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1 Introduction
1.1

Purpose and Background

This additional information package is prepared in response to a letter from Council dated 25
November 2016 that provided a summary of matters that required further attention. A copy of that
letter with associated attachments is attached at Appendix A.
Dickson Rothschild on behalf of the owners of a site have undertaken further investigation and
commissioned further expert input to make up this additional information package that includes:
-

A stormwater concept design and report (that addresses Council’s Flood Study and includes
a concept to relocate council stormwater infrastructure), see Appendix B.
Supplementary Economic Assessment (including detailed feasibility of five potential
development options), under a separate cover.
Further Urban Design Analysis Report (based upon the economically feasible option), see
Appendix C.
Further expert traffic input, see Appendix D.
Further expert heritage input, see Appendix E.
Additional assessment against the relevant planning policy incorporating the above expert
input and addressing the revised design.

Each of the matters requiring further attention are addressed concurrently below.
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2 Response to Council Feedback
2.1

Proposed Floor Space Ratio

•

The proposed Floor Space Ratio (FSR) of 6.5:1 is likely to result in a height substantially taller
than neighbouring Key Sites. The proposed FSR should be revised in line with the broader City
Centre context and the analysis carried out by Conybeare Morrison in identifying key
landmarks/gateways.

•

The Planning Proposal seeks a component of the total bonus FSR (1:1 of the 6.5:1 proposed) for
tourist-related development. Council is not seeking to introduce incentives that apply only to
specific land-uses, therefore additional FSR of 1:1 for tourist-related development for the subject
land is not supported. It should also be noted that ‘Tourist-related development’ is not a land-use
term defined within the Standard LEP Template.

•

The proposed FSR should be based on a more appropriate building footprint taking into
consideration matters such as heritage curtilage, flooding and access. The proponent must
demonstrate that the proposed FSR is appropriate for the site.

With reference to the attached Further Urban Design Analysis Report by Dickson Rothschild (Appendix
C), the revised concept includes:
•

An overlay of the Conybeare Morrison Study and Council’s imminent Key Sites Incentive
Clause LEP to more accurately represent the possible form of the adjoining sites

•

Justification for the site as a Gateway site and height comparison with other key sites in the
City Centre, including Thornton North, with which the site is consistent.

•

To be clear on the mechanism to provide for the proposed 6.5:1, it is proposed to:
o

Nominate the site as a “Key Site” and therefore allow application of the mechanism
provided for under the imminent Key Sites Incentive Clause LEP

o

As per that proposed in the imminent Key Sites Incentives Clause LEP, retention of the
based FSR on site and provision for a bonus FSR up to 6.5:1 subject to the provision
of public benefit in accordance with the provisions, aims and objectives of the imminent
LEP.

•

Modifications to the proposed building envelopes particularly at podium level and in relation to
the heritage building. The design includes a greater setback to the adjacent podium and
includes landscape curtilage including deep planting and interpretation of former open space
areas associated with the building. The podium is consistent with the scale of the heritage
building, refer to more comprehensive response under the Section 2.7 Heritage below (refer
also Heritage Response from Weir Phillips at Appendix E).

•

A flooding report that addresses Council’s “Penrith CBD Detailed Overland Flow Study” and
includes draft stormwater concept detailing the relocation of Council’s stormwater system to
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accommodate the development (see Appendix B), refer to more comprehensive response
under the Section 2.2 Flooding and Local Overland Flows below.
•

Modifications to the vehicle access into the site including the deletion of access off North Street
and the drop-off off Henry Street and consolidation into one point at the south-western corner
of the site off Henry Street, refer to more comprehensive response under Section 2.3 Traffic
and Access below (and expert response by Parking and Traffic Consultants attached at
Appendix D).

In summary, the revised concept and supporting information demonstrates that each of the above
issues can be addressed and with a resultant scale and form that is appropriate for the City Core
“Gateway” Key Site.
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2.2

Flooding and Local Overland Flows

•

All properties are coded as being flood affected from local overland flood flows. The Planning
Proposal has not addressed flooding, nor the impact of the development upon local overland flood
flows.

•

All properties are highly affected by local overland flood flows. Further information is available
from Council’s adopted flood study ‘Penrith CBD Detailed Overland Flow Flood Study – Final
Report’, prepared by Cardno, reference W4735, dated 7 July 2015. The study is available from
Council’s website at the following link:
https://www.penrithcity.nsw.gov.au/Services/Other-Services/Floodplain-Management/

•

The application must be accompanied by an Overland Flow Report prepared by a suitably
qualified person. Full details of Council’s requirements for Local Overland Flow Flood Studies are
provided in Attachment 1.

With reference to the attached Flooding and Local Overland Flows report by Woolacotts and associated
Stormwater Concept Plan at Appendix B, the above comments are addressed as follows:
•

The additional information demonstrates how a future development proposal can be
undertaken without adverse impact upon the amenity of the development and Council’s
drainage system.

•

The attached report addresses the Penrith CBD Detailed Overland Flow Study and includes a
review of Council’s flood model.

•

The attached Overland Flow Report makes the following conclusion and recommendations:
“Proposed Diversion
To allow development of the site, including a basement parking area, the existing culvert needs
to be diverted around the edge of the site. Two locations for this diversion were considered –
one around the southern side, adjacent to Henry Street and one around the northern side.
Following conversations with Council and analysis of the overland flow path, the northern route
was adopted.
The stormwater drainage works proposed for the site consist of:
•

•
•

A new 2100 wide by 1500 high culvert around the north side of the site. This culvert will
start at the existing pit at the base of the Evan Street embankment and will connect
back to the existing system at the western property boundary.
New double kerb inlet pits and pipe connections at the corner of Henry and Evan
Streets to the pit at the base of the embankment.
New pits along the system, to allow access for cleaning and to take additional overland
flow.

Flows and Overland Flow Paths
Penrith City Council provided a copy of their Tuflow model for the catchment. As detailed
above, the flows detailed in the model for the 100 year ARI storm are:
• Flow in existing culvert = 6.25m3/s
• Overland flow from sag / low point in Henry Street = 4.00m3/s
As there is a low point at the existing site, the new culvert around the proposed site will be
sized to carry a flow of 10.25m3/s – that is, the current flow in the culvert plus the existing
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overland flow for the 100 year ARI event. Additional double kerb inlet pits will also be provided
at the upstream end, in Henry St, to capture 3.8m3/s of overland flow currently occurring at the
low point. The inlet capacity of the pits were based on a 30% blockage factor. Refer Appendix
B – Calculations for additional details.
While the culvert system will be sized to carry the 100year ARI flow, an overland flow path will
be provided along the pipe system, in the event of blockages. This will require the existing
Council footpath to be raised, to remove the low point. A 300mm high wall is also proposed
along the eastern end of the site to contain overland flow resulting from pit blockages within
council’s footpath.
With the pits at the intersection of Henry Street and Evan Street capturing the majority of the
existing overland flow from the upstream catchment, the overflow path is required to carry a
minimum flow of 0.2m3/s. The proposed overland flow path is capable of carrying a flow of
1.02m3/s.
Flood and Recommended Floor Levels
Penrith Council’s DCP requires floor levels for residential and commercial developments to be
at a level of the 100year ARI flood level plus 500mm.
For the existing upstream end of the site, the 100year ARI flood level is RL 35.28, which would
require a minimum floor level of RL 35.78.
With the proposed diversion of the culvert, the new culvert has been sized to take the 100year
ARI flow with an overland flow of approximately 200L/s. As such, through the majority of the
site, the depth of overland flow is typically 70-100mm. Consequently, the water level varies
from 33.30m AHD at the western boundary to 34.95m at the south-east corner of the site.
At the intersection of Henry Street and Evan Street, arriving overland flow ponds to a depth of
150mm as it is captured by the grated inlet pits. As a result, the water level developed varies
from 34.95 – 35.05m AHD.
Due to water ponding at the intersection of Henry Street and Evan Street, all buildings fronting
Henry Street require a minimum flood level of 35.55m (35.05 + 0.5m).”

2.3

Traffic and Access

•

The Traffic and Parking Assessment (TPA) report is proposing a direct vehicular access to/from
North Street which is Arterial Road and requires concurrence from RMS. North Street is a key
transport corridor for the regional City Centre and needs to meet transport growth demands for
the next 30 years.

•

A future road widening proposal to 4 lanes to North Street will likely include a central median
island and bridge supporting structure (pier). Therefore any direct vehicular access for this
planning proposal is unlikely to be supported. Preliminary advice received from the NSW Roads
and Maritime Services advises that access to North Street will not be permitted.

•

The future road widening proposal to 4 lanes to North Street will result in the westbound
carriageway being at a significantly lower level of the existing pavement to accommodate
clearances under the Evan Street overpass.

•

The location of the driveway in North Street does not meet minimum sight distance requirements
to the east. The abutment of the overhead bridge over the railway line impedes sight distances
and has not been considered in the traffic report.
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•

The TPA is proposing two direct vehicular access to/from Henry Street. The eastern end access
raises concern in its location in relation to Evan Street/Henry Street signalled intersection. The
Western end is adjacent to a busy car park boom gated entry / exit. The TPA is to address the
following:
o The traffic generation / management of the proposed development in the context of the
existing road network
o The existing network capacity and operation of the Evan Street/Henry Street signalled
intersection
o To confirm proposed access arrangements (location/type) to service this development
o To ensure that the impact of the development is appropriately managed and that safe and
efficient access is provided for the development

•

The traffic report noted two attachments – Attachment 1 - Drawings and Attachment 2 - Swept
Paths however no information was provided for assessment.

With reference to the attached Traffic and Access report by Parking and Traffic Consultants at
Appendix D, the above comments are addressed as follows:
•

Access off North Street has been deleted.

•

The future level of the North Street carriageway can be accommodated in any future
development design.

•

The eastern access off Henry Street (former hotel drop off) has been deleted.

•

The vehicle access to the site has been consolidated to one point at the south-western corner
of the site.

•

The report makes the following conclusions in relation to traffic generation, network capacity,
intersection capacity and safety:
“Taking into consideration the significant changes to the development as described in this
letter, below is a summary of PTC’s responses to the Council comments:
•

A revised single access driveway is proposed off Henry Street and therefore the
development will not impact on the upgrade to North Street.

•

A revised single access driveway is proposed off Henry Street and therefore the
development will not impact on the upgrade to North Street.

•

The urban design team will assess this as part of the overall development.

•

A revised single access driveway is proposed off Henry Street and therefore the
development will not impact on the upgrade to North Street.

•

The single driveway access will be provided to cater for the residential, commercial and
service vehicle activity and will be designed in accordance with the requirements of
AS2890.1 and AS2890.2. The location of this access will take into consideration the
adjacent intersections. The traffic modelling for the development will be undertaken at the
DA stage, when it is expected that the ‘Key Sites’ development modelling will be available
to provide a more accurate reflection of the traffic activity in Penrith CBD at the
completion of this development.
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•

2.4

Noted. Due to the significant changes to the development, the plans indicating the access
layouts and vehicle swept paths will be provided at the DA stage.”

Consistency with State and Local Strategies

•

The NSW Department of Planning and Environment’s (DP&E) strategic plan A Plan for Growing
Sydney outlines that “Penrith must retain a commercial core as required for long-term
employment growth” (page 122). The Planning Proposal has not provided adequate justification
for the proposed reduction of the commercial core zone in regard to size, shape and impact on
employment land within the City Centre and broader employment land need.

•

Council’s strategy for the Penrith City Centre, Penrith Progression, identifies the subject land as
part of the Justice Precinct. The Justice Precinct encourages the development of commercial
buildings that support Justice activities. The Planning Proposal in its current form is inconsistent
with Penrith Progression.

•

The draft West District Plan was released for public exhibition on 21 November 2016. The
Planning Proposal should be revised to demonstrate consistency with the draft West District Plan.

The uses that make up the development concept have been modified to respond to a comprehensive
economic feasibility options testing exercise by Hill PDA, issued to Council under a separate cover.
The resultant combination of uses include uses at ground and podium level that are consistent with
existing CBD development objectives: ground floor retail and commercial office at podium level.
The inclusion of residential the upper levels allows the development of a site with commercial uses
that would otherwise not be feasible to build in the foreseeable future (noting also that privately
developed commercial space has not been economically feasible in the Penrith CBD for many years).
Introduction of a residential component above the commercial/retail ground level uses will provide for
a wide mix of uses that will enable the precinct to be used at all hours of the day and make this end of
the Commercial Core vibrant. The introduction of residential is the commercial core of a regional
centre as evidenced by that happening in Liverpool and in Penrith itself through the High Street Park
planning proposal spoken about by Council as:
“[a]…contemporary public space, surrounded by a mix of housing and specialist retail, will
foster redevelopment of private land and provide cultural and civic opportunities for residents,
workers and visitors.
Through the inclusion of retail office and commercial office at the lower levels, the planning proposal
would not be inconsistent with the objective of retaining “a commercial core for long term employment
growth”. In any case, to the extent that the proposal is fundamentally to rezone a small perimeter
portion of the existing CBD Commercial Core, in relation to reduction of the commercial zone, the Hill
PDA report makes the following comment:
“Penrith City Centre, Penrith Progression
The Penrith Progression Plan is the Council’s strategy, vision and desired outcomes for the
Penrith City Centre in the context of jobs growth and housing.
The Penrith Progression Plan for Action has the potential to bring more than 10, 000 jobs and
5, 000 dwellings to the City Centre. Through investment, development and business growth it
will help meet the 2031 target of 40, 000 new local jobs in the City. Local jobs mean less travel
costs, and more time with family and in the community.
The Subject Site would help achieve the Penrith City Councils dwelling target and additional
jobs for Penrith. The commercial element of the new development is well suited to support
justice activities such as government services including courts and police.
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Furthermore the residential on site supports the “Live + Work” objective and supports the desire
for a range of higher density living options in the Commercial Core. This will improve street
activation and trade in the commercial core.
Liverpool City Centre LEP Review - Response to submissions
In April 2015, Liverpool City Council review Centre LEP Review which proposed to rezone all
land within the Liverpool City Centre from B3 – Commercial Core to B4 – Mixed use.
The commercial core reviewed sought to vary development standards that correspond to future
land use, and allow for greater floor space and increased heights on ‘opportunity sites’. This
review also sought to facilitate redevelopment of Liverpool City Centre characterised by activity
and intensity both day and night, a true river city and a well-connected workable, walkable city.
This rezoning was approved by Gateway on the 24/09/2015 and is currently with Council
pending exhibition.
The proposed rezoning highlights Liverpool Council’s integration strategy to create liveable
cities. The traditional commercial core with surrounding residential is becoming archaic or
obsolete. It is no longer a feasible method for achieving growth and activation. Indeed it hasn’t
been a viable method for the past two and half decades. The new direction by Liverpool
Council should be seen a catalyst for other commercial cores around the Sydney Metropolitan
Region.”
The modified design concept includes the provision of 5,000m2 of commercial office space that can be
used for activities that support Justice activities including barrister chambers and the like.
In summary, through the inclusion of a significant amount of commercial office at podium level, the
planning proposal is considered to be consistent with the aims and objectives of A Plan for Growing
Sydney and the draft West District Plan. The planning proposal is balanced way of meeting the
strategic planning objectives and achieving a feasible development that adds to the vibrancy of the
Penrith commercial core in the short term.
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2.5

Consistency with SEPPs

•

Clause 87 of SEPP (Infrastructure) outlines controls relating to the impact of rail noise and
vibration on residential development. A statement is required to clarify if residential development
can be facilitated on the site without experiencing noise levels or vibration impacts that are above
those established through State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure).

•

The Planning Proposal addresses State Environmental Planning Policy No 55 – Remediation of
Land, stating that “use of the site for potentially contaminating uses is not apparent, however,
further investigation will be undertaken to confirm this”. No contamination investigation
documents have been submitted with the proposal. It is recommended that these be undertaken
at this time to confirm that no other activities have been undertaken on the site and to satisfy the
requirements of SEPP 55.

The site is located approximately 40m away from the existing rail line to the north. The site is
separated by the North Street road reserve (including a reserve for widening). This separation is
identical to the residentially zoned site to the east. Any future development on this site and those
adjacent will be required to meet the building standards to achieve certain internal noise and vibration
levels referred to SEPP Infrastructure. These requirements are technical and relate to the materiality
of the building this ensuring that the internal amenity of the residential apartments meet the
appropriate amenity standard.
Nothing in SEPP Infrastructure would prevent the construction of residential uses on the site. It is
noted in particular, that the 40m separation would ensure that excavation can happen without adverse
impact upon the rail corridor.
In relation to contamination, given the previous use of the site as a school, it is reasonable to
conclude that if any contamination is present on site that it is minor and localised. Further
investigation into whether remediation is required can be undertaken post Gateway.
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2.6

Consistency with s177 Directions

•

Section 117 Direction - Flood Prone Land must be addressed as the subject land is identified as
Flood Prone Land.

•

Section 117 Direction 6.3 - Site Specific Planning Provisions seeks to discourage unnecessarily
restrictive site specific planning controls. The proposal to permit a bonus FSR of 1:1 for touristrelated development is considered to be a restrictive site specific planning control, therefore the
Planning Proposal is inconsistent with this Direction.

Section 117 Direction – Flood Prone Land requires that a planning proposal by the relevant planning
authority:
•

Includes provisions to ensure consistency with the NSW Flood Prone Land Policy

•

Not rezone areas within flood planning areas to a zone that allows habitable uses

•

Must not contain provisions that permit development in floodway areas, permit development
that will result in significant flood impacts, permit a significant increase in development of lands,
demand requirement for government spending on flood mitigation

•

Must not impose flood related development controls above the residential planning level

•

Must not determine a flood planning level that is inconsistent with the Floodplain Development
Manual.

The Planning Proposal meets all the above requirements noting that the flooding on site is localised
and subject of local stormwater conditions and overland flow not natural flooding from any river
system. The existing localised flooding can be resolved through the implementation of stormwater
amplification and relocation works that have been detailed in the report and drawings by Woolacotts
at Appendix B. These works would be undertaken in association with any development of the site at
no cost to Council.
Section 117 Direction – Site Specific Provisions requires that a planning proposal must:
•

Rezone the site to an existing zone already applying in the environmental planning instrument
that allows that land use without imposing any development standards or requirements in
addition to those already contained in the zone

To the extent that the Planning Proposal includes provisions over and above that already contained in
that zone, the provision would be consistent with that already proposed to be applied to Key Sites in
the Penrith City under the imminent Key Sites Incentives Clause LEP. The wording and bonus
application would be an extension of that adopted for other Key Sites and further to that outlined in 8.
Part 2 – Explanation of Provisions in the Planning Proposal report, the only change relates to the
proposed modification to Clause 8.7 Development Incentives… “(3)…a. Does not exceed the
following maximum floor space ratio:…(xii) Key Site 12: 6.5:1”
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2.7
•

Heritage

The Planning Proposal was referred to Council’s Heritage Advisor. The following comments were
provided:
o The proposed curtilage around the heritage item is extremely limited. This needs to be
expanded on east, west and northern sides. The limited curtilage does not allow sufficient
landscaping especially for deep rooted trees. This is significant especially on the northern
side where outdoor seating is proposed.
o The two vehicular entry points adjacent to the Heritage Item is considered inappropriate.
One entry point, say to the west, would allow a more appropriate eastern curtilage to the
Heritage Item.
o The podium proposed needs further consideration, so there is cleared backdrop to the
Heritage item. The language of the podium should also be better defined between the
podium and the high rise above it.
o The quantum of FSR which is proposed would not encourage the most-appropriate
separation between new and old buildings, and also would not encourage stepping of
new building forms to provide the most-complimentary backdrop.
o The planning proposal is supported by a heritage report which does not identify an
appropriate curtilage based upon former playground areas or orientation of entrances to
the former school building.

With reference to the attached Heritage report by Weir Phillips at Appendix E, the above comments
are addressed as follows:
o

“The proposed curtilage around the heritage item is extremely limited. This needs
to be expanded on east, west and northern sides. The limited curtilage does not
allow sufficient landscaping especially for deep rooted trees. This is significant
especially on the northern side where outdoor seating is proposed.

Response:
The revisions substantially enlarge and enhance the curtilage around the Heritage Item. It is
noted that the provision of underground parking is not under the Item or its curtilage, but is
confined to areas under the proposed new building envelope. This allows for the retention of
significant trees within the curtilage and the opportunity for further planting of trees in the deep
soil zone.
The curtilage area will also be vehicle-free. This will further enhance the potential for landscape
and limited hard surfaces. The Heritage item will form the core to a new soft urban space. It will
have a setting that consists of a two storey podium set behind substantial trees.
For a situation where urban development meets a modest heritage building, this is a good
outcome. The two storey podium will mean that the most immediate built form is of similar scale
in height to the Item. Trees and substantial planting will also mitigate this interface. For some
time now the site has featured mature trees which have formed part of the setting of the Item.
With the removal of the existing modern school buildings this setting can be enhanced with
further planting.
o

The two vehicular entry points adjacent to the Heritage Item is considered
inappropriate. One entry point, say to the west, would allow a more appropriate
eastern curtilage to the Heritage Item.

Response:
The proposal has also to respond to the desired future character of its surroundings. It is
proposed that there be a four storey street height along Henry Street. The site is severely

Dickson Rothschild | 15-177 | 15

constrained in terms of vehicular access from anywhere but on Henry Street. In noting
Council’s comments the following is proposed:
(i)
The vehicular entry is to be located at the western boundary of the site on Henry Street,
this is as far away from the item as is possible.
(ii)
The podium section above the vehicular entry transitions from the four storey street
wall to the two storey podium in the vicinity of the Item.
(iii)
No drop off or other intrusive traffic management is proposed in front of the Item.
o

The podium proposed needs further consideration, so there is cleared backdrop to
the Heritage item. The language of the podium should also be better defined
between the podium and the high rise above it.

Response:
The podium has been revised to be 2 storeys in the area in the vicinity of the Item. As the
podium is only in Planning proposal form, its further resolution could include a façade treatment
that creates a series of vertical elements of similar proportion to the school building. There
could also be breaks in the façade to further modulate it and create a scale in that would allow
retained and new trees to dominate the curtilage and enhance the setting of the Item.

o

The quantum of FSR which is proposed would not encourage the most-appropriate
separation between new and old buildings, and also would not encourage stepping
of new building forms to provide the most-complimentary backdrop.

Response:
When dealing with modest heritage building set in large developments it is most important that
the podium of the development sets the scale for the backdrop of the Item. In this case the
podium is two storeys. It modulates to four storeys to hold the street front height as is proposed
for the rest of the street. The central section, between the two towers remains at two storeys to
give the least intrusive backdrop to the Item when viewed from its front elevation.
As noted above the façade of the two storey podium will be carefully proportioned to be
sympathetic to the Item. From street level and in vistas along Henry Street, the Item will
maintain its street presence.
This solution does not relate to a set quantum in terms of FSR. This is primarily derived from
the height of the two towers. The towers are set back from the podium and the first floor above
the podium is recessed to form a shadow line and to give the towers a sense of “floating” above
the podiums.
o

The planning proposal is supported by a heritage report which does not identify an
appropriate curtilage based upon former playground areas or orientation of
entrances to the former school building.

Response:
The revised curtilage seeks to provide a setting to the Item that allows it to be understood “in
the round”. As a former school building it would be understood that the area surrounding it
would have been a playground. It would also be understood that historically, school
playgrounds had minimal landscaping, however it is noted form the 1943 Aerial Map that the
setting of the Item to the rear consisted of trees.
Street access to the school building was from a porch on the southern elevation and an entry
from the north relating to the playground. The street entry has always been quite close to the
front boundary. The rear entry directly opening onto the playground.
The relationship of the front entry to the street is unaffected by the proposal and the entry to the
rear has the bulk of the curtilage adjacent to it as it also has the setting of retained and new
trees. A similar setting to that of the 1943 aerial Photograph.
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Additional measures:
In addition to the above changes, local place names, both aboriginal and European are being
researched with a view to their incorporation into appropriate parts of the proposal.
The future use of the school building is still under consideration, but the use will be low key and
it is envisaged that it would entail minimal additions to the building. This would allow the
building to be appreciated “in the round”.
Conclusion:
The Proposal has taken on board comments by Council’s heritage officer and as such the
proposal is offering enhanced curtilage and a setting that comprises the component of the
development that is at two storeys and an enhanced backdrop of large trees.”
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2.8

Urban Design

•

The Planning Proposal was referred to Council’s Urban Design Review Panel. The following
comments were provided:

•

A better-considered urban design analysis is necessary to support the Planning Proposal
incorporating realistic contextual analysis in terms of:
o Building heights which are likely according to FSR limits under draft LEP amendments,
and which reflect building typologies which vary according to land uses that are both
permissible and most-likely.
o Patterns of pedestrian movement and business activity which are likely at street level as
the result of redevelopment along the railway spine.
o Shadow and wind impacts which are the likely results of future redevelopment along the
railway spine.
o Visual impacts at street level (built form and streetscape) which are the likely results of
future redevelopment along the railway spine.
o Identifying a broader range of urban design options for future development of the site

A Further Urban Design Analysis Report was prepared and presented to the Urban Design Panel on
24 April 2017. A summary of the presentation and comments at the meeting is included below:
•

DR presented an addendum Urban Design Report that featured:
o
o

o
o

•

A scheme with greater setback to the heritage item, better landscaped curtilage and
reduced scale at podium level
Background analysis exercise that overlaid the CM+ Study with Council’s LEP controls
(including FSR bonus and deletion of height limit) with more accurate representation of
the scale and form of the adjoining sites and reference to examples of industry best
commercial floor plate design
Deletion of vehicle access off North Street and the drop off relating to the hotel off Henry
Street
Change to the proposed uses in the development based upon a comprehensive feasibility
exercise, including ground floor retail, podium level commercial office, residential and
above ground car parking.

Urban Design Panel comments included:
o
o
o
o
o
o

The basis for the heritage curtilage and its measurements to be better articulated. Is there
any playground or historic usage pattern that is significant?
Further clarity required on the claim (economic feasibility background) for additional 1:1
FSR up to 6.5:1
Suggest simplification (smooth the awkward angled envelope) of the form surrounding the
heritage item
Further information on the theory (alternative options) behind the chosen building forms
required
Basis for identifying the site as a gateway site to be articulated including height context
discussion
Illustration of a typical commercial level floor layout would assist.

The final Further Urban Design Analysis Report attached at Appendix C has addressed the Panels
comments and includes:
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•

As outlined in the heritage comments outlined in Section 2.7 Heritage above, the modified
heritage curtilage is considered to appropriately respect the heritage characteristics of the site
including given the remaining heritage item adequate curtilage that interprets the previous open
space usage and landscape curtilage associated with the building.

•

Further detail on the economic feasibility options analysis is included in the Hill PDA report
submitted to Council officers under a separate cover.

•

The form of the envelope adjacent to the heritage item building has been remodelled to be of a
smoother form that better relates to the scale of the heritage item.

•

An options analysis has been included in the Urban Design Analysis Report.

•

The justification for the site being considered a Key Site and a Gateway Site includes the
location of the site being at the eastern end of the Penrith commercial core and positioning at
the main cross road that connects the City Centre with the northern suburbs of Penrith. Analysis
illustrating these locational attributes and the height context is included in attached Urban
Design Analysis Report.

•

An illustration of a typical commercial floor plate layout is included in the final Further Urban
Design Analysis Report attached at Appendix C. The layout demonstrates that the podium
levels can be reasonably used for commercial office space of various sizes: suitable for the
Justice related uses such as barrister’s chambers for example.
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2.9

Other Comments

•

The Economic Assessment submitted with the Planning Proposal provides a broad overview of
the economic impacts that will result from the proposed development. The Economic Assessment
does not provide detail regarding the feasibility of the proposed development and the necessary
mix of commercial and residential to make the development viable.

•

Council will be undertaking a review of the planning controls for the Penrith City Centre in 2017.
This review will include (but is not limited to) height and floor space controls, zones and include a
review the potential for additional key sites. It should be noted that there is no timeframe for
completion of this task.

•

A Council-initiated Planning Proposal to insert an Incentives Clause within the Penrith LEP is
currently with the DP&E for finalisation. Council has been advised that Planning Proposals subject
to flooding will be referred to the Hawkesbury-Nepean Taskforce for flood management purposes.
It is also understood that the DP&E are working with Transport for NSW in addressing the impact
on traffic as a result of increased density within Penrith City Centre. It is likely that a
comprehensive Traffic Analysis will be required to support the Planning Proposal.

The Feasibility of Development Options Report by Hill PDA (under a separate cover) includes
comprehensive testing of development options. A total of five development options were tested with
the proposed option being an appropriate balance of uses that are consistent with the objectives of
the existing zone and priorities for the Justice Precinct in which it is located (i.e. retail commercial
office use) and the more feasible residential use. An FSR of 6.5:1 is considered necessary to enable
the inclusion of commercial office, noting that a development at an FSR of 5.5:1 with the same
amount of commercial office would not be feasible.
The status of amendments to the planning controls for the Penrith City Centre is noted and it is
proposed that these amendments dovetail into the Penrith LEP after the Incentives Clause LEP
amendments are made. We submit that the study accompanying this Planning Proposal should
enable Council to support the inclusion of the site as a Key Site in the LEP as it stands.
In terms of the need for a comprehensive Traffic Analysis, it is proposed that the applicant work with
Council to input into the comprehensive study that we understand that Council is set to undertake. It is
beyond the reasonable gambit of one site owner to fund a comprehensive Traffic Analysis but expert
input into the study will be provided to address the likely impact of the Planning Proposal.
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Appendix A – Council Letter dated 25 November 2016 –
Preliminary Feedback on Planning Proposal
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Appendix B – Stormwater Concept Design and Report
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Appendix C – Further Urban Design Analysis Report
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Appendix D – Traffic Response
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Appendix E – Heritage Response
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1. Introduction
Redevelopment is proposed at 51 Henry Street, Penrith. Refer to Figure 1 for the location of the site.
The site currently has a 1.5m wide by 1.2m high stormwater culvert running east-west across the site.
The site is also affected by overland flow, resulting from flows in excess of the capacity of the existing
pipe system.
This report has been prepared to detail the measures required to divert the pipe and allow
development of the site, as well as to address flood related issues.. During development of the
concept, Woolacotts met with Steve Masters from Penrith Council on site to discuss possible options
for the diversion of the culvert.

Figure 1 – Site Location
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2. Existing situation
The site has a 1.5m wide by 1.2m high culvert running east-west across the middle of the site. It
connects an existing pit at the base of the Evan Street bank to the culvert through the site to the west.
Refer to Figure 2 for location.

Figure 2 – Location of existing pipes

From Council’s Tuflow model and flood plans, the site is currently subject to flooding due to overland
flow in excess of the capacity of the pipe network. From the detailed survey of the site, the current
depth of water is due to an existing low point within the site.
Council’s Tuflow model provided details of peak stormwater flows at the site. From the model, the
peak 100year ARI flows are:


Flow in existing culvert = 6.25m 3/s



Overland flow from sag / low point in Henry Street = 4.00m 3/s
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The Tuflow model and Council’s flood mapping detailed that the site is affected by flooding, due to
flows in excess of the capacity of the pipe system. From Tuflow, the existing flood levels at the site
are:


35.28m AHD at the south-east corner (intersection of Henry and Evan Streets)



33.44m AHD at the western boundary, where the culvert crosses to the downstream property.

3. Proposed diversion
To allow development of the site, including a basement parking area, the existing culvert needs to be
diverted around the edge of the site. Two locations for this diversion were considered – one around
the southern side, adjacent to Henry Street and one around the northern side. Following
conversations with Council and analysis of the overland flow path, the northern route was adopted.
The stormwater drainage works proposed for the site consist of:


A new 2100 wide by 1500 high culvert around the north side of the site. This culvert will start
at the existing pit at the base of the Evan Street embankment and will connect back to the
existing system at the western property boundary.



New double kerb inlet pits and pipe connections at the corner of Henry and Evan Streets to
the pit at the base of the embankment.



New pits along the system, to allow access for cleaning and to take additional overland flow

Refer to Drawing SW1 in Appendix A for details of the proposed pipe location.

4. Flows and overland flow paths
Penrith City Council provided a copy of their Tuflow model for the catchment. As detailed above, the
flows detailed in the model for the 100 year ARI storm are:


Flow in existing culvert = 6.25m3/s



Overland flow from sag / low point in Henry Street = 4.00m 3/s

As there is a low point at the existing site, the new culvert around the proposed site will be sized to
carry a flow of 10.25m3/s – that is, the current flow in the culvert plus the existing overland flow for the
100 year ARI event. Additional double kerb inlet pits will also be provided at the upstream end, in
Henry St, to capture 3.8m3/s of overland flow currently occurring at the low point. The inlet capacity of
the pits were based on a 30% blockage factor. Refer Appendix B – Calculations for additional details.
While the culvert system will be sized to carry the 100year ARI flow, an overland flow path will be
provided along the pipe system, in the event of blockages. This will require the existing Council
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footpath to be raised, to remove the low point. A 300mm high wall is also proposed along the eastern
end of the site to contain overland flow resulting from pit blockages within council’s footpath.
With the pits at the intersection of Henry Street and Evan Street capturing the majority of the existing
overland flow from the upstream catchment, the overflow path is required to carry a minimum flow of
0.2m3/s. The proposed overland flow path is capable of carrying a flow of 1.02m3/s.
Refer to Drawing SW1 in Appendix A for details of the flow path.

5. Flood and recommended floor levels
Penrith Council’s DCP requires floor levels for residential and commercial developments to be at a
level of the 100year ARI flood level plus 500mm.
For the existing upstream end of the site, the 100year ARI flood level is RL 35.28, which would
require a minimum floor level of RL 35.78.
With the proposed diversion of the culvert, the new culvert has been sized to take the 100year ARI
flow with an overland flow of approximately 200L/s. As such, through the majority of the site, the
depth of overland flow is typically 70-100mm. Consequently, the water level varies from 33.30m AHD
at the western boundary to 34.95m at the south-east corner of the site.
At the intersection of Henry Street and Evan Street, arriving overland flow ponds to a depth of 150mm
as it is captured by the grated inlet pits. As a result, the water level developed varies from 34.95 –
35.05m AHD.
Due to water ponding at the intersection of Henry Street and Evan Street, all buildings fronting Henry
Street require a minimum flood level of 35.55m (35.05 + 0.5m).
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01. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this further study is a response to
Penrith Council’s Urban Design Panel comments.
The additional analysis draws out details from
the “Planning Proposal to amend Penrith Local
Environmental Plan 2010_ Incentives Clause
for Key Sites April 2016” and “Penrith Urban
Design & Public Benefit Analysis” conducted by
Conybeare Morrison International Pty Ltd (known
as CM+) in March 2016.

Subject Site
Subject Site
8
JUSTICE

The Study provides clarification on the future
urban design context and presents the updated
proposed options for the site.
The Study includes a review of the CM+ report
and more accurately overlays Council’s proposed
LEP changes to ensure that they represent form
reflective of their use (commercial, mixed use
or residential). Various case studies have been
selected to guide the review.
The Study also adopts the future desired
development outcome as the subject site is
identified as part of Justice Precinct, the proposed
development will allow for Justice related
commercial uses and retail uses to promote the
implementation of Penrith Progression Plan.

Source: CM+ Key Sites as identified in the LEP+Councils additional Key Site 11. Key Site 11 is
a part of the latest development of Thornton.

LEGEND

Source: CM+ Opportunity precincts identified within the Penrith Progression ‘A Plan for Action’

LEGEND

Key Site
7/8

Further Identified Key Site
Further Identified Subject Site
City Centre Boundary
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7

Further Identified Subject Site
7/8

Further Identified Key Site
Further Desired Development Outcome of the Subject Site
Further Desired Development Outcome of Future Penrith
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The development context is illustrated by an
Urban Design Study undertaken by CM+
commissioned by Council to understand the
impact of increasing densities on Key Sites in
the City Centre. The built form modelling has
set the indicative design concept in this context
to understand the cumulative impact of all
proposals.

key Site 8

concept represents the developing trend for the
West Region as it facilitates the redevelopment of the
commercial core area in line with the densities and
heights that promote the development and revitalisation
of regional city centres.

CM+ ‘s four urban design options would result
in differing city scape profiles. The Point Tower
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Figure 122: Elevations

Key Site 7

The subject site, 51 Henry Street, Penrith, adjoins
the Key Site 7 that has a draft FSR proposed at
5:1.
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Figure 123: Streetview
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views
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Figure 123: Streetview

On March 2016 CM+ conducted a study, known
as the ‘Penrith Urban Design & Public Benefit
Analysis’, to recommend preferred development
outcomes.
It is noted that the CM+ options do not account
for the FSR uplift proposed by Council.

Figure 123: Streetview

Figure 126: Aerial View Views
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Figure 124: Solar Access at noon on the winter solistice, 21 June @ 12 pm
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Figure 126: Aerial View
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Optimised urban design layout with finer grained built form and
connectivity

High Spine urban concept with spines defining urban structure
and primary open spaces

Point tower concept with general midrise datum and signature
towers at key points. Point towers generally increasing in height
towards the centre.
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GFA incentives. Potential zoning change incentive at eastern end
to allow residential.
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In the CM+ Urban Design Feasibility study, three
schemes are illustrated at the building height of
18 storeys, 25 storeys and 30 storeys.
Figure 138: Streetview

It is noted that the CM+ options do not account
for the proposed FSR uplift and do not use
floor plate sizes necessarily appropriate to
commercial office development.
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Initial assessment on market incentives

•

The uplift to a higher FSR is hard to achieve as the site already has significant controls.

•

A wider hieght zone without height limitations is recommended for a better built form outcome.

•

A transition zone towards Henry Street including setbacks as presently in the DCP is highly recommended. This ensures a continuous streetscape character and
built form along Henry Street.

•

A physical and visual connection from Henry Street to North Street.

•

Accessiblity into the site that responds towards site 9.

Existing use includes Henry Lawson Centre (bulky goods retail). Large scale commercial development unlikely. Consequently
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CM+’S BUILDING ENVELOPE STUDY

Dickson Rothschild analysed CM+’s building
envelope study. The analysis of proposed
development in the CBD indicates:

GATEWAY
WEST

GATEWAY
EAST

CORE
400M

• Council’s incentives clause LEP removes the
height control for Key Sites.
• The site is at the eastern end of the
commercial core and at main north/south
road connection over the rail line and the
main east-west street through the coreHenry Street. It is approximately 600m to the
centralised railway station. These a

Subject
Site

• The Gateway Site can accommodate a
building at similar height to other gateway
sites (Thornton North, 130m or 41 storeys,
that is taller than most other buildings in the
CBD. Current proposals range between 25
storeys and 45 storeys).
GATEWAY
WEST
Key Site 3
32 storeys

GATEWAY
EAST

CORE
Key Site 11
Thornton Tower
41 storeys
Key Site 9
(130m)
45 storeys

Key Site 8
30 storeys

? storeys

Subject
Site

CBD Elevation by CM+’s Study
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Key Site 7
25 storeys

Key Site 4
25 storeys
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CM+’S BUILDING ENVELOPE STUDY

Key Site 8
Dickson Rothschild analysed CM+’s building
envelope study. The graphic of the Point Tower
concept shows that CM+ envelopes and actual
FSR and floor plate sizes do not relate to that
envisaged under the draft LEP both in terms of
FSR, and floor plate size and land use.

Key Site 7

790 m2
25 ST

1,517 m2
30 ST

In Key Site 7, based on the height of building
and floor plate size of each building, the gross
building area measured from CM+’s massing
model is 70,462 sqm and taking 75% efficiency
as its mixed use development, gross floor area of
the proposal is 52,846 sqm. As site area is 18,850
sqm measured from SixMap, the proposed FSR
is 2.8:1. This is lower than Council’s proposed
FSR control.

917 m2
9 ST
432 m2
9 ST

225 m
6 ST
1,719 m2
12 ST
2

Similarly, in Key Site 8, the gross building area
measured from the massing model is 84,297
sqm and taking 80% efficiency for commercial
use development, the gross floor area of the
proposal is 67,438 sqm. As site area is 16,210
sqm measured from SixMap, the proposed
FSR is 4.2:1, which is also lower than Council ‘s
proposed limit.

810 m2
2
6 ST 723 m
9 ST

801 m2
12 ST
540 m2
12 ST

Subject Site

771 m2
4 ST

874 m2
9 ST

1,223 m2
6 ST

714 m2
9 ST
872 m2
6 ST

663 m2
9 ST
573 m2
4 ST

358 m2
6 ST

507 m2
6 ST

Key Site 8
*GFA : 67,438m2

Subject Site
Site Area: 7,358.3m2 (Exclusive of road
widening area)

Key Site 7
*GFA : 52,846m2

Site Area: 16,210m2

Site Area: 18,850m2

FSR: 4.2 :1

FSR: 2.8 :1

*Note: The developable area measured from
massing model is 84,297m2 and the potential
gross floor area at 80% efficiency, based on the
commercial use premises, is 67,438m2.

*Note: The gross building area measured from massing
model is 70,462m2 and the potential gross floor area at
75% efficiency, based on the mixed use premises, is
52,846m2.
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04. BUILDING ENVELOPE STUDY

RECENT DEVELOPMENT CASE STUDY IN LOCAL AREA

More recent trends in office development often
seek floorplates which allow efficient layouts but
provide better opportunities for enjoying natural
light and ventilation in contrast to traditional
office blocks which rely heavily on artificial light
and air conditioning.

tree

2m

ion S

appr

ox. 5

Stat

Dickson Rothschild studied the recent
development at 121 Henry Street Penrith as
an example of development in the commercial
core. The site image and street view of the
building indicate the depth of the floor plate is
very deep which creates a bulky impression on
the streetscape, and internally, the 20 metres
floor plate depth does not allow for good light
penetration.

Hen

ry St

reet

appr

ox. 4

1m

Henry Street
Approximate Floor Plate Size Area: 2,130 sqm
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Street View_ 121 Henry Street, Penrith

t

Site Map_ 121 Henry Street, Penrith

04. BUILDING ENVELOPE STUDY

RECENT DEVELOPMENT CASE STUDY IN CBD LOCATIONS
Recent commercial development differs from the large floor plate office buildings of years past. New building
seek better natural daylight and floor plates of 1,200-1,800 sqm.
1 Bligh Street, Sydney

200 George Street Sydney

Eclipse Tower, 60 Station Street Parramatta

Permitted: Office building

Permitted: Office building

Permitted: Office building

Floor plates: 1,637 sqm*

Floor plates: average 1,300 sqm*

Floor plates: 1,320 sqm

Floor count: 30

Floor count: 37

Floor count: 19

*Note: Floor plates excludes the central atrium that covers an
additional area of approximately 800 sqm.

*Note: Office tower rise areas: High rise: 1,273 sqm;
Mid rise: 1,146 sqm; Low rise: 1.325 to 1,462 sqm.
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04. BUILDING ENVELOPE STUDY

PROPOSED BUILDING ENVELOPE
Commercial Office Building Envelope of Key Site 8
Dickson Rothschild integrated the CM+ point tower
model but updated with more appropriate floor plate
sizes, i.e. approximately 1,200 sqm and FSR up to 5.5:1
as proposed.
Footprint:1,204m2

Footprint:1,142m2

Footprint:602 m2

Footprint:805 m2
Footprint:1,193m2
Footprint:1,200m2

DR UPDATED MASSING MODEL

Footprint:540 m2

CM+ PROPOSED MASSING MODEL
Building floor plate size is not large enough to facilitate
commercial office use.
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04. BUILDING ENVELOPE STUDY

PROPOSED BUILDING ENVELOPE

Key Site 8

Key Site 7

In Key Site 7, Dickson Rothschild integrated
the CM+ proposed floor plate and increased
height of building to achieve the proposed FSR
at 5.0:1. The dash line indicates the change to
building height.

973 m2
35 ST
723 m
25 ST

2

1,204 m2
30 ST

In Key Site 8, Dickson Rothschild updated the
building floor plate and building depth to reflect
the commercial landuse and to achieve the
proposed FSR at 5.5:1. The dash line indicates
the CM+building envelope.

1,142 m2
22 ST

25 m

810 m2
6 ST

25 m
1,102 m
6 ST

2

11,79 m2
6 ST

It is noted Council’s DCP seeks a maximum
building depth of 25m for commercial floorplates.

25 m

25 m

1,193 m2
12ST

1,200 m2
12 ST

978 m2
4 ST

Key Site 8
*GFA : 88,722m2

Subject Site

771 m2
4 ST

1,223 m2
6 ST

874 m2
25 ST

663 m2
16 ST

714 m2
16 ST

872 m2
6 ST

573 m2
4 ST

821 m2
4 ST

Subject Site
Site Area: 7,358.3m2 (Exclusive of road
widening area)

Key Site 7
*GFA : 93,779m2

Site Area: 16,210m2

Site Area: 18,850m2

FSR: 5.5 :1

FSR: 5.0 :1

*Note: The developable area measured from
massing model is 110,902m2 and the potential
gross floor area at 80% efficiency, based on the
commercial use premises, is 88,722m2.

*Note: The developable area measured from massing
model is 125,039m2 and the potential gross floor area
at 75% efficiency, based on the mixed use premises, is
93,779m2.
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05. HEIGHT CONTEXT

CBD BUILDING ELEVATION

Dickson Rothschild integrated CM+’s building
envelope study and updated building floor plate
and building depth to facilitate appropriate
landuse and more accurately represent the
development standards set to apply to the CBD
(under the imminent Incentives Clause LEP) and
to achieve the proposed FSR.

400M

The proposed development in CBD shows:
• The Gateway site (at the eastern end of the
City Core) is suitable for accommodating a
building taller than most and in the order of
other key sites including Thornton North at
130m or 41 storeys.

Subject
Site

Key Site 3
32 storeys

Key Site 11
Thornton Tower
41 storeys
Key Site 9
(130m)
45 stories

Key Site 8
30 storeys

Subject
Site
? storeys

Key Site 7
35 storeys

Key Site 4
25 storeys
25st
16st

CBD Elevation with proposed building shown increased height of building
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06. HERITAGE BACKGROUND

TO BE UPDATED
The site has a rich heritage dating back to 1805.
The predominate use of the site in the last 200
years has been for educational purposes. The
site was home to Penrith’s first public school.
Research into the historical background of the site
illuminates how the Heritage Item has been used
and helps to establish a contextual relationship
between the building and its surroundings. This
research conducted by Weir Phillip Heritage has
informed design principles that help maintain
the heritage significance whilst informing future
development.

Artist impression. View of the
heritage building and public plaza
Site panoramic photo. View of the site from Evan Street
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06. HERITAGE BACKGROUND
The historical time line demonstrates the built form morphology of the site over time and changes to the
former Infants building and surrounds.

1788

1865

1900

At the time of arrival of the First Fleet in 1788,
present-day Penrith lay on the border of the land
of the Dharug.

The staff & students outside the school around 1900. Penrith City
Library RJ0/Rj00026

Infants Department
Church
Original Boys Department also
the Former ‘Sterling Castle’ Inn

The historical use of the site. Penrith City Library RJ0/Rj00026

The Penrith Infants School first opened in 1865, with the former “Sterling Castle” Inn at the
corner of Evan and Henry Street. A church was situated between the Infants Department
and the “Sterling Castle” Inn.

16

06. HERITAGE BACKGROUND

1930’s

1972

1990’s

The original ‘boys department’ on the corner of Henry and Evans
Streets as seen in 1972. This building has since been demolished.
Penrith City Library 005/005265

The Penrith Infants School building is only remaining original
building.

Penrith Public School

A photograph from the 1930s from the Methodist Church Hall with the
Penrith Public School visible in the far right. Penrith City Library SS0/
SS0026

17

07. HERITAGE CONTEXT ANALYSIS

Research into the historical occupation of the site reveals three buildings that form the Penrith Public
School of 1943: the Boys Department house (in the former ‘ Sterling Castle’ Inn), the School Church
and the Infants Department.

Upon investigation of the relationship between the building and the surrounding area, design
principles have been formulated that inform our treatment of the Heritage Item and the Henry
Street frontage.

Maintain open space
curtilage by creating a
setting of mature trees in a
deep soil planting zone as
per Penrith Public School
Define open space

aerial photograph 1943

View Heritage building in the round.
Infants Department

Church

Original Boys Department also the
Former ‘Sterling Castle’ Inn
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08. URBAN DESIGN PRINCIPLES

Urban Design Context

Urban Design Context

Urban Design Context

_ Urban Structure

_ Solar Access

_ Future Streetscape

RAILWAY

LINE

MID

EASTERN

NORTH
ST
OSED
GREAT
WESTE
E
R
RN HI
GHWA
Y)

(PROP

DAY

ACRO

DCP
4 STOREY
STREETWALL

RAILWAY

MAIN STREET

TOWER

SS

GATEWAY
CORNER

SUN

LINK

TOWER

Located adjacent to the only accessible eastern vehicular

•

link over the rail line to the Penrith CBD and sitting on the
fringe of the Penrith CBD core.
•

Located 600 metres from Penrith train station.

•

Identified as a “Gateway” site and mark “Gateway” location

2

2

TRANSITION FOR LOW SCALE TRANSITION FOR
STREETWALL HERITAGE STREETWALL
HEIGHT
HEIGHT

WITHIN PENRITH
JUSTIN PRECINCT

•

4

Separate tower buildings as much as possible to maintain

•

solar access to Heritage Item and Public Open Space.
•

Limit floorplate of building in the west to increase solar
access in the middle of the day.

Maintain four storey high streetwall to continue DCP street
wall height along Henry Street.

•

Transition to two storey podium to be sympatholytic to the
Heritage Item.

through built form at prominent corner.
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08. URBAN DESIGN PRINCIPLES

2.

1.
•

Maintain landscape setting of

•

the Heritage Item as shown in

3.
Make provision for viewing the

•

Heritage Item in the round.

Provide a termination to the four
storey street wall to the west

the 1943 Aerial Photo through

along Henry Street.

planting of substantial trees in

•

the deep soil zone.

Transition to a two storey podium
to frame the Heritage item.

•

1

Further modulate the two storey
podium, to the rear of the
Heritage Item, to single storey to

4

2
Henry St

Evan St

2

•

allow winter light into open space
at rear of the Item.
Define Evan/Henry Street corner
with two storey podium to
maintain visual importance to
heritage item when viewed from
the public domain.

4.

5.

•

Define public open space.

•

Define green space.

•
•

6.
Encourage pedestrian activity with

Use built form to create a

active edge to plaza.

buffer between heritage item

Encourage Justice related

+open space and proposed

commercial uses as per Penrith

Great Western Highway

Progression Plan with associate

Upgrade and Railway line.

retail uses on the ground level.
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•

09. ECONOMICALLY FEASIBLE OPTION COMPARISON

ECONOMICAL STUDY

The feasibility of five Landuse Options were
tested and the following two were the only viable
options(refer to HILLPDA Report):
1. Residential with 1,500 sqm of retail, proposed
FSR at 5.5:1;

Option 1:

Option 2:

Mixed use with 1,874 sqm of retail at ground floor,
5,000 sqm of commercial in podium and residential
above

Mixed use with 1,500 sqm of retail at ground floor,
5,000 sqm of commercial at podium and residential
above

FSR: 5.5:1

FSR: 6.5:1

2. Mixed used development consists 1,500 sqm
of retail at ground floor, 5,000 sqm of commercial
at podium levels and residential above. Proposed
FSR at 6.5:1.

41 ST
39 ST

Source: Feasibility results of each option, HillPDA

Retail / Mixed Use

Commercial / Office
Residential_ GFA
Car Parking / Driveway
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10. CONCEPTUAL MASSING MODEL

PROPOSED BUILDING ENVELOPE

Subject Site

Key Site 8
Dickson Rothschild’s proposal considers Penrith
DCP required floor plate sizes, depth and building
setbacks as well as ADG building separation.
The gross building area measured from the
massing model is 63,651 sqm and taking 75%
efficiency as its mixed use development, gross
floor area of the proposal is 47,738 sqm. As site
area is 7,358.3 sqm taken from survey plan, the
proposed FSR is 6.49:1 (Note: site area excludes
future road widening adjacent to Great Western
Highway).

748 m2
41 ST

973 m2
35 ST
723 m
25 ST

2

745 m2
25 ST

1,204 m2
30 ST
1,142 m2
22 ST

Height allows for variation of built form, a
landmark tower at the corner and large open
space around existing heritage item.

810 m2
6 ST

1,102 m2
6 ST

11,79 m2
6 ST

1,189 m
2 ST
1,171 m2
4 ST

2

1,200 m2
12 ST

1,193 m2
12ST
978 m2
4 ST

Key Site 8

22

Key Site 7

821 m2
4 ST
Henry

771 m2
4 ST

1,223 m2
6 ST

874 m2
25 ST

663 m2
16 ST

714 m2
16 ST

872 m2
6 ST

573 m2
4 ST

Street

Subject Site

Key Site 7

*GFA : 88,722m2

*GFA : 47,738m2

*GFA : 93,779m2

Site Area: 16,210m2

Site Area: 7,358.3m2

Site Area: 18,850m2

FSR: 5.5 :1

FSR: 6.49 :1

FSR: 5.0 :1

*Note: The developable area measured from
massing model is 110,902m2 and the potential
gross floor area at 80% efficiency, based on the
commercial use premises, is 88,722m2.

*Note: The developable area measured from
massing model is 63,651m2 and the potential
gross floor area at 75% efficiency, based on the
mixed use premises, is 47,738m2.

*Note: The developable area measured from massing
model is 125,039m2 and the potential gross floor area
at 75% efficiency, based on the mixed use premises, is
93,779m2.

11. CONCEPTUAL MASTER PLAN

SITE PLAN

KEY SITE 8

30 ST

22 ST

18 ST
4 ST
25 ST

5

6

KEY SITE 7

18 ST

2 ST
4

12 ST

1 Heritage Building

35 ST

2 Public Open Space (plaza)

41 ST

3

3 Retained Trees

6

2

4 Retail

4 ST

4 ST
1

4

Henr

y Stre

et

Stre
et

2 ST

6 Residential Towers

Eva
n

4

5 Communal Open Space

6 ST

N
0

10

20

50m

25 ST
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12. LAND USE AND POSITION

The massing model illustrates the building
position and envelope of each component of the
proposed development.
The gross building area of the retail and mixed
use component measured from massing model
is 1,993 sqm. The GBA of commercial component
is 6,787 sqm and 54,871 sqm for residential
development. Taking 75% efficiency of total GBA
as its proposed mixed use zoning, the proposed
GFA of retail and mixed use is 1,495sqm and
the GFA of commercial component is 5,090
sqm. The GFA of residential development is
41,153 sqm consisting of approximately 549 two
bedroom apartment units taking an average of
75 sqm per unit.

Retail / Mixed Use_ GFA: 1,495sqm
Commercial / Office_ GFA: 5,090sqm
Residential_ GFA: 41,153 sqm (549 units)
Car Parking / Driveway
View from South looking towards North

View from North looking towards South

Henry Street

t
Stree

t

Stree
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Evan

Evan

Henry Street

13. DESIGN GUIDELINES

Illustrative scheme looking from south towards the site

Site Plan

18
25

an

Ev
ee

Str

41
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et

et

Stre

18

Eva
n

t

t
Henry Stree

Henr

• Separate buildings as much as possible to provide solar access through middle of site towards the south..
• Step building height to provide human scale podium around heritage building.
• Provide a backdrop building in the rear to form a courtyard and to create enclosure to heritage building.
• Create a publicly accessible public open space around heritage building.
• Create landscape curtilage around heritage building to acknowledge historical landscape setting.
• Maximise height on corner to mark “Gateway” location.

Setback between towers: 26-36 m
Step building height
Dropback building in the rear
Public access to public open space
Define ‘Gateway’ location
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14. PEDESTRIAN ACCESS AND ACTIVITIES

High rise residential levels

High rise residential levels

Mid rise residential levels

Mid rise residential levels

Communal Open Space

Low rise commercial levels
Roof terrace

Communal Open Space
Activities on ground level for public
Activities on roof terrace level for commercial tenancies
Activities in communal open space on
podium roof level for residents
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Henry

Street

15. CONCEPT DESIGN OF RETAIL / COMMERCIAL FLOOR PLATES

Ground floor retail spaces in association with potential commercial Justice related floor space

GF Parking
2,832m2

Level 1 Parking
2,832m2
Commercial
Lobby
80 m2

Retail 3
147m2

10

30

Retail 6
134m2

Commercial
Tennancy 1
835 m2

Commercial
Tennancy 2
981 m2

Commercial
Tennancy 4
824 m2

Retail 7
245m2

Retail 8
160m2

20

Commercial
Lobby
40 m2
Commercial
Tennancy 3
753 m2

Retail 5
132m2

N
0

Commercial
Lobby
40 m2

Retail 4
178 m2

Retail 2
340m2

Retail 1
159m2

Level 2-3 Parking
2,832m2

40

Concept Plan Ground Level

Concept Plan Level 1

Concept Plan Level 2-3

Retail GFA: 1,495 sqm

Commercial GFA: 1,856 sqm

Commercial GFA per level: 1,617 sqm

50m
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16. PUBLIC OPEN SPACE AND ACTIVATION

View looking from southwest towards public plaza

View looking towards the communal open space on podium

View looking from southeast towards public plaza
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1 Retail on ground level with outdoor
seating
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t
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1
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3
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2

2 Reuse the heritage item and create a publicly accessible
plaza

3 Communal open space on podium level
providing recreational opportunities.

4 Retail on ground level with
outdoor seating

Public open space reference images
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17. STREETSCAPE
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Streetscape on Henry Street

• Continue street wall height along Henry Street.
• Transition to lower scale streetwall within site to related to heritage.

Streetscape on Great Western Hwy

• Creating green buffer between Great Western Hwy and the proposed development to diminish negative impact from railway line (ie. noisy).

• Use streetwall height and separation to retain streetscape views to heritage building.
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18. VIEW IMPACT ON HERITAGE ITEM

The setback of the proposed new buildings on the site will maintain the prominence of the original building
when viewed in both directions along Henry Street.
This proposal neatly allows an existing modest school building to maintain its streetscape presence and
integrity as a free-standing building whilst allowing major development to take place in close proximity.

2

1

He
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t
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n
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et

H

2
View looking from northwest towards the heritage item

Match height of streetwall at Key site 8
Transition streetwall height down to relate to Height Item
Retail podium setback to Heritage Item: 12- 16m
Residential tower setback to Heritage Item: 16- 20m
Align high rise residential tower with Heritage Item
Curve of chamfer podium building edge to allow view to Heritage Item
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View looking from northeast towards the heritage item

19. SHADOW DIAGRAM
A shadow study was undertaken to determine the effects of overshadowing between 10am and 12pm on
22nd of June.

10:00 am on 22nd June

11:00 am on 22nd June

12:00 pm on 22nd June
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19. SHADOW DIAGRAM
A shadow study was undertaken to determine the effects of overshadowing between 10am and 12pm on
and 22nd of September.
10:00 am on 22nd September

32

11:00 am on 22nd September

12:00 pm on 22nd September

20. YIELD SUMMARY

Retail

TOWER B

GFA / m

2

TOWER A
646

Commercial

2,461

Residential

14,695

Residential Units
Total Units

HERITAGE BUILDING
160

47,738

Total
2
Site Area / m
FSR
TOWER A

TOWER B
689
1,495
2,629
5,090
26,459
41,153
7,358

6.49
196

353

549

NOTE: Residential units calculated at an average two bedroom apartment /75 sqm per unit.

HERITAGE BUILDING
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Dickson Rothschild
DR Design(NSW)Pty Ltd
9 Argyle Place
Millers Point NSW 2000
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Phone +61 2 8540 8720
ndickson@dicksonrothschild.com.au
www.dicksonrothschild.com.au
Nominated Architect: Robert Nigel Dickson
Registration No.: 5364

8th May 2017
Paul Altree-Williams
D.R. Design (NSW) Pty Ltd
12 Argyle Place
Milsons Point
NSW 2000
Dear Paul
51 Henry Street, Penrith – Mixed Use Development
Parking and Traffic Consultants Pty Ltd (PTC) has been engaged by D.R. Design Pty Ltd to provide a response
to the comments raised by Penrith City Council to the Pre-DA submission for the proposed mixed use
development at 51 Henry Street, Penrith.
Following the Planning Proposal on 31st August 2016, the following comments were received from Council,
in a letter dated 25th November 2016:
Traffic and Access

1. The Traffic and Parking Assessment (TPA) report is proposing a direct vehicular access to/from North
Street which is Arterial Road and requires concurrence from RMS. North Street is a key transport
corridor for the regional City Centre and needs to meet transport growth demands for the next 30
years.
2. A future road widening proposal to 4 lanes to North Street will likely include a central median island
and bridge supporting structure (pier). Therefore any direct vehicular access for this planning
proposal is unlikely to be supported. Preliminary advice received from the NSW Roads and Maritime
Services advises that access to North Street will not be permitted.
3. The future road widening proposal to 4 lanes to North Street will result in the westbound
carriageway being at a significantly lower level of the existing pavement to accommodate
clearances under the Evan Street overpass.
4. The location of the driveway in North Street does not meet minimum sight distance requirements to
the east. The abutment of the overhead bridge over the railway line impedes sight distances and has
not been considered in the traffic report.
5. The TPA is proposing two direct vehicular access to/from Henry Street. The eastern end access raises
concern in its location in relation to Evan Street/Henry Street signalled intersection. The Western end
is adjacent to a busy car park boom gated entry / exit. The TPA is to address the following:
5.1. The traffic generation / management of the proposed development in the context of the
existing road network
5.2. The existing network capacity and operation of the Evan Street/Henry Street signalled
intersection
5.3. To confirm proposed access arrangements (location/type) to service this development

5.4. To ensure that the impact of the development is appropriately managed and that safe and
efficient access is provided for the development
6. The traffic report noted two attachments – Attachment 1 - Drawings and Attachment 2 - Swept
Paths however no information was provided for assessment.
Revised Development
As part of the response to the Council comments, the proposed development has been reviewed revised to
provide the following mixed use facilities:



Retail Space



Commercial Office Space – 5,000 m2



Residential Units

- 1,500m2

- 137 x one bedroom units
- 301 x two bedroom units
- 109 x three bedroom units
- 547 units in total.

Also, as part of the review of the development proposals, it is now proposed that the access for the
development will be via one driveway off Henry Street.
The details of this driveway are discussed later in this response.
Planning Policy Requirements – Car Parking
The revised parking provision for the development has been established with reference to the requirements
presented in Part C10 of the Penrith City Development Control Plan 2014 (DCP) and State Environmental
Planning Policy No 65 (SEPP 65) – Design Quality of Residential Developments.
The commercial and Retail component of the development has been established with reference to Part C10
of the Penrith City Development Control Plan 2014, Section C10, Table C10.2. In accordance to the DCP, the
relevant parking requirements are as follows:

 Commercial Space
o

1 space per 100m2 GFA (Penrith City Centre)

 Retail Space
o

1 space per 30m2

In reference to SEPP 65, the car parking provision is based on proximity to public transport in Sydney
Metropolitan area. For developments within 800m of a railway station or light rail stop the minimum car
parking requirement is set out in the Guide to Traffic Generating Developments (RMS). The RMS guide
outlines that for high density residential developments the minimum parking provision for Metropolitan
Regional (CBD) Centres:

 0.4 space per 1 bedroom unit
 0.7 spaces per 2 bedroom unit
 1.2 spaces per 3 bedroom unit
 1 space per 7 units for visitors
The site is located within 800m of Penrith Railway station and it is therefore considered acceptable to
adopted the SEPP65 requirement for minimum parking provision (refer to RMS Guide to Traffic Generating
Developments).
Planning Policy Requirements – Bicycle Parking
The bicycle parking provision for the development has been established with reference to the requirements
presented in Part C10 of the Penrith City Development Control Plan 2014.
In accordance with Table C10.2, bicycle parking should be provided in accordance with the suggested
bicycle parking provision rates for different land use types in the document ‘Planning Guidelines for Walking
and Cycling’ (NSW Government 2004).
With reference to ‘Planning Guidelines for Walking and Cycling’, the relevant bicycle parking requirements
are as follows:

 Commercial and Retail Staff -

3-5% of staff

 Residential Units -

20-30% of units

 Residential Visitors -

5-10% of units

Development Car Parking - Provisions
Based on the requirements of the DCP and SEPP65, the car parking provision for the revised development is
as follows:
Use Type

Units /
Staff

Commercial

Commercial space

5,000 m2

Retail

Retail space

1,500 m2

@

1 space per 30m2

50

137 units
301 units
109 units
547 units

Total Retail Parking spaces:
@ 0.4 space per unit
@ 0.7 space per unit
@ 1.2 space per unit
@ 1 space per 7 units

50
54.8
210.7
130.8
78.1

Residential

1 bedroom unit
2 bedroom unit
3 bedroom unit
Visitors

GFA /

DCP Rate

@ 1 space per 100m2
Total Commercial Parking spaces:

Total Residential Parking spaces:
Total Parking spaces:

Minimum Spaces
50
50

(474.4) 475
575

Development Bicycle Parking Provisions
Applying the DCP rates to the revised development leads to the bicycle parking provisions outlined below:

Commercial
Retail

Residential

Use Type

Units / GFA /
Staff

Commercial Staff

200 staff*

Retail Staff

18 staff**

Retail Visitors

18 staff**

Residents

547 units

Visitors

547 units

DCP Rate
@

3-5% of staff

Total Commercial Bicycle Parking spaces:
@
3-5% of staff

Minimum Spaces
10
10
.9

@
5-10% of staff
Total Retaill Bicycle Parking spaces:

1.8
(2.7) 3

@

109.4

20-30% of units

@
5-10% units
Total Residential Bicycle Parking spaces:
Total Bicycle Parking spaces:

54.7
(164.1) 164
157

* Estimated commercial staff numbers of 200 based on 25m2 per member of staff
**Estimated retail staff numbers based on 2 staff per retail unit

Service Vehicle Requirements
With reference the DCP and the RMS Guide to Generating Traffic (the guide), the following Service Vehicle
provisions are required:

 Residential Units –

1 service vehicle space per 40 units (the DCP)

 Commercial Space - <200,00m2, 1 space per 4,000m2 GFA (the guide)
 Retail Space – <2,000m2, 1 space per 400m2 GFA (the guide)
Based on these requirements, 12 service vehicle spaces will be provided as part of the residential
development, two service vehicle spaces provided for the commercial portion and four spaces for the retail
portion.
In accordance with table C10.3 of the DCP, the minimum design vehicle for commercial developments up to
1,500m2 required a service design vehicle up to a Medium Rigid Vehicle (MRV) and developments greater
than 4,000m2 require and Articulated vehicle. Given that the commercial portion of the development is to be
office, it has been deemed that the provision of articulated service vehicles would be not warranted; given
the type of deliveries etc. that would be expected.
In accordance with Section C5 of the DCP, refuse collection will be undertaken by a Heavy Rigid Vehicle
(HRV), therefore one of the residential service bays will be provided to accommodate an HRV.
Therefore the service vehicle areas would be provided to accommodate a maximum vehicle size of an HRV.

Development Traffic Generation
The revised development comprises a mixed used development incorporating 454 residential units, 1,500m2
of retail space and 5,000m2 of commercial office space.
In order to estimate traffic volumes likely to be generated by the subject site, reference was made to the
following trip guides:

 Residential Component;
o

‘High density residential flat buildings’ – RMS Technical Direction, TDT 2013/04

 Commercial and Retail Component
o

‘Office & Commercial Space’ – RMS Guide to Traffic Generating Developments (2002)

Residential Traffic Generation
The TDT 2013/14 is based on recent surveys conducted for high-density residential flat buildings across the
Greater Sydney Region. It is currently considered to be the most relevant guide to estimating traffic
generations for residential flat buildings containing (20) or more dwellings. This guide suggests the
following rates:

 AM Peak Hour Rate:

0.19 trips / unit;

 PM Peak Hour Rate:

0.15 trips /unit.

The proposal accommodates a total of 547 units and leads to an estimated AM peak hour rate of 104 trips
and a PM peak hour rate of 82 trips. These rates are based on developments with reasonable access to public
transport. Since it has been established previously that the site has excellent access to public transport, the
above rates are considered appropriate.

Commercial and Retail Traffic Generation
The RMS Guide provides the following rates for commercial sites:

 PM Peak Hour Trip Rate:

2 trips / 100m2 GFA;

No rate is presented for the morning peak, however there is no evidence to suggest it would be higher or
lower than the evening peak.
The commercial and retail space has a proposed gross floor area of 6,500m2. Applying this area to the above
rates leads to an estimated peak hour rate of 130 trips.

Combined Traffic Generation
Based on the above figures the revised development is estimated to generate the following traffic volumes:
Period

Residential
Generation

AM Peak Hour Trips
PM Peak Hour Trips

104
82

Trip Commercial / Retail Trip Combined
Generation
Generation
130
130

Trip

234
212

As discussed in the TPA, the traffic activity throughout the Penrith CBD will change a s a result of the
proposed ‘Key Sites’ developments and as such, any traffic modelling undertaken at this stage, on the
current traffic in the vicinity of the site, would not reflect the likely traffic activity upon the completion of the

proposed development.
It is therefore proposed to undertake the traffic modelling for this development at the DA stage of the
process, when it is expected the ‘Key Sites’ traffic model would be available.
Car Park Assessment
According to AS2890.1, Table 1.1 the classification of the off street parking will be as follows:
 Residential Parking User Class 1A (residential, domestic and employee parking)

 Commercial and Retail Parking -

User Class 1A (residential, domestic and employee parking)

At this stage of the development process the details of the car park layout design is not available.
The parking will be provided in accordance with AS2890.1 and AS2890.6 and the detailed layout will be
provided at the DA stage of the design process.
Bicycle parking and End of Trip Facilities will be designed in accordance with AS2890.2 and the ‘Planning
Guidelines for Walking and Cycling’ and these layout designs will be provided at DA stage.
The service vehicle spaces will be designed in accordance with AS2890.2. and the maximum vehicle size will
be an HRV. The spaces and access will be designed to accommodate the design vehicle (maximum HRV) and
in accordance with the requirements of AS2890.2.
Access Assessment
Given the proposed parking provision of 575 spaces, in accordance with AS2890.1, Table 3.1, the Access
Facility Category will be Category 3.
Subsequently in accordance with Table 3.2 of the standard, the driveway entry with will be 6.0m, the exit
width will be 4.0m to 6.0m and the driveway will include a separation of 1.0m to 3.0m in width.
The driveway will be located on the Henry Street frontage of the development, taking into consideration the
proximity of the Henry Street/Evans Street signalised intersection to the east and the driveway access to the
adjacent car park to the west.
The driveway location and design of the driveway will be provided at the DA stage of the design process and
will be designed in accordance with AS2890.1.
The service vehicle area will be designed to accommodate six MRV’s for servicing the commercial and retail
portion, one HRV for refuse collection and 11 car derived vans/utes to service the residential portion and the
access and any service docks designed in accordance with the relevant requirements of AS2890.2.
Details of the service areas and access will be provided at DA stage.
A management plan will be put in place to manage the service and this will also be provided at DA stage.

Response to Council Comments
Taking into consideration the significant changes to the development as described in this letter, below is a
summary of PTC’s responses to the Council comments:
1. A revised single access driveway is proposed off Henry Street and therefore the development will not
impact on the upgrade to North Street.
2. A revised single access driveway is proposed off Henry Street and therefore the development will not
impact on the upgrade to North Street.
3. The urban design team will assess this as part of the overall development.
4. A revised single access driveway is proposed off Henry Street and therefore the development will not
impact on the upgrade to North Street.
5. The single driveway access will be provided to cater for the residential, commercial, retail and service
vehicle activity and will be designed in accordance with the requirements of AS2890.1. and AS2890.2
The location of this access will take into consideration the adjacent intersections.
The traffic modelling for the development will be undertaken at the DA stage, when it is expected that
the ‘Key Sites’ development modelling will be available to provide a more accurate reflection of the
traffic activity in Penrith CBD at the completion of this development.
6. Noted. Due to the significant changes to the development, the plans indicating the access layouts and
vehicle swept paths will be provided at the DA stage.

25 May, 2017
Attention:

Paul Altree-Williams

D.R. Design (NSW) Pty Ltd
12 Argyle Place, Millers Point NSW 2000.
Re:

Henry Street, Penrith

Dear Paul
Further to Council’s comments with regard to the above planning proposal. I note the following below.
Council’s Comment:
•

The proposed curtilage around the heritage item is extremely limited. This needs to be expanded
on east, west and northern sides. The limited curtilage does not allow sufficient landscaping
especially for deep rooted trees. This is significant especially on the northern side where outdoor
seating is proposed.

Response:
The revisions substantially enlarge and enhance the curtilage around the Heritage Item. It is noted that
the provision of underground parking is not under the Item or its curtilage, but is confined to areas
under the proposed new building envelope. This allows for the retention of significant trees within the
curtilage and the opportunity for further planting of trees in the deep soil zone.
The curtilage area will also be vehicle-free. This will further enhance the potential for landscape and
limited hard surfaces. The Heritage item will form the core to a new soft urban space. It will have a
setting that consists of a two storey podium set behind substantial trees.
The Heritage Item will remain separated from the proposed new buildings on the site. No link is
proposed, allowing the Item to maintain its autonomy and the allow it to be viewed “in the round”.
For a situation where urban development meets a modest heritage building, this is a good outcome. The
two and one storey podium will mean that the most immediate built form is of similar scale in height to
the Item. Trees and substantial planting will also mitigate this interface. For some time now the site has
featured mature trees which have formed part of the setting of the Item. With the removal of the existing
modern school buildings this setting can be enhanced with further planting.
Council’s comment:
•

The two vehicular entry points adjacent to the Heritage Item is considered inappropriate. One entry
point, say to the west, would allow a more appropriate eastern curtilage to the Heritage Item.

Response:
The proposal has also to respond to the desired future character of its surroundings. It is proposed that
there be a four storey street height along Henry Street. The site is severely constrained in terms of
vehicular access from anywhere but on the Henry Street frontage. In noting Council’s comments the
following is proposed:
(i) Suitable access to the site is not available from Evan Street and North Street.
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(ii) The vehicular entry is to be located at the western boundary of the site on Henry Street, this is
as far away from the item as is possible.
(iii) The podium section above the vehicular entry is four storeys to match the anticipated street
wall height of the property to the west. This street wall height will become two storeys as a
transition from the four storey street wall to form the lower scale backdrop to the Item.
(iv) No drop off or other intrusive traffic management is proposed in front of the Item.
Council’s comment:
•

The podium proposed needs further consideration, so there is cleared backdrop to the Heritage
item. The language of the podium should also be better defined between the podium and the high
rise above it.

Response:
The podium has been revised to be 2 storeys in the area surrounding the Item. As the podium is only in
Planning Proposal form, its further resolution could include a façade treatment that creates a series of
vertical elements of similar proportion to the school building. There could also be breaks in the façade to
further modulate it and create a scale in that would allow retained and new trees to dominate the
curtilage and enhance the setting of the Item.
The tower elements could also be set higher above the two storey podium providing an opportunity for
recesses under the towers. The shadows created will give a sense of the towers floating above the
podium and of separation between podium and tower.
Council’s comment:
•

The quantum of FSR which is proposed would not encourage the most-appropriate separation
between new and old buildings, and also would not encourage stepping of new building forms to
provide the most-complimentary backdrop.

Response:
When dealing with modest heritage building set in large developments it is most important that the
podium of the development sets the scale for the backdrop of the Item. In this case the podium is one to
two storeys. It modulates to four storeys to hold the street front height as is proposed for the rest of the
street. The central section, between the two towers is one and two storeys to give the least intrusive
backdrop to the Item when viewed from its front elevation.
The additional modulation also minimises overshadowing of the deep soil area to the rear of the
Heritage Item allowing tress forming the setting of the Item to flourish.
As noted above the façade of the two storey podium will be carefully proportioned to be sympathetic to
the Item. From street level and in vistas along Henry Street, the Item will maintain its streetscape
presence.
This proposal does not relate to a set quantum in terms of FSR. This is primarily derived from the height
of the two towers. The towers are set back from the podium and the first floor above the podium is
recessed to form a shadow line and to give the towers a sense of “floating” above the podiums.
Council’s comment:
•

The planning proposal is supported by a heritage report which does not identify an appropriate
curtilage based upon former playground areas or orientation of entrances to the former school
building.
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Response:
The revised curtilage seeks to provide a setting to the Item that allows it to be understood “in the
round”. As a former school building it would be understood that the area surrounding it would have
been a playground. It would also be understood that historically, school playgrounds had minimal
landscaping, however it is noted form the 1943 Aerial Map that the setting of the Item to the rear
consisted of trees.
Street access to the school building was from a porch on the southern elevation and an entry from the
north relating to the playground. The street entry has always been quite close to the front boundary. The
rear entry directly opening onto the playground.
The relationship of the front entry to the street is unaffected by the proposal and the entry to the rear
has the bulk of the curtilage adjacent to it as it also has the setting of retained and new trees. A similar
setting to that of the 1943 aerial Photograph.
Additional measures:
In addition to the above changes, local place names, both aboriginal and European are being researched
with a view to their incorporation into appropriate parts of the proposal.
The future use of the school building is still under consideration, but the use will be low key and it is
envisaged that it would entail minimal additions to the building. This would allow the building to be
appreciated “in the round”.
Conclusion:
The Proposal has taken on board comments by Council’s heritage officer and as such the proposal is
offering enhanced curtilage and a setting that comprises the component of the development that is at
two storeys and an enhanced backdrop of large trees.
Should you require any further information, please call me.
Yours faithfully,

James Phillips
Director
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