of Virginia Kerridge house Kensington July 2015

Houses Magazine: Review of Prineas project July 2015

+ Houses Magazine: Review of Co-Op Annandale House May 2015

* Houses Magazine: Practice profile Carter Williamson March 2015

« 8 ® 8 & & & 8 8 s @
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* Houses Magazine: Hannah Tribe, McMahon's Pt house Feb 2015

e Architecture Australia: Platform Profile on Welsh and Major, Jan 2015

Houses Magazine: Profile on the work of Tobias Partners Dec 2014

“The Forever House — Time-Honoured Australian Homes”, Thames & Hudson Oct 2014
Houses Magazine: Review of Balmain House by Candelapas Oclober 2014

Houses Magazine: Review of Lindfield House by Andrew Burges July 2014

Houses Magazine: Review of Hunters Hill House by Arkhefield Feb 2014

Houses Magazine: Review of Fern Tree House by McGlashan Everist May 2013

* Houses Magazine: Review of Balmain House by Melocco/Moore July 2013

Houses Magazine: Review of Balmain House by Innovarchi May 2012

Architecture Australia ‘Detail” March 2013

Architectural Review/Australian Design Review ‘Boomerang Beach House™ April 2010
« The Fifth Eslale, arlicles July/aug/Ocl/Nov 2009, March 2010

*  Art Review for Michael Reid Art March 2006

Jewellery Deslgn (as Venerarl}

Since 2004 she has been a designer/director for the Sydney-based jewellery business, Venerari, which
specializes in modern jewellery using coloured gems. Although the Strand Arcade store closed in 2013, she
continues 1o design bespoke modern jewellery commissions for clients around the world. She was awarded the
JAA award for Best Modern Opal design in 2006 and 2008

Cradle Mountaln House for Hollday Stays

In 2011, she purchased 104 acres of rare alpine rainforest between Moina and Cradle Mountain. She has slowly
restored a sawmiller's coltage inlo the most successful self-catering Airbnb in the area. She is therefore
passionate about the north-west of the state and closely follows all development in the region

https://airbnb.com/h/cradlemountainnouse

Press

Architectural only

«  Sydney Morning Herald Domain “Lake Macquarie Dream Home Hidden away" by Trish Croaker about Lake
Macquarie/Summerland project, 31.08.14

«  Sydney Morning Herald Domain “Treasuring the Landscape of the Past’ by Trish Croaker, about Queens
Park house, 22.02.13

«  Sydney Morning Herald Domain “Rear window — Home & Away Design Trends’, by Stephen Crafti
on Hurlstone Park house, 07.06.13

*  Sydney Morning Herald Domain “Hemmed in House Now Flooded With Light” by Trish Croaker about Birrell
St House, 14.10.12

«  Sydney Morning Herald Domain “Human Evolution” by Stephen Craft on Sutherland St house, 03.05.11

*  Sydney Morning Herald Domain “Classic in a New Light” on Glebe house, 01.08 09

«  Sydney Sun-Herald “Stripped to the Bones” on Cascade St house, 15.7.07

About interiors

= nside Out, Jul 06

«  Vive profile by Kirsty Munro, Jan 08

«  Sydney Magazine by Margi Blok, Apr 08
«  Madison, Nov 08

About being an archilect and a jeweller at the same time

e “Crafting the 1dea” Architecture Australia, Jul 13
*  Vogue Living, Nov/Dec 07
e SMH Spectrum 13-14, Nov 10

About Jewellery

+  Monument Issue 76 “From Big Things Little Things Grow" by Marg Hearn, Dec 06
+  Jeweller, Dec 06
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Speaking

Keynote speaker, 2018 LGAT conference, Hobart and Pint of History (about adapting abandoned buildings)
Hobart 2018

Speaker AlA Regional NSW conference 2016 and Speaker RAIA Sydney 2008

Deslign Island speaker Hobart 2007 and 20-20 speaker 2012, Sydney

Protesslonal Experlence In Australla

Own Practice, established Sydney 2005, additional office in Hobart 2013

www.genevievelilley.com

In Tasmania

Adaptive re-use of sawmillers house, Cradle Mountain. Restoration of various state- and locally-heritage-listed
properties in Hobarl (recipient of 2014 Hobart City Council heritage grant). Adaptation/restoration of mid-century
houses, New Town. Masterplan for Ten Lives Cat Centre. Fit-out of Hobart Eye Surgeons Kingston

In NEW
Modern alterations/adaitions to numerous residential properties in conservation areas. As visible on the website.

Work to several shops in the Strand Arcade and Sofitel Wentwortn Arcade. Michael Reid Gallery shop,
Murrurunai

Professlonal Experlence overseas

Sole Practice London 1998-2002

Numerous residential projects, nolably in Westminster, Camden and Kensington & Chelsea boroughs

Soalid timber furniture & offices for Hales Gallery, furniture collaboration work with Retrouvius Reclamations,
using salvaged building materials

The Place Below crypl restaurant/calé refurbishment, St Mary-le-Bow. Fit out of chambers, Pump Court, Middle
Temple, and fit-out of 5,300 sq. ft. office for IT company, including large custom-furnilure package

Advisor on modern art/architectural interventions to the Diocesal Advisory Committee for the care of (Church of
England) churches, Greater London

David Chipperfield Architects, London 1992-1999

One of three senior associates, directly responsible for all 50 staff, with a team of 14 working personally for me
Associate/architect in charge of the following projects:

Completion & fitting out of the new River & Rowing Museum, Henley-on-Thames, Oxfordshire, UK (a £9 million
project) 1997-1999, and refurbishment of the Grassimuseum, Leipzig (an £40 million project over 10 years)
1994-1997. Design for new £3 million visitor centre below the Albert Memerial, London for English Heritage,
1995-1996, Central Hall & Wonders Gallery, Natural History Museum, London 1992-3

Dolce & Gabbana flagship store in Milan, Miami, Moscow, Bond Street (London), Porto Cervo (Sardinia), Kyoto,
and elsewhere. Design/documentation of Equipment shirt shop, Tokyo 1993 and travelling bookstands for
Phaidon Press, 1992-1996. Documentation of a gem shop, Natural History Museum, London 1992-3

Cornerhouse Arts Cinema, Manchester (a £1 million refurbishment) 1997-1998

Design and Execution of Circus Bar and Restaurant, Soho, London 1997, and Wagamama, Lexington Street,
London 1996

Work on the competition for Tate Modern, London and on the winning competitions for the Venice Cemetery
and the Neues Museum Berlin
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ABOUT US
Morrison & Breytenbach Architects
enriching lives - enriching place

Morrison & Breytenbach Architects i1s a versatile and
well-recognized award winning practice based in

Hobart, with a wide range of successful examples of
urban design and architectural projects to our name.

We bring a skill set that includes exemplary design
and local industry knowledge.

Directors James Morrison & Yvette Breytenbach
migrated to Australia in 1991 and settled in Hobart
where we established our architectural practice. We
bring worldwide cultural and architectural insight and
experience to our practice, gained in South Africa,

U.K. and U.S.A.
o Our vision is to make a positive and exemplary
Our vision is to transform impact in the built environment and the community
ideas, through an engaging through leading, relevant and transformative
creative process, into quality excellence in architecture. Inspired by the context,

the brief and the budget of each new project, we
produce award-winning architecture that creates a
unigue and memorable user-experience. We strive

architecture that supports,
inspires and delights, for

positive environmental and to play a leading and holistic role in contributing to
community impact, and a a sustainable, energy efficient and transformative
sustainable future. outcome for Australia’s future built environment and
communities.

Morrison & Breytenbach Architects applies creative
enquiry and analysis to challenge the norm, explore
and express unigue project opportunities, and

to develop diverse and appropriate architectural
solutions, through an interactive, and collaborative
design process. We combine vision, innovation and
value with creative problem-solving skills, efficient
planning, rigorous technical detall, and responsible
use of materials.

The practice holds Third Party Quality Assurance
Certification to the reguirements of 1ISO9001:2015
Quality Management Systems for Architectural
Services and pre-qualification as an approved
consultant — Architecture with the Tasmanian
Department of Treasury and Finance.

Both directors and all professional staff are members
of the Australian Institute of Architects (AIA). Being
an AIA A+ registered practice we comply with

AlA Continuing Professional Development (CPD)
requirements, which keeps us informed and inspired
by relevant, up to date information and skills.
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AWARDS
Morrison & Breytenbach Architects

UTAS The Media School
Commendation for Education
AlA Tasmanian Chapter (2020)

UTAS Inveresk Student Residences

Winner Built Environment
Green Gown Awards Australasia (2017)

Commendation for Residential Architecture
Multiple Housing AlIA Tasmanian Chapter (2016)

Winner Engineered Timber Products
Australian Timber Design Awards (2016)

Highly Commended Multi-Residential
Australian Timber Design Awards (2016)

Environmental Development Award
Australian Property Institute (Vic/Tas Division)
2016)

Property Industry Award - Australian Property
Institute (Vic/Tas Division) (2016)

Finalist - Australasian Green Gown Awards (2016)

Moonah Arts Centre

Alan C Walker Award for Public Architecture
AlA Tasmanian Chapter (2015)

Colorbond Award for Steel Architecture
AlA Tasmanian Chapter (2015)

Ptunarra Child and Family Centre

Educational Architecture Award
AlA Tasmanian Chapter (2015)

Sustainable Architecture Award
AlA Tasmanian Chapter (2015)

Chigwell Child and Family Centre

International Winner New Construction: Major
Facility

The Council of Educational Facility Planners
International (CEFPI) International Education
Facilities Awards (2013)

International Project of Distinction

The Council of Educational Facility Planners
International (CEFPI) International Education
Facilities Awards (2013)

40 Brisbane Street

Multi-residential Commendation
AlA Tasmanian Chapter (2013)
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Sustainability Learning Centre

Sustainable Architecture Award
AlA Tasmanian Chapter (2013)

Commendation for An Education Initiative or a Design
Solution for an Innovative Program

The Council of Educational Facility Planners
International (CEFPI) International Education Facilities
Awards (2013)

Tarremah Hall

Mational Commendation for Sustainable Architecture
AlA National (2011)

Puklic Building Award
AlA Tasmanian Chapter (2017)

Sustainable Architecture Award
AlA Tasmanian Chapter (2017)

Winner Australian Certified Timber
Australian Timber Design Awards (2011)

Environmental Development Award
Australian Property Institute (2071)

Balamara Street Housing

Special Purpose Housing Project of the Year
HIA (2011)

93A Hill Street Adaptive Re-use / Conversion

Residential Commendation
AlA Tasmanian Chapter (2009)

Rosny Historic Centre

Heritage Award
RAIA Tasmanian Chapter (2007)

Windsor Court Housing Redevelopment Project
(Walford Terraces)

Certificate of Ment in Urban Planning
PIA (2002)

Winner
Government Environmentally Sustainable Housing
Competition (2007)

House McGregor

Residential Award
AlA Tasmanian Chapter (2007)
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From: Jennifer Nichols

To: Cassandra Ross

Cc: Fiona McMullen

Subject: RE: Urban Design Advisary Panel Nominations
Date: Monday, 7 September 2020 3:37:31 PM
Attachments: image002.png

imagenn3.pneg
image004.png
image005.png
image006.png
imageD07.png
Prasident’s Prize - short citation.docx

ATTACHMENT A

CAUTION: This email originated frem outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open

attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the content is safe

Hi Cassandra,

On behalf of the Australian Institute of Architects Tasmanian Chapter | wish to put forward Keith

Drew as our nomination for the Hobart City Urban Design Advisory Panel.

| have attached a short citation to give a background on Keith who recently was awarded the

Presidents prize. Please let me know if you require anything further

Keith’s contact details are below;
Keith Drew

Kind regards

Jennifer

Jennifer Nichols
Executive Director Tasmania and International Chapter

Australian Institute of Architects
1/19a Hunter Street
Hobart, TAS 7000

Australian
_ﬁ@ﬁ Institute of
Architects

We respectfully acknowledge the Traditional Custodians
of the lands on which we work and pay respect to their
Elders past, present and emerging

OmEE
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President’'s Prize 2020 — Keith Drew FRAIA

The 2020 President’s Prize recognises an individual who has made a significant contribution to the
architecture profession in Tasmania through mentorship, advocacy and practice.

Born in Queensland, Keith studied at the Queensland Institute of Technology, winning the Board of
Architects Queensland Prize in 1982 at the culmination of his studies. Soon after, Keith and his partner
took a road trip to Tasmania and saw the old schoolhouse at Lachlan (now the Agrarian Kitchen). They
loved it so much that they bought it and turned it into their family home.

At this time, Keith took a job at JAWS Architects (formally Jacob Allom Wade). Jamieson Allom
remembers Keith, coming down from Queensland, and applying for a position and that they were ‘very
impressed with him'.

‘He confirmed our initial impression, soon becoming an important member of the firm and later a director
in the mid-gos.’

It was during this time that Keith began his involvement with the Australian Institute of Architects, initially
as a graduate representative within the Tasmanian Chapter before registering as an Architect (No. 412) in
1987. He served on the Chapter's Professional Development and Practice Committees and was Tasmanian
Chapter President from 1995-1996 and a National Councillor.

Soon after 2000, Keith left JAWS and moved to Melbourne for Bates Smart. But Tasmania was home, and
he soon returned to start his own practice, Keith Drew Architects, which soon grew and, in 2006, became
Xsquared Architects when he partnered with Peter Scott. In 2004 he was awarded a fellowship of the
Australian Institute of Architects.

Co-workers speak of him as a very patient teacher and a people person. They note the respect he shows
for colleagues and the high levels of trust and responsibility he gives them. In practice one of his key traits
has always been that of 'building people up'.

Keith is an excellent all-round architect: adept at client relations, design, technical and contractual
matters, construction issues, management and compliance. His favourite projects are usually community-
based, either a school, a public building or designing for the vulnerable through health facilities.

Keith’s expertise also extends beyond the realms of pure practice: he has long been examiner of choice for
the local registration practice exams, he continues to support the PALS program as a knowledgeable tutor,
and is a Tasmanian Chapter Senior Counsellor. Since 2009, Keith has been the Architects Accreditation
Council of Australia (AACA) Architect Practice Exam Regional Convenor (Tas), and is currently the National
Convenor, along with being a director of the AACA.

Keith is always open to a passionate discussion about architecture, and is often a hair away from pulling
out a napkin or envelope to begin a diagram or drawing. Not many people have served their profession
with the energy, professionalism and care that Keith has.

Congratulations, Keith, on being such a worthy recipient of the Institute’s Tasmanian Chapter President’s
Prize for 2020.
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From: Jennifer Nichols
To: UDAP Panel
Cc: Fiona McMullen; Shamus Mulcahy
Subject: Australian Institute of Architects - UDAP proxies
Date: Thursday, 5 November 2020 12:10:46 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png

image0d03.png

imagedi4.png

image005.png

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open

attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Sandy,

As | mentioned on the telephone the Institute would like to put forward the following proxies for
instances when Keith Drew is not available for the UDAP panel;

podrew shurmen I
Karen Davis I

Please let me know if you need additional contact details.
Kind regards

Jennifer

Jennifer Nichols
Executive Director Tasmania and International Chapter

Australian Institute of Architects
1/19a Hunter Street
Hobart, TAS 7000

Australian
_ﬁ@ﬁ Institute of
Architects

We respectfully acknowledge the Traditional Custodians
of the lands on which we work and pay respect to their
Elders past, present and emerging

¥lin] £10)
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From: Jerry de Gryse
To: Cassandra Ross; UDAP Panel
Cc: Small Sue; Ben Stockwin
Subject: Re: Urban Design Advisory Panel Nominations
Date: Wednesday, 19 August 2020 4:02:52 PM
Attachments: image001.png

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open

attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the content is safe.
Dear Neal
On behalf of the Australian Institute of Landscape Architects (Tasmania) (AILA), I write
to re-nominate Susan Small to represent our organisation on the City of Hobart Urban
Design Advisory Panel.
We know that Sue has enjoyed her role on the panel and understand from feedback from
the professional commumity that she has made a very positive contribution to its

proceedings.

Thank you for the opportunity for AILA to contribute to design in our City. We know that
landscape architecture has much to offer in the realm of urban design.

Please do not hesitate to call on me if you require anything further from AILA.

Regards
Jerry de Gryse
FAILA. AILA Chapter President
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From: Jerry de Gryse
To: UDAP Panel
Cc: Susan Small
Subject: TRIM: Re: Proxies
Date: Monday, 9 November 2020 4:50:55 PM
Attachments: image0i1.png

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organisation. Do not click links or open

attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Sandy

Thanks for chasing this up.

AILA would like to nominate Edwina Hughes as our proxy for Susan Small in the event
she is unavailable to participate on the panel.

Regards

Jerry de Gryse

Jerry de Gryse
Director

[

we work, [ive and play,

Limit your emails and reduce carbon

On Mon, Nov 9, 2020 at 4:42 PM UDAP Panel <udappanel@hobartcity.com.au> wrote:

Good Afternoon Jerry.

I am following up with the proxies for the UDAP Panel. If possible do you have names
of people you would like to nominated.

It would be preferable if you could advise us by tomorrow so it can be included 1n the
report for Council.

Looking forward to hearing from you.

Kind Regards,
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Urban Design Advisory Panel

Terms of Reference
Cityof HOBART

The Urban Design Advisory Panel has been formed by a resolution of the Council to
assist it in promoting quality urban design outcomes of significant developments
within the City of Hobart.

1. Purpose
The purpose of the Urban Design Advisory Panel (‘the Panel’) is to

. Provide independent urban design advice promoting good design and a
high quality urban environment.

. Provide advice to applicants on significant development in the central city
prior to the lodgement of an application for a planning permit.

. Provide advice to the Council on formal planning applications for significant
developments, limited to compliance with relevant urban design provisions
of the Council’s planning schemes.

. Provide urban design advice to the Council as it sees necessary on
appropriate urban design controls and on both City of Hobart and privately
initiated relevant planning scheme changes.

. Provide urban design advice to the Council on significant City of Hobart
capital works projects.

2. Membership

Membership of the Panel is in accordance with the resolution passed by the Council
at its meeting on 16 July 2012, being (6) members consisting of the Tasmanian State
Architect (currently vacant), a member who currently holds an academic position in
urban design, a nomination each from the Tasmanian Chapters of the Australian
Institute of Architects and the Australian Institute of Landscape Architects (including
proxies) a member with both planning and urban design expertise and a chairman
with suitable urban design and public administration experience. With the exception
of the State Architect members will be appointed for a period of three years and are:

. Required to declare if they have a conflict of interest and may not take part
in any panel meeting for which they have declared a conflict of interest.

. Subject to confidentially requirements, that apply to City of Hobart staff and
consultants

16/123
Feb 2020
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Urban Design Advisory Panel

Terms of Reference

Required to agree to these terms of reference as part of their contract with
City of Hobart for specific services and terms.

Members will be paid a fee of $168 per hour for preparation, site inspections,
attendance at meetings and finalising of minutes, with a maximum payment of $840
for the chair and $672 for all other members.

City of Hobart officers will also attend meetings of the Panel, providing secretariat
support, advice on regulatory and specialist matters, and a communication channel to
those involved in the subsequent decision making process.

3. Proposal Review

Design assessment criteria and or design guidelines in the relevant planning scheme
will form the basis for an urban design panel review. They are only to be considered
for formal planning applications. In the absence of criteria or design guidelines within
the planning schemes, the Panel may look at the following matters for all other
proposals where advice is being sought:

Quality of the architecture and its contextual relationship to Hobart;

Visual appearance and design principles including scale and composition,
architectural details, articulation of facades and the treatment of rooftops;

The relationship of the proposed development to street, public spaces and
adjacent buildings and to the character of surrounding areas;

The location of activities and their relationship to streets and public spaces
particularly at the ground floor;

The design of pedestrian and vehicle entrances and access to and around
buildings;

The relationship to existing heritage buildings and significant open spaces
in the vicinity;

The amenity and quality of outdoor spaces associated with the
development;

The integration of publically accessible artworks into the development;
Circulation and servicing;

Safety for users and pedestrians;

16/123
Feb 2020
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Urban Design Advisory Panel

Terms of Reference
Cityof HOBART

. The design of buildings to maximise sustainability; for example in water
heating, lighting, heating, natural ventilation, and stormwater reduction,
treatment, storage and re-use, and building materials and life cycle;

. To ensure efficient energy use systems are utilised, both within the
buildings and in relation to the entire development; and

. Ensure protection and conservation of listed heritage buildings, items and
sites.

The Panel shall consider only those proposals that meet the following criteria:

. Proposals requiring planning consent that are located within the area
covered by the Sulflivans Cove Planning Scheme 1997 and the Hobart
Interim Planning Scheme 2015 (Central Business, General Business,
Commercial and Urban Mixed Use Zones and when proposed
developments exceed 2000 m? in floor area or 3 storey’s in height).

. Any City of Hobart capital works project with a value of $1 million or
greater, which is intended for public use, or to which the public have
regular access and that the Council or the General Manager consider
would benefit from receiving urban design advice.

. Any other development that a Director considers that the Council would
benefit from receiving urban design advice.

4. Frequency and Location of Meetings

Meetings of the Panel are to be conducted on an as needed basis. The Panel
members will be advised by email and will be given five (5) working days’ notice.

Meetings will be closed to the public and the subsequent minutes are not to be
distributed to any member of the public unless agreed to by the proponent or where
the City of Hobart is legislatively obliged to do so.

Meetings will either be held in person at the City of Hobart offices or through video
conferencing.

5. Meeting Administration

A quorum is obtained by the attendance of at least three members of the Panel. |n
the absence of the chairman, the Panel will elect an acting chairman.

16/123
Feb 2020
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Urban Design Advisory Panel

) Terms of Reference
Cityof HOBART

The advice provided to both Council and Council officers will be provided with
reasons based on agreement from the majority of members.

Minutes will be prepared by a Council officer and reviewed by the chairman to ensure
a true and correct record of appropriate recommendations made at the meeting. The
Panel's minutes will be circulated to the panel members, the proponent, the Lord
Mayor, the Deputy Lord Mayor and Elected Members, the General Manager, the
Director City Planning and the Manager Development Appraisal within 10 working
days of the meeting.

Applicants/proponents are entitled to present to the Panel their proposal and answer
questions from the panel in the interest of developing a better understanding of the
proposal when considered prior to being lodged as a formal planning application.

6. Review of Terms of Reference

The Terms of Reference is to be reviewed at least every three years.

7. Last Updated
24/02/2020

16/123
Feb 2020
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