Critique of Gower assessment:

The planner has not produced a consistent report: 

1
SETBACKS:

Terraces can project into a setback as long as they don't have walls & roofs (ie aren’t enclosed).  If they are enclosed, this effectively incorporates them into the building itself since the walls & roofs will become the visible outline of the building

The planner has failed to note that the rear 3 levels do NOT step back up the slope away from the north boundary – the 2nd level (ground floor) actually protrudes over the lower gr fl due to the walls & the roofs of the terraces which run along the building with a break only in the middle.  This reduces the rear setback (grnd floor) to 2.5m instead of 4m. (see Grnd flr plan & N end of W elevation).

Note: you can see the enclosed nature of the terraces from E & W elevations where they project as solid walls, & on front & rear elevations from the shadow effect). 

At the front, the 1st floor (units 18 & 26) have enclosed terraces that effectively reduce the front setback to 4m & 5m respectively, not 6.1m.  Unit 30 has the same enclosed terrace set back only 5m and both 1st & 2nd floors overhang the ground level at the front by several metres (see N & S ends of the W elevation and the front wing walls of the terraces)

Instead, The planner states (p15) that the front setback is 6.1m – but this is to the main façade, not the front of the walled & roofed terraces

BUT:

The applicant confirms that the front setback is only 4m not 6m (Application p29). 

The planner also states: "Along the rear southern boundary, walls and balconies exceed the required building setback by as much as 1.5m"  ??  (p21)

Does this mean the front southern boundary or the rear northern boundary? Either way, there is no other comment about what to do about these exceedences. 

HOWEVER;  In the Rescode assessment of side setbacks, the planner admits that wall & roofs DO decrease the effective setback (p21 & 22) and has imposed conditions to set the top floor balconies back into the building.

YET these side terraces are only enclosed partially by screens & framework, not solid end walls like the front & rear terraces which should also be required to be further set back (since the front setback is inadequate and the building should step back away from the boundary with each level at the rear)

2
BUILDING FORM, DDO8:

The applicant doesn’t directly admit that consecutive floors are >75% of the lower one but tacitly does so (Application p31) by saying that “Arguably the requirement that the floor area of any second or third storey element of a building not exceed 75% of the ground floor area is too simplistic to argue that this “wedding cake” design response is the only way to achieve the relevant “design objective” which is “to ensure new development is well articulated and upper storey elements are not unduly bulky or visually intrusive”. ”

In fact it is 81% (around 90% if you include the enclosed terraces - just compare the grnd & 1st flr plans)

YET the planner decided it is only 73%!!! (p15)

3
OTHER RESCODE ISSUES

The Application states site coverage is 63% (p44), but the planner says 56%!! (p18)

The Application states permeability is 24% (p44), but the planner says 22%!! (p19)

Waste management: The planner says (p26) "It is suggested that there is a temporary holding area onsite, thus preventing bins from cluttering the footpath during collection, however this is not shown on plan. A condition will require this area be designated".

But occupying half the front garden next to private terraces is the only available spot

Storage:  Over-bonnet storage is located on both sides of the eastern half of the basement - but here the height is only 3m.  Storage structures may project into a car space but only above 2.1m, and each space is only 2.6 - 3m wide.  Storage is shown as only 0.5m deep - thus storage volume is max. approx. 1 x 3 x 0.5 = 1.5m3 instead of the min of 6m3 - ie, only 25% of the minimum.  Also very hard to access - need to remove car & then use ladder - simply not adequate, practical or convenient - more pokiness.  

Jeff suggests using bicycle space if larger space needed - not appropriate, this would impinge on ability to use & store bikes, akin to using a garage for storage & don't have a car, or park in street or on nature strip!

4
OTHER ISSUES

*
Plans: S elev (front) & N elev (rear) fail to show W balconies; S elev does show E ones. Side ones are only framed & roofed - rear & front ones have solid walls & roofs

*
Crown trees along rear easement will be compromised - this is where both storm water & sewerage pipes are only about 1m below the surface - right in the root zone

*
Comparison with 767 Doncaster Rd where balconies are not enclosed, but where there's even less room for trees.  You need to elaborate on comparison of car access issues - ?

CONCLUSION:

Some issues (eg storage) aren't individually very significant but some are - eg, inappropriate bulk for a court (compare with the one on Doncaster Rd) the appearance of the building from all sides with projecting enclosed balconies wiil effectively decrease setbacks from boundaries and increase visual bulk.

But all the above discrepancies and exceedences underline the fact that overall there is NOT ENOUGH SPACE BECAUSE THERE'S TOO MANY UNITS

