CITY OF WEST TORRENS

Notice of Panel Meeting

Notice is Hereby Given that a Meeting of the

COUNCIL ASSESSMENT PANEL

will be held in the George Robertson Room, Civic Centre
165 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, Hilton

on

TUESDAY, 13 OCTOBER 2020
at 5.00pm

Public access will be by electronic platform only (audio and video).
Public access to the meeting will not be provided in person.

Information on public access to the meeting is available at:
https://www.westtorrens.sa.gov.au/livestream

Hannah Bateman

Assessment Manager
City of West Torrens Disclaimer

Council Assessment Panel

Please note that the contents of this Council Assessment Panel Agenda have yet to be considered
and deliberated by the Council Assessment Panel therefore the recommendations may be adjusted or
changed by the Council Assessment Panel in the process of making the formal Council Assessment
Panel decision.

Note: The plans contained in this Agenda are subject to copyright and should not be copied
without authorisation.
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1 MEETING OPENED
1.1 Evacuation Procedures

1.2  Electronic Platform Meeting

2 PRESENT

3 APOLOGIES

4 CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES
RECOMMENDATION

That the Minutes of the meeting of the Council Assessment Panel held on 8 September 2020 be
confirmed as a true and correct record.

5 DISCLOSURE STATEMENTS

In accordance with section 7 of the Assessment Panel Members — Code of Conduct the following
information should be considered by Council Assessment Panel members prior to a meeting:

A member of a Council Assessment Panel who has a direct or indirect personal or pecuniary
interest in a matter before the Council Assessment Panel (other than an indirect interest that exists
in common with a substantial class of persons) —

a. must, as soon as he or she becomes aware of his or her interest, disclose the nature and
extent of the interest to the panel; and

b. must not take part in any hearings conducted by the panel, or in any deliberations or
decision of the panel, on the matter and must be absent from the meeting when any
deliberations are taking place or decision is being made.

If an interest has been declared by any member of the panel, the Assessment Manager will record
the nature of the interest in the minutes of meeting.
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6 REPORTS OF THE ASSESSMENT MANAGER
6.1 12 Broughton Avenue, KURRALTA PARK

Application No 211/334/2020

Appearing before the Panel will be:

Representors:  Judith Vincent of 14 Broughton Avenue, Kurralta Park wishes to appear in
support of the representation.
Andrew Young of 9 Broughton Avenue, Kurralta Park wishes to appear in
support of the representation.

Applicant: Matt Falconer acting on behalf of the Applicant wishes to appear in response to

the representation.

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION DETAILS

DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT | Construction of a two storey residential flat building
containing 4 x dwellings, associated landscaping and

a front masonry fence.

APPLICANT 365 Studio Pty Ltd
LODGEMENT DATE 5 May 2020

ZONE Residential Zone

POLICY AREA Medium Density Policy Area 19
APPLICATION TYPE Merit

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION Category 2

REFERRALS Internal

o City Assets
e \Waste services

DEVELOPMENT PLAN VERSION

Consolidated 12 July 2018

DELEGATION

e The relevant application is for a merit, Category 2
or Category 3 form of development,
representations have been received and one or
more representors wish to be heard on their
representation.

RECOMMENDATION

Support with conditions

REPORT AUTHOR

Jordan Leverington

SUBJECT LAND AND LOCALITY

The subject land is formally described as Allotment 26 Deposited Plan 2478 in the area named
Kurralta Park, Hundred of Adelaide, Volume 5175 Folio 153, more commonly known as

12 Broughton Avenue, Kurralta Park. The subject site is rectangular in shape with a 19.20 metre
(m) wide frontage to Broughton Avenue, a depth of 44.12m and overall site area of 847.1 square
metres (m?).

It is noted that there are no easements, encumbrances or Land Management Agreements on the
Certificate of Title.
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The site currently contains a single storey detached dwelling with an attached carport and
verandah. These will need to be removed in order to facilitate the proposal and will be subject of a
further application to obtain demolition approval. The site is relatively flat. There are no Regulated
Trees on the subject site or on adjoining land that would be affected by the development.

The locality is residential in nature comprised of a variety dwelling types, including detached, semi-
detached, group and row dwellings. They do share similar design traits such as pitched roofs and
being predominantly single storey in height. This variety of housing and increased densities is
reflective of the zoning change in 2015 which supported a denser allotment pattern and
corresponding built form. The subject site is one of the last allotments within this section of the
street to go through a redevelopment process.

The locality is within both a designated flood prone area and within 400m of a Centre Zone.
Although being flood prone, the anticipated flood depth is fairly minor being 0-0.1m during a 1 in
100 year flood event.

The amenity of the locality is considered medium to high influenced by tree lined streets, low
density residential development and reasonable setbacks between dwellings. The subject land and
locality are shown on the aerial imagery below.

Item 6.1 Page 3
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PROPOSAL

This application seeks consent to construct a two storey residential flat building containing four
dwellings, associated landscaping and a front masonry fence. Each of the dwellings have the
following attributes:

Three bedrooms

Rumpus room

Open plan living dining and kitchen area
Alfresco; and

Three bathrooms

Three of the dwellings have a double carport, with the dwelling to the rear of the site having a
single garage.

Each of the dwellings gain vehicular access from the common driveway, which has landscaping
around the periphery. The Private Open Space (POS) of each dwelling is located on the ground
floor on the western side of the dwelling, incorporating a covered alfresco area as well as open to
air grassed areas.

There is one on-site visitor carpark at the southern end of the property and two on-street carparks
directly in front of the subject site.

Each proposed dwelling has a dedicated waste storage area and intend to use the Council waste
and recycling service.

The relevant plans and documents are contained in Attachment 2.

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION

The application is a Category 2 form of development pursuant to Schedule 9 clause 18(a) of the
Development Regulations 2008.

Properties notified 23 properties were notified during the public notification
process.

Representations Three representations were received.

Persons wishing to be Two representors have requested to be heard.

heard e Judith Vincent

e Andrew Young

Summary of Concerns were raised regarding the following matters:
representations
e Bulk and scale of residential flat building and the
detrimental impact to the visual amenity

Overshadowing of 14 Broughton Ave

On-street parking congestion

Overlooking of the front two rooms of 5 Broughton Ave
Increase of traffic and congestion on Broughton Ave

Two storey built form out of character with the streetscape
Setback less than 5m from the front boundary

Insufficient vegetation and concern of maintenance of that
vegetation

e Vehicle manoeuvres appear too tight

Item 6.1 Page 5
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Summary of
representations
(continued)

Insufficient visitor car parking

Insufficient POS

Proposal should be reduced to two dwellings

Artificial grass is not landscaping and will contribute to
stormwater runoff

e Box like construction which is not in keeping with the
existing streetscape

Applicant's response to | Summary of applicant's response:

representations

e Obscured glazing has been installed to the upper level
windows on each side and rear fagade. This is considered
to have resolved any overlooking concerns

¢ A traffic consultant has demonstrated that the required
traffic movements can been achieved

e Itis acknowledged that the proposal has a 1 on site carpark
shortfall, however the presence of two on street carparks
directly in front of the subject site is considered suitable

e The two storey built form is supported and encouraged by
the Desired Character of the Zone and Policy Area

e The separation between the proposed residential flat
building and the neighbouring property will provide
sufficient access to natural light to their property.

e The Policy Area actively supports lesser setbacks than the
original built form and has stated a minimum front setback
of 3m

e Site coverage has been calculated at 50%, which is 10%
lower than the maximum that the Policy Area supports

e Landscaping has been revised to include real grass
vegetation

A copy of the representations and the applicant's response is contained in Attachment 3.

INTERNAL REFERRALS

Department Comments

City Assets e Finished Floor Levels are satisfactory

e The closest point of the crossover flare is setback less than 2m from
the existing street tree. The driveway is setback 2.29m from the tree

e Stormwater sump in the common driveway should be made
trafficable to ensure it is not damaged from vehicle movements

¢ Redundant crossover is to be reinstated to upright kerb

e The internal garage depth of dwelling 4 is 5.71m, best practice is
5.8m

¢ Noted that there is a deficiency of one onsite carpark

¢ Stormwater management is satisfactory

Waste e The amount of bins presented to the street is satisfactory
management e There is sufficient space on the verge for these bins to be collected
by Council's waste contractors

A copy of the relevant referral responses are contained in Attachment 4.
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RELEVANT DEVELOPMENT PLAN PROVISIONS

The subject land is located within the Residential Zone and, more specifically, Medium Density
Policy Area 19 as described in the West Torrens Council Development Plan.

The relevant Desired Character statements are as follows:

Residential Zone - Desired Character:

This zone will contain predominantly residential development. There may also be some small-
scale non-residential activities such as offices, shops, consulting rooms and educational
establishments in certain locations. Non-residential activities will be complementary to
surrounding dwellings.

Allotments will be at very low, low and medium densities to provide a diversity of housing options
in different parts of the zone. The range of allotment sizes will support the desired dwelling types
anticipated in each policy area, and the minimum allotment sizes shall be treated as such in order
to achieve the Desired Character for each policy area and, in turn, reinforce distinction between
policy areas. Row dwellings and residential flat buildings will be common near centres and in
policy areas where the desired density is higher, in contrast to the predominance of detached
dwellings in policy areas where the distinct established character is identified for protection and
enhancement. There will also be potential for semi-detached dwellings and group dwellings in
other policy areas.

Residential development in the form of a multiple dwelling, residential flat building or group
dwelling will not be undertaken in a Historic Conservation Area.

Landscaping will be provided throughout the zone to enhance the appearance of buildings from
the street as viewed by pedestrians, provide an appropriate transition between the public and
private realm and reduce heat loads in summer.

Medium Density Policy Area 19 - Desired Character:

Allotments in this policy area will be at medium density, accommodating a range of dwelling types
including semi-detached, row and group dwellings, as well as some residential flat buildings and
some detached dwellings on small allotments. There will be a denser allotment pattern close to
centre zones where it is desirable for more residents to live and take advantage of the variety of
facilities focused on centre zones.

New buildings will contribute to a highly varied streetscape. Buildings will be up to 2 storeys,
except for allotments fronting Brooker Terrace, Marion Road and Henley Beach Road, and
overlooking the Westside Bikeway, where buildings will be up to 3 storeys in height and provide a
strong presence to streets. Garages and carports will be located behind the front facade of
buildings.

Development will be interspersed with landscaping, particularly behind the main road frontage, to
enhance the appearance of buildings from the street as viewed by pedestrians, provide an
appropriate transition between the public and private realm and reduce heat loads in summer.

Additional provisions of the Development Plan which relate to the proposed development are
contained in Attachment 1.
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QUANTITATIVE STANDARDS

The proposal is assessed for consistency with the quantitative requirements of the Development

Plan as outlined in the table below:

DEVELOPMENT PLAN
PROVISIONS STANDARD ASSESSMENT
SITE AREA Within 400m of centre zone 211m?2 (avg.)

Medium Density Policy Area 19

Residential Flat Building

PDC 5 (within 400m of centre) 150m?(avg.) Satisfies
SITE FRONTAGE Residential Flat Building 15m 18m
Medium Density Policy Area 19 (complete building)
PDC 5 (within 400m of centre) Satisfies
SITE COVERAGE 60% (max.) 44%
Medium Density Policy Area 19
PDC 3 Satisfies
PRIMARY STREET SETBACK 3m (min.) Majority of main face of
Medium Density Policy Area 19 dwelling achieves 3m at
PDC 3 ground floor
2.3m to upper level
Does Not Satisfy

SIDE SETBACKS Side D1 =0.9m
Residential Zone 0/1m D2 = 0m
PDC 11 D3 =0m

D4 =0m

Satisfies
REAR SETBACKS Rear D1 =0m
Medium Density Policy Area 19 6m (min.) D2 =0.9m
PDC 3 D3 =0.9m

D4 =4m

Does Not Satisfy

BUILDING HEIGHT
Medium Density Policy Area 19
PDC 3

2 storeys or 8.5m
(all other locations)

2 storeys / 7m

Satisfies

Item 6.1
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INTERNAL FLOOR AREA - 3+ Bedroom, 100m2 (min.) D1 = 143m?
Residential Development D2 = 156m2
PDC 9 D3 = 156m?
D4 = 132m?
Satisfies
LANDSCAPING 10% of site area (Min) 86m?2
Landscaping, fences and walls = 85m?
PDC 4 Satisfies
PRIVATE OPEN SPACE <300m?2 D1

Residential Development
PDC 19

- 24m2 (min.), of which 8m2 may

comprise balconies, roof patios

and the like, provided they have
a minimum dimension of 2m.

-Minimum dimension 3m
(excl. balconies).

- 16m2 (min.) at the rear of side

of dwelling, directly accessible
from a habitable room.

28m2 (total)
4m (min. dimension)
21m? (accessed from
habitable room)

D2 + D3
24m2 (total)
5m (min. dimension)
24m? (accessed from
habitable room)

D4
30m? (total)
4m (min. dimension)
30m?2 (accessed from
habitable room)

Satisfies
STORAGE 8m3 (min.) D1 =8.7m3
Residential Development D2 =8.4m3
PDC 31 D3 = 8.4m3
D4 = 8.3m3

Satisfies

CARPARKING SPACES
Transportation and Access
PDC 34

Group dwellings and Residential
Flat Buildings
- 2 car-parking spaces required,
1 of which is covered
+ an additional 0.25 spaces per
dwelling

Demand =9

8 spaces provided

Does Not Satisfy

Item 6.1
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ASSESSMENT

In assessing the merits or otherwise of the application, the proposed development is discussed
under the following sub headings:

Desired Character & Pattern of Development

Some of the representations have called into question the appropriateness of the proposal due to
the density proposed. Two of the representors have suggested it is appropriate to retain lower
density development, for example replacing one dwelling with two. This concern is frequently
raised when an area is evolving, i.e. increasing in density. The locality used to exhibit a pattern of
development of single storey dwellings on large allotments this is now beginning to change with
higher density developments such as row, group dwellings and residential flat buildings.

Whilst this concern is understood, it needs to be considered in light of the Desired Character of the
Policy Area. As the name suggests, the Medium Density Policy Area 19 is seeking medium density
development. Medium density is defined by the Development Plan as being a net density of 40-67
dwellings per hectare. The proposal has a net density of 47 dwellings per hectare, meaning it is at
the lower end of the medium density range. The density is therefore considered to be appropriate
and supported by the Desired Character as well as PDC 5 of the policy area.

In addition to the density, the Desired Character statement also specifically mentions residential
flat buildings and encourages them when located close to Centre Zones. As previously mentioned,
the site is within 400m of a Centre Zone. The suitability of residential flat buildings is reinforced by
Principle of Development Control (PDC) 1 which also states that residential flat buildings are
specifically envisaged in the policy area.

The proposal is therefore considered to satisfy these provisions.

Built Form

The proposed building has a contemporary cubic design with a 5 roof and parapet walls. Whilst this
is quite different to most other dwelling designs in the locality, there are no specific provisions that
seek to retain the current or prevailing built form character. In fact it could be argued that by the
mere fact of encouraging such densities and built form, consistency with the current built form
would never be achieved. Unlike heritage conservation areas or even Low Density Policy Areas,
the focus in the Medium Density Policy Area 19 is to increase dwelling densities over retaining a
certain character.

Furthermore, it is not considered feasible to achieve a medium density, whilst also remaining single
storey, meeting minimum internal floor areas, providing adequate private open space, and onsite
car parking amongst other matter. As previously mentioned the proposal is at the lower end of the
medium density scale. The reduction of one dwelling would mean that the proposal would fall into
the low density bracket.

In order to minimise the impact of bulk and scale on the neighbouring properties, the residential flat
building has been designed so that the highest point of the roof is located adjacent the common
driveway. The slope falls towards the western boundary, this results in a building height of 6m on
this side.

The residential flat building incorporates a number of different materials to visually break the
massing up. A mixture of face brick, rendered brick, Axon cladding, AAC cladding, Stria Cladding,
aluminium and Colorbond © metal cladding has been used. The colour scheme chosen is high in
contrast, offsetting dark colours like charcoal with lighter colours such as Surfmist (very light grey).

Item 6.1 Page 10
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There is very little in the way of blank walls as windows are prevalent along the upper level. PDC
14 of the Design and Appearance module calls for designs to avoid extensive areas of
uninterrupted walling exposed to public view. Dwelling one does present a blank upper level wall
facing west. Due to its nominal length of 9m, coupled with the combination of rendered brick,
Colorbond © and Axion © cladding it is not considered to be unreasonable by way of any negative
visual impact. Given the floor plan of Dwelling one, adding windows to the western facade would
either make it difficult to place furniture in the master bedroom, or require the removal of a window
from the street facing fagade. This is considered to be an unfavourable outcome and the layout
and design as proposed is supported in this instance.

Setbacks

Front setback

The Medium Density Policy Area 19 calls for a minimum front setback of 3m. The proposal has
elements of the design which penetrate this area and ultimately result in a front setback to the
upper level of the building of 2.35m (see image below).

QVERHEA
SOFTEN H

Whilst below the minimum, these protrusions are not significant and the upper level is cantilevered
over the lower level of which the vast majority of the built form at ground level complies with the 3m
setback. Removing these elements would result in a poor design outcome and lower streetscape
amenity. The current design results in a well-articulated building that presents well to the street.
There is potential for the whole building to be moved further back into the block, however this will
bring it closer to neighbouring properties to the south and their private open space.

Rear setback

As is common with all residential flat buildings built perpendicular to the street, they do not satisfy
the rear setback provision described in PDC 3 of the Medium Density Policy Area 19. This PDC
calls for a minimum rear setback of 6m, and does not differentiate between the ground and upper
levels.

This is a considerable setback and double what the Low Density Policy Areas 20 and 21 call for
with respect to ground floor rear setbacks. There appears to be a conflict between seeking a 6m
rear setback and the desire to densify residential development and reduce allotment sizes.

The way that PDC 3 is worded also creates conflict with the way most residential flat buildings are
developed. PDC 3 refers to "dwellings" rather than buildings, which means that strictly speaking
each of the dwellings within the residential flat building should provide a 6m rear setback. This
simply is not achievable.

The Medium Density Policy Area 19 calls for a minimum width of site for development of a
Residential Flat Building to be 15m. Once the 6m rear setback and 4m wide driveway is removed,
5m depth remains to accommodate the dwelling and associated site landscaping.

Item 6.1 Page 11
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Due to these conflicts, the proposals inability to conform to the envisaged 6m rear setback is not
considered fatal to the application. Putting aside the quantitative figure, it is considered that this
provision is seeking to minimise issues such as bulk and scale and overshadowing.

The bulk and scale of the proposal has been minimised by integrating fenestration and articulation
through use of differing materials into the design. At its closest point, the ground level is within
900mm of the boundary, whereas the upper level ranges between 2 and 3.35 metres to the same
western (rear) boundary. The image below is of dwelling 4 which has the least setback difference
between the ground and upper level.

o-——-

a7

04 - SOUTHERN ELEVATION

This articulation is considered to satisfactorily ameliorate the potential bulk and scale issues
related to the proposal not meeting the minimum rear setbacks. A representor has made comment
about the how their windows will face a huge brick wall. This concern appears to be less about the
setback than it is about the structure being two storey in nature. This is reinforced by their further
comment about loss of sky view and sunlight. The representation stated their concerns would be
overcome by the dwellings being single storey, however as highlighted in the desired character
policy two storey development is envisaged in this policy area.

It is noted that had a dwelling been orientated towards the road, the upper level wall could be
setback 2m from the same boundary. In terms of bulk and scale, there is no discernible difference
between the side of a dwelling and the rear. Whilst there will be a visual impact to the adjoining
neighbour, this impact needs to be considered in light of the Policy Area 19 specifically seeking this
type of development at increased densities.

Amenity

Overlooking

The Development Plan expects that there will be some overlooking, however it seeks to minimise
rather than eliminate it. In order to minimise it, direct views of neighbouring private open space and
habitable room windows are to be avoided.

Representors have indicated that they feel that the proposal will impact on their amenity. The
specific examples were the potential for overlooking in their front windows and also over
shadowing of their property.

The first concern, overlooking into the front windows of the dwelling across the road, is not
considered necessary to address. There is no discernible difference between the proposed new
development and the ability for people in the current dwelling at 12 Broughton Ave to look across
the road and into their front windows. Views would also be available by people using the public
road network. There are currently no fences or other meaningful obstacles which currently obscure
views into the front windows of 5 Broughton Ave as shown in the Streetview image below.
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View of 5 Broughton Ave looking north Source: Google Streetview

The dwelling at 5 Broughton Ave will be located approximately 25m from the proposed dwellings
windows, and is also separated by a public road. This means that any views of these windows from
the proposed development will be distance and not result in direct overlooking.

The Development Plan actively encourages casual surveillance of the public realm. PDC 2 of the
Crime Prevention module states that buildings should be designed to overlook public and
communal streets and public open space. It is considered that the current design is supported by
this provision.

No other overlooking is expected to adjoining properties as all the upper level side and rear
windows to the eastern, western (side) and southern (rear of building) elevations will be fitted with
fixed obscure glazing up to a minimum height of 1.7m. The windows to the upper level of Dwelling
1 facing out to the street (northern elevation) will remain clear. A condition is proposed to reinforce
these requirements should the Panel be minded to support the proposal.

Overshadowing

The representor at 14 Broughton Ave to the west has raised concern in relation to the potential
overshadowing that the proposed two storey building will have over their property. Given the north/
south orientation of the allotments, it is acknowledged that there will be some overshadowing in the
morning, however from midday 14 Broughton Ave will receive full sunlight to its eastern garden and
eastern facing habitable room windows.

PDC 12 of the Residential Development module of the Development Plan states that ground level
private open space should be provided with a minimum of two hours of sunlight, between 9am and
3pm, during the winter solstice to half the lesser of half ground level private open space or 35m?2.
As the subject site and adjoining property are aligned in a north south direction, this will be
achieved as both the side and rear yard of 14 Broughton Ave will have direct sunlight from at least
midday onwards. The habitable room windows on 14 Broughton Avenue are setback at least 5m
from the proposed residential flat building, this will provide in excess of the minimum 2 hours
sunlight to the windows described by PDC 12.
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Landscaping

The Development Plan calls for a minimum of 10% of the site to be formed of landscaping. As
indicated in the quantitative provision stated above, the proposal meets this minimum. The
landscaping areas are formed of gardens beds around the periphery of the common driveway and
in the yards of each of the dwellings. The majority of the garden bed along the eastern boundary is
500mm in width which is considered to provide enough space to plant meaningful vegetation.
Trees have been shown to accommodate the garden beds in front of the stair wells of Dwelling 2
and 3, with more trees shown along the southern boundary and in the rear yards of each dwelling.

An arbor is proposed across the driveway to provide a structure for vines to grow up and across
from the garden bed to the eastern facade of dwelling 1. The remaining landscaping is formed of
the following species:

Turf

Capital Pear tree

Silver bush

Murraya

Dwarf Nandina

Oriental Pearl

Dwarf Agapanthus and Flax Lily

PDC's 1, 2 & 3 of the Landscaping, fences and walls module of the Development Plan seeks
landscaping to include the planting of drought tolerant species, which are orientated towards the
street frontage and assist with climate control around buildings.

The amount, variety and positioning of the landscaping is considered to satisfy these provisions.
The inclusion of trees within the landscape beds along the eastern side of the driveway, to the front
of the site, outside the front of each dwelling and along a section of the southern boundary, will
assist in reducing heat island effects and provide some degree of shading once mature.

Parking and Access

The crossover, common driveway and vehicle manoeuvring have all been assessed as being
satisfactory by Council Traffic Engineers. However, it is noted that the proposal is short one car
park.

As highlighted in the quantitative provision section, each dwelling within a residential flat building
should have 2.25 carparks, one of which is covered. Dwelling 1-3 have a double carport and
dwelling 4 has a single garage. Adjacent to dwelling 4 is another carpark which is open to the sky.
Without a land division it is not clear if this open carpark will belong to dwelling 4 or not, however
based on its location, it is likely to be used by dwelling 4.

The lack of one visitor car park is not considered fatal to the application, this is because of the
availability of two on-street car parks directly in front of the subject site, the proximity of the Centre
Zone and short walking distance to South Road and the high frequency public transport network it
provides. It should also be noted that the Westside Bikeway is located at the western end of
Broughton Ave, providing another alternative method of transport.

Waste Management

The application has been considered by Council's waste management team and the waste
collection arrangements are considered to be satisfactory. There is sufficient capacity for each of
the proposed dwellings to have their own set of bins and suitable space on the verge for bins to be
presented for collection by Council's waste service.
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The plans have provided indicative locations for the storage of these bins, which will be out of
public view and not interfere with areas of private open space. this in accordance with Objective 2
and PDC 30 of the Waste module which seeks to minimise impact to the environment, human
health and the amenity.

Stormwater Management

Councils Stormwater Engineers have reviewed the site works and drainage plan and are satisfied
with the outcomes in relation to finished floor levels of the dwellings, and detention, retention and
stormwater quality. These best practice engineering outcomes are aligned with many of the
provisions in Natural Resources Management module of the Development Plan. These provisions
seek the protection of natural ecosystems, maximise harvest and storage of stormwater and
protection of water quality.

Each of the proposed dwellings will be connected to a 3000L rainwater tank which will be plumbed
to every toilet and the cold water tap of the laundry. This should provide a high utilisation of the
captured water.

SUMMARY

The proposal to construct a two storey residential flat building containing four dwellings is the type
of development expected and encouraged by the Medium Density Policy Area. Despite the
shortfall of one on-street parking and deficient setbacks, it is considered to be suitable and will not
be significantly detrimental to the amenity of the locality nor to adjoining properties.

The concerns raised by representors are not uncommon and reflect the tension often experienced
when areas transition from traditionally low density to a higher density. It is considered that the
design techniques adopted and recognition of the desired character sought by the policy area have
satisfactorily addressed their concerns.

Having considered all the relevant provisions of the Development Plan, the proposal is not
considered to be seriously at variance with the Development Plan.

On balance the proposed development sufficiently accords with the relevant provisions contained
within the West Torrens Council Development Plan Consolidated 12 July 2018 and warrants
Development Plan Consent.

RECOMMENDATION

The Council Assessment Panel, having considered all aspects of the report, the application for
consent to carry out development of land and pursuant to the provisions of the Development Act
1993 resolves to GRANT Development Plan Consent for Application No. 211/334/2020 by 365
Studio Pty Ltd to undertake the construction of a two storey residential flat building containing

4 x dwellings, associated landscaping and a front masonry fence at 12 Broughton Avenue, Kurralta
Park (CT5175/153) subject to the following conditions of consent:

Development Plan Consent Conditions:

The development shall be undertaken, completed and maintained in accordance with the following
plans and information detailed in this application except where varied by any condition listed below:

a) Site Plan by ThreeSixFive, Drawing no.19-11-023/PD 01, Revision no. G,
Dated 07/09/2020.

b) Ground Floor Plan by ThreeSixFive, Drawing no. 19-11-023/PD 02, Revision no. G,
Dated 07/09/2020.
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c) Upper Floor Plan by ThreeSixFive, Drawing no. 19-11-023/PD 03, Revision no. G,
Dated 07/09/2020.

d) Ground Floor Plan by ThreeSixFive, Drawing no. 19-11-023/PD 04, Revision no. G,
Dated 07/09/2020.

e) Elevations by ThreeSixFive, Drawing no. 19-11-023/PD 05, Revision no. G,
Dated 07/09/2020.

f)  Siteworks and Drainage Plan by Jack Adcock Consulting PTY.LTD Structural and Civil
Engineering, drawing number 200270-C01, revision D, Dated 22/7/2020

g) Turnpath Assessment by CIRQA, Project number 20250, Dated 07/09/2020

Reason: To ensure the proposal is developed in accordance with the plans and documents
lodged with Council.

1. Prior to the occupation or use of the development, all the upper storey windows on the
eastern, western and southern elevations of the dwellings shall be fitted with fixed obscure
glass (not film coated) or raised sills to a minimum height of 1.7 metres above the upper floor
level to minimise the potential for overlooking of adjoining properties. The glazing in these
windows shall be maintained in good condition at all times to the reasonable satisfaction of
Council.

Reason: To minimise the impact on privacy to residents of adjoining dwellings.

2. The establishment of all landscaping shall occur no later than the next available planting
season after substantial completion of the development. Such landscaping shall be maintained
in good health and condition to the reasonable satisfaction of Council at all times. Any dead or
diseased plants or trees shall be replaced with a suitable species.

Reason: To provide amenity for the occupants of the development and those of adjacent
properties.

3. Prior to the occupation or use of the development, all driveways, parking and vehicle
manoeuvring areas shall be constructed and surfaced with concrete, bitumen or paving, and
shall be drained and maintained in a good condition at all times to the reasonable satisfaction
of Council.

Reason: To provide safe and convenient parking and manoeuvring areas for users of the
development.

4. No aboveground structure(s) such as letterboxes, service meters or similar are to be installed
within the common driveway entrance and passing area.

Reason: To ensure the ongoing use and safety of vehicle parking and manoeuvring areas.

5. All stormwater management measures for a dwelling, including harvest tanks and supply
mechanisms, must be installed and operation prior to occupancy of that dwelling.

Reason: To ensure that adequate provision is made for the collection and dispersal of
stormwater.p16
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6. Rainwater tank plumbed to deliver recycled water to all toilets and laundry cold water outlet.
(Can also be connected to Hot Water Service if desired).

Reason: To ensure that adequate provision is made for the collection and dispersal of
stormwater.

7. A minimum of 90 percent of the roof area of each dwelling must be plumbed to direct
stormwater runoff to the rainwater tank for that dwelling.

Reason: To ensure that adequate provision is made for the collection and dispersal of
stormwater.

Attachments

1 Additional Development Plan provisions

2. Plans and supporting documents

3. Representations and response from the Applicant
4 Referral responses
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General Section

Design and Appearance

. . Objective 1
Crime Prevention —
Principles of Development Control | 1,2,3,7 & 10
Objectives 1&2

Principles of Development Control

1,2,3,4,9, 10, 11,12, 13,
14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20,

21,22&23
- Effici Objectives 1&2
PSRy Principles of Development Control | 1,2, & 3
. Objectives 1&2
Landscaping, Fences and Walls —
Principles of Development Control | 1,2,3,4&6

Natural resources

Objectives

1,2,3,56, 7, 10,12 & 13

Principles of Development Control

1,2,4,56,7,89, 10, 11,
13,14 & 16

Residential Development

Orderly and Sustainable Objectives 1,2,3,4&5
Development Principles of Development Control | 1,3,5&7
Objectives 1,2,3&4

Principles of Development Control

1,3,4,56,7,8 9,10, 11,
12, 13, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22,
23, 24,27, 28,29, 30 & 31

Transportation and Access

Objective

1,2,348&5

Principles of Development Control

1,2,3,4,56,7,839, 10,
11, 12,13, 14, 15, 16, 17,
18 19,20, 21, 22, 23, 24,
27, 28,29, 30,31 & 34

Waste

Objectives

1&2

Principles of Development Control

1,2,3,4,57&8
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STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATION
Pursuant to Section 38 of the Development Act 1993

TO Chief Executive Officer
City of West Torrens
163 Sir Donald Bradman Drive

HILTON 5033
DEVELOPMENT No. 211/334/2020
PROPERTY ADDRESS: 12 Broughton Avenue, KURRALTA PARK SA 5037

YOUR FULL NAME M \\ooms\ l
—

YOUR ADDRESS
g ET@ud;\Ler\ Aue_ Comalte p&ﬁ—

YOUR PHONE No
YOUR EMAIL i

NATURE OF '
INTEREST frr095 Lerd

(eg. Adjoining resident, owner of land in the vicinity efc.)
REASON/S FOR REPRESENTATIOI_\I i B
- Setbace- le3s Hnan 5-Ou — N inderspersed

- P‘rwa\-e_ e Sfuce

- Te6 WMudn ConcieYe . Ouethecd Gwes i\ ast e mesntexnek
and Ace [/ v\ tece W\Qﬂj many .1%-\-9 Circw
L= Vsires car Pervang . )
:'ami__ — TUrMnNg arel e ;Safage_s v\ fft«\j\e cal” uvae @n'l7
| MY REF’F_{ESENTATIONS WOULD BE OVERCOME BY
(state action soucht) f—:\.u(\’r Yo 2 \.-,r\‘-sf‘%- N _9:}_\:_\
Yo Shredr scape. Ths il reduce wany Sadoers

Please indicate in the appropriate box below whether or not you wish to be heard by Council in respect to this

submission:
| DO NOT WISH TO B= HEARD =
| DESIRE TO BE HEARD PERSONALLY =
| DESIRE TO BE REPRESENTED 8Y O
(PLEASE SPECFY)
SIGNED 25 . &y
DATE 9 [«]2q N e
b . x |
—ﬁ > Rt ! consheueln CA{"—%‘\ e Responsible Officer: Jordan Leverington

+ < . Ends:
f@* S s ﬂc& i et-\‘b‘\“\"/lﬁ ‘5'&'?&6-'\‘ : ‘l’i nds: Tuesday 11 August 2020

- ‘1»\ [~ t ‘\h e \ Y -
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e ot il Dr:'{’u‘“‘ BOOWE (s concls @uery lTwmm oF
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This fact sheet reflects changes to the
Development Plan, 25 June 2015, as a result I
of the Housing Diversity Plan Amendment,

e T e g N

Policy Area 19: Resudentlal Zone - Medlum Den5|ty

This zone includes mainly
residential development with
some small scale non-residential
activities such as offices,

shops, consulting rooms and
educational establishments in
certain locations. Non-residential
activities will be complementary
to surrounding dwellings.

Allotments will be at varying
densities to provide for a diversity
of housing options. The range of
allotment sizes will support the
desired dwelling types envisaged
in each policy area.

| Development should not be

undertaken unless it is consistep
with the desied character for
the relevant residential zone and
policy area.

Desired Character

In Residential Policy Area 19,

allotments will be at medium

density, accommodating a range

of dwelling types including:

* semi-detached dwellings

* row and group dwellings

e detached dwellings on small
allotments

* some residential flat buildings.

There will be a denser allotment
pattern close to Centre Zones.
Buildings will generally be up to
2 storeys, Along Brooker Terrace,
Marion Road, Henley Beach Road
and overlooking the Westside
Bikeway, buildings will be up to
three storeys in height.

Garages and carports will be
located behind the front facade
of buildings.

Development will be interspersed
with landscaping, particularly
behind the main road frontage,
to enhance the appearance

of buildings from the street as
viewed by pedestrians, provide an
appropriate transition between
public and private spaces and to
reduce heat loads in summer.

Within 400 metres of a Centre Zone the site area and frontage shown
in Table B applies.

able A - applies to development when IW

from a Centre

Dwelling type Site area (m?) Minimum frontage (m)
Detached 270 minimum g

Semi-detached 270 minimum 9

Group dwelling 270 minimum 9

Residential flat 270 average 15 (for complete building)
buﬂdlng

270 minimum 9

Site area (m?) Minimum frontage (m)
250 minimum 9
200 minimum 9
170 minimum 9
150 average 15 (for complete building)

Dwelling type
Detached
Semi-detached
Group dwelling
Residential flat

building
Row dwelling 150 minimu
Affordable housing! 130 - 250 ated

All dwelling types

Minimum setback from front boundary 3 metres

Maximum site coverage 60 per cent
Applications for land division allotments < 270m? must be a combined

application for land division and dwellings, or follows an approval for
dwellings on the site.

Please note: affordable housing is defined by the South Australian
Housing Trust Regulations 2010.

The City of West Tarrens / A: 165 Sir Donaid Bradman Drive, Hilton 5033 / P: (08) 8416 6333 / F: (08) 8443 5709 e

E: csu@wicc.ss.gov.au / W: westtorrens.sa.gov.au

Sty of West Torrens
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Residential

Medium Density Policy Area19 *
Increased density within 400m from centre zones in policy area 19

m Centre Zones

[ | Residentiai- Mecium Density palicy Area 19"
& ~ Residential- Medium Density Policy Area 18
Residential- Low Density Policy Area 20, 21
Residential- Character Policy Area 22,23,24,25,26,27,28
- Residential- Conservation Policy Area 29,30,31,32,33
[0 Urban Corridor- Policy Area 34,35,36,37

l:::l Areas not affected by the Housing Diversity DPA
+ Table B applies
# Table A applies

The above information is advisory and provided as a guide to give you a general understanding of the key issues that
apply in the relevant policy area. For full details of palicy that affects proposed development you should consult the
Development Plan as the statutory document. This can be found via Council’s website, or visit the Civic Centre during
business hours.

Public notification

As a result of changes to the Development Plan neighbours will no longer be notified when an application for a dwelling
up to two storeys in height is proposed in this policy area. The change in process was decided by the Minister for Planning.

Further information

If you have any queries regarding the information on this fact sheet, telephone 8416 6333.
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West Torrens | RECFIVED - CVT 1M
11 AUG 2020

STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATION
Pursuant to Section 38 of the Development Act 1993

TO Chief Executive Officer
City of West Torrens
165 Sir Donald Bradman Drive

HILTON 5033 S—
DEVELOPMENT No. 211/334/2020
PROPERTY ADDRESS: 12 Broughton Avenue, KURRALTA PARK SA 5037

YOURFULL NAME | o7, 1) iz rigen \’/;\J(_,‘EMT,

YOURADDRESS | /1) SecwysTaoss AVEAIE
KRk T (T aRK 3 237
r

YOUR PHONE No

YOUR EMAIL

<

(ib)

( @

NATURE OF
INTEREST

[ (eq. Adjoining resident, owner of land in the vicinity efc.)

. REASON/S FOR REPRESENTATION

Y\ T wE ORAEEN < ]Tr-;__,_.. /7{3&},,:
Ay 7 I A5 —. @14_ /ey W/MQ
\"‘v/,’rt_qa__ﬂ Ve TS S = /-‘\/rf,_f_.?»- @K/ "’);
)Nl LSOOE Sonist yr ¢ Sk
5°€”’“*J 3 PROBEN £Vl A
Vs E E(QAJ&J'OEQ .

L/Jf-'v\,/

MY REPRESENTATIONS WOULD BE OVERCOME BY

state act h P
(éaamonsozgiin i ‘Ry[ L,/Ot’écu Sics) o=
%7 A/éJf‘-ﬂE),@E ACH: s /’{KZ%} \Ehz,hf:

...77"'2?'5’:_7_' 'Q.-_:: i J(_-;-),y

Please indicate in the appropriate box below whether or not you wish to be heard by Council in respect to this

submission:
| DO NOT WISH TO BE HEARD ) i
| DESIRE TO BE HEARD PERSONALLY \E]'
| DESIRE TO BER /?ﬁESEN;HD BY \ . O
; | (PLEASE SPECIFY)
sl ., “
SIGNED o/ =, =~ L/

DATE

Responsible Officer: Jordan Leverington
Ends: Tuesday 11 August 2020

If space insufficient, please attach sheets
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RECEIVED cC
AM 8 9 10 12
PM 1 2 4 5

10 AUG 2020

S

 STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATION

1
|
_ Pursuant to Section 38 of the Development Act 1993 h

.CLIVED - CWT A
TO Chief Executive Officer
City of West Torrens 10 AUG 2020
165 Sir Donald Bradman Drive
HILTON 5033
DEVELOPMENT No. 211/334/2020
PROPERTY ADDRESS: 12 Broughton Avenue, KURRALTA PARK SA 5037

YOURADDRESS |rf, 4 BYRow AVE

(YOUR FULL NAME | L\JO{ "Tmﬂ MRS i
]i Crovaiy PAKIL SA  SbL42
| -

YOUR PHONE No
YOUR EMAIL —

YT | Rropenky ournr opposike® S Prms“*’“ o

(eg. Adjoining resident, owner of land in the vicinity etc.)

REASON/S FOR REPRESENTATION

O%ﬁl’%ed \Nemws will oven ook &-m\r\{' 2 edvoouns
B e e

-2) MM«‘-\(P‘E, c\vdc,\\wgs Wil Drevease  av w\aﬁm
OV MOL{LP o o B’W&V“H’V“ Ade .

3) Mogk Wowors ouHre dhiced cure
Aeulole sterey louddgr ¢ W%qmgm.

MY REPRESENTATIONS WOULD BE OVERCOME BY
(s,Ste action sought)

Single  stov Ow e\
| _'L) Redure W\&K@w - (0(19?6/&‘«"{6’_& Jo @nly e

\

|

| |
Please indicate in the appropriate box below whether or not you wish to be heard by Council in respect to this
submission: SN
| DO NOT WISH TO BE HEARD IQ/ e

- Torrens
| DESIRE TO BE HEARD PERSONALLY | City of West 1or
| DESIRE TO BE REPRESENTED BY B

(PLEASE SPECIFY) 11 AUG 7070
N |
SIGNED : / MW/@ Ip—
DATE / i City Llﬂ\{%_“_),“l.,. el J

e

Responsible Officer: Jordan Leverington
Ends: Tuesday 11 August 2020

If space insufficient, please attach sheets
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31 August 2020

City of West Torrens
165 Sir Donald Bradman Drive
HILTON SA 5033

Dear Jordan,
RE: 12 Broughion Avenve, Kurralta Park - 211/0334/2020

Reference is made to the representations provided in relation to the proposed development at 12
Broughton Avenue, Kurralta Park. Council has provided a copy of the following representations;

1. Lucy Teresa Mrstica
4 Byron Avenue, Clovelly Park

2. Judith Aleathea Vincent
14 Broughton Avenue, Kumralta Park

3. Andrew Young
9 Broughton Avenue, Kurralta Park

The concems raised by the representors relate 1o overlooking, traffic and parking, two storey nature of
proposal, built form, loss of natural light, front setback, private open space and site coverage.

A response to these concerns is provided below,

Overlooking

Ms Mrstica has raised a concem relating fo overlooking. Ms Mrstica is located in the dwelling opposite
the subject land and is concemed of overlocking into the front rooms of her dwelling.

It is noted that the Development Plan seeks obscure glazing to upper level windows on dwellings of two
or three storeys in height. It is generally only required and requested on side or rear elevations that are
noft street facing for the following reasons;
+ There is often only opportunity to see info neighbouring properties rear yards from upper levels
on the side or rear of the dwelling;
¢ The separation distonce between the upper level of street facing dwellings and those on the
other side of the street is offen greater than 15 mefres. As such the level of overlooking is not
considered inappropriate due to the separation distance;
Windows of any street facing dweliing can be viewed by passersby at street level; and
It is desirable to have street facing windows clear to provide casual surveillance to the public
realm.

URBAN PLANNING & DESIGN | PO BOX 336 Fullarton SA 5063 | E. mfalconer@urbanpd.com.au | www.urbanpd.com.au
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In accordance with PDC 27 of the General Seclion, Residential Development the proposal provides
upper level windows with fixed obscure glazing to a height of 1.7 metres from the upper floor level.

Principe 27:
Except for bulldings of 3 or more storeys, upper level windows, balconles, terraces and decks
that overlook habitable room windows or private open space of dwellings should maximise
visual privacy through the use of measures such as sill heights of not less than 1.7 metres or
permanent screens having a helght of 1.7 meires above finished floor level.

Based on the above, the concermn relating to overlooking is considered to be appropriately addressed.

Traffic and parking
Concems have been raised with increased fraffic, car parking and maneuvering.

It is not anticipated that the number of dwellings proposed will have ¢ significant increase in the number
of vehicle movements within the street per day. The zoning allows for medium density development and
during the rezoning of the area Council would have undertaken fraffic studies and defermined that the
streets within the local area could accommodate an increase in the number of dwellings.

A fraffic consultant has been engaged fo ensure that adequate on site maneuvering is achieved. The
swept paths are available demonsirating suitable clearance from structures and boundaries to achieve
the required number of vehicle maneuvers for entering and existing the properties.

It is acknowledged that the proposed development has a shortfall of 1 designated vehicle car parking
space on site, Table WeTo/2 - Off sireet car parking requirements, provides a table recommending that
residential flat buildings provide 2 car parking spaces, 1 which is covered and an additional 0.25 visitor
spaces per dwelling.

Form of development Number of Required Car Parking Spaces

Accommodation

Dwelling For detached, semi detached, row dwelling and multiple
= detached dwellings to provide:
. semi-detached 2 car parking spaces per dwelling, one of which is
= row covered.
= multiple For group dwelling and residential flat building to provide:
= group 2 car parking spaces per dwelling, one of which is covered
= within a residential flat building + an additional 0.25 car parking spaces per dwelling.

Residences 1-3 provide the required 2 cor parks per dwelling whilst residence 4 only provides a single
{covered) car parking space. The development provides the required 0.25 visitor spaces per dwelling
but overall is one car parking space short,

Whilst the development does not strictly comply with Table WeTo/2, the shortfall in carparking is offset by
the fact two on street car parking spaces directly in front of the subject land and further in accordance
with PDC 7 of the General Secticn, Land Division does not create multiple access points to Broughton
Road and does not result in the loss of any street trees.

URBAN PLANNING & DESIGN | PO BOX 336 Fullarton SA 5063 | E. mfalconer@urbanpd.com.au | www.urbanpd.com.au
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Principle 7
Allotmenis In the form of a baitleaxe configuration should;...

(d) not be created where It would lead to mulliple access polnts onto a road which would
dominate or adversely dffect the amenity of the streelscape (for example through the loss of
mature sireet frees, on-street parking or pedestrian safety).

Two Storey Development and Bullf Form

Both Ms Mrstica and Ms Vincent have suggested a development containing single storey dwellings would
be more appropriate with Ms Mrstica suggesting the two storey development will ‘change the
atmosphere of the street’. It is noted that, the subject land is sited within the City of West Tomrens’
Residential Zone, Medium Density Policy Area 19. The desired character of the Policy Area seeks a range
of dwelling types including residential flat buildings at a medium density. The desired character also states
that two storey dwellings are an appropriate form of development. In fact, the zone even contemplates
3 storey development in suitable locations. The following extract is from the desired character statement;

New buildings will coniribute fo a highly varied sireefscape. Bulldings will be up fo 2 sforeys, excepf for
allofments fronfing Brooker Terrace, Marion Road and Henley Beach Road, and overlooking the Westside
Bikeway. where buildings will be up to 3 storeys In height and provide a sirong presence fo sireels.
Garages and carporis will be located behind the front facade of buildings.

It is considered that the proposed two storey nature of the built form is in accordance with the desired
character of the zone.

Further to the above, the design of the dwellings has had consideration of the neighbouring properties.
In particular the roof design is such that the roof rakes down to the lowest point being the elevation
adjacent the westem boundary {closest to the neighbours). The higher side of the skillion rocf is adjacent
the common driveway. By designing the roof in this manner provides the least impact on the
neighbouring properties in terms of visual bulk and scale. The applicant has made some changes in
relation to the roof form, partficularly to residence 4. The removal of the parapet to the southern side of
the dwelling will help to reduce the bulk and scale when viewed from the adjoining property to the south.

Loss of Natural Light

Ms Vincent has raised a concern in relation to loss of light and view to the sky. It is noted that Ms Vincents
dwelling is sited approximately 3m from the commoen boundary between her property and the subject
land. It should be noted that no buildings cr structures from the proposed development are sited on the
property boundary between the subject land and her property. Furthermore, the upper levels of
residences 1, 2 & 3 are sited 3 metres from the property boundary whilst residence 4 is slightly closer with
a setback of 2 metres.

The separation between the buildings will not result in an unreascnable level of loss of light nor
overshadowing due to the orientation of the land. It is worth noting that a Complying two storey dwelling
[where the combined lower and upper level wall heights did not exceed é metres) could have an upper
level setback of 1.2 metres for a significant length of the property and be considered a Complying
development pursuant to Schedule 4 of the Development Regulations 2008.

| am of the opinion that there is suitable separation between the proposed development and the
neighbouring property at 14 Broughton Avenue,

URBAN PLANNING & DESIGN | PO BOX 336 Fullarton SA 5063 | E. mfalconer@urbanpd.com.au | www.urbanpd.com.au
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Front Setback

As highlighted earlier, the subject land is located in the Residential Zone, Medium Density Policy Area 19.
PDC 3 of the Zone Section, Residential Zone, Medium Density Policy Area 19 provides a table that outlines
relevant guidelines with respect to front, side and rear setback, site coverage and building height.

It is noted that within the table a minimum 3 metre setback is specified for the zone.

It is noted that a 3 metre setback is achieved at ground level for the most part with exception to the
enfrance which protrudes to 2.5 meftres. The upper level portion directly above the enfrance protrudes
slightly further with setback of 2.1 metres from the front boundary. The portion of the upper level that
extends beyond the windows of the upper level master bedroom and bathroom is limited to a boxed
out frame that extends around these rooms to create added visual interest in the design.

It is considered that whilst PDC 3 of the Development Plan is not strictly met the varied setbacks of
elements of dwelling 1 provide a visually interesting built form. Further, the deficiency in setback is sited
central to the site and as such will not have a detrimental impact on the neighbouring properties.

Private Open Space
Mr Young raised a concern with the extent of private open space provided for each dwelling. It is noted
that each dwelling provides more than the minimum required private open space area as set out in PDC

19 of the General Section, Residential Development. Each dwelling provides for a minimum of 24 square
mefres exclusive of bin storage, clothes lines and rainwater tanks.

19 Dwellings at ground level should provide private open space in accordance with the following table:

Site area per Minimum area excluding any Minimum dimension Minimum area

dwelling area at ground level at the front (metres) provided at the rear or

(square metres) of the dwelling side of the dwelling,
(square metres) directly accessible

from a habitable room
(square metres)

<300 24, of which 8 may comprise 3 (excluding 16
balconies, roof patios and the like, balconies)
provided they have a minimum
dimension of 2 metres

Site Coverage

Mr Young has raised a concern regarding the extent of hard surfaces and the impact the proposal will
have on the existing stormwater system. The plans have been updated so as to include real landscaped
turf as opposed to arfificial turf, Furthermore, increased landscaping has been infroduced forward of
residence 1 anin the rear of residences 2, 3 and 4.

PDC 3 of the Zone Section, Residential Zone, Medium Density Policy Area 19 seeks no more than 60% site
coverage.

The site coverage is calculated fo be approximately 50% and such complies with PDC 3 of the
Development Plan.

URBAN PLANNING & DESIGN | PO BOX 336 Fullarton SA 5063 | E. mfalconer@urbanpd.com.au | www.urbanpd.com.au
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Conclusion

Overdll, it is considered that the proposed Development satisfies the relevant sections of the
Development Plan and warrants approval from Council. The proposal is consistent with the Desired
Character of the Zone as well as other relevant gualitative and quantitative criteria of the Development
Plan.

| frust that the above information will satisfy your request for a response to the representations and that
application will be presented to the next available Council Assessment Panel meeting. Should you
reguire any additional information, please contact me on 0431 155 785,

Yours sincerely,

A

Matthew Falconer
Bachelor of Urban and Regional Planning

URBAN PLANNING & DESIGN | PO BOX 336 Fullarton SA 5063 | E. mfalconer@urbanpd.com.au | www.urbanpd.com.au
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Preliminary Traffic, Flooding & Stormwater

Assessment

Development Application No: 211/334/2020

Assessing Officer: Jordan Leverington

Site Address: 12 Broughton Avenue, KURRALTA PARK SA 5037
Certificate of Title: CT-5175/153

Description of Construction of a two storey residential flat building
Development containing 4 x dwellings and a front masonry fence

TO THE TECHNICAL OFFICER - CITY ASSETS

Please provide your comments in relation to:

O

O O O O

Site drainage and stormwater disposal
Required FFL

On-site vehicle parking and manoeuvrability
New Crossover

Your advice is also sought on other aspects of the proposal as follows:

PLANNING OFFICER - Jordan Leverington DATE 28 July, 2020
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City of West Torrens

Between the City and the Sea

Memo

To
From
Date
Subject

Jordan Leverington

Richard Tan

28-Jul-2020

211/334/2020, 12 Broughton Avenue, KURRALTA PARK SA 5037

Jordan Leverington,

The following City Assets Department comments are provided with regards to the
assessment of the above development application:

1.0

2.0

Flood Consideration — Finished Floor Level (FFL) Requirement — up to
100mm Zone

1.1

Portions of the development are located within the ‘up to 100mm’ area
of flood effect from Keswick and Brown Hill Creek flood plain mapping
as nominated in Council’'s Development Plan.

In accordance with the provided 'Site and Drainage Plan' (JAC, Ref:
200270-C01-01/01-A, dated 04/2020) the FFLs of the proposed
development (21.60 minimum) have been assessed as satisfying
minimum requirements (21.55 minimum) in consideration of street
and/or flood level information.

Verge Interaction

2.1

In association with new development, driveways and stormwater
connections through the road verge need to be located and shaped
such that they appropriately interact with and accommodate existing
verge features in front of the subject and adjacent properties. Any new
driveway access shall be constructed as near as practicable to 90
degrees to the kerb alignment (unless specifically approved otherwise)
and must be situated wholly within the property frontage.

New driveways and stormwater connections are typically desired to be
located a minimum 1.0 metre offset from other existing or proposed
driveways, stormwater connections, stobie poles, street lights, side
entry pits and pram ramps, etc. (as measured at the kerb line, except
for driveway separation which will be measured from property
boundary). An absolute minimum offset of 0.5m from new crossovers

Civic Centre 165 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, Hilton 5033 South Australia Tel (08) 8416 6333 Fax (08) 8443 5709

E —mail csu@wtcc.sa.gov.au Website westtorrens.sa.gov.au
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Between the City and the Sea
and stormwater connections to other existing road verge elements is
acceptable in cases where space is limited.

These new features are also desired to be located a minimum of 2.0
metres from existing street trees, although a lesser offset may be
acceptable in some circumstances. If an offset less than the desired
2.0 metres is proposed or if it is requested for the street tree to be
removed, then assessment for the suitability of such will be necessary
from Council’s Technical Officer (Arboriculture).

211 Proposed stormwater connection has been assessed as
satisfying minimum requirements.

2.1.2 Proposed crossover is 0.45m offset from property boundary,
which is less than the required offset requirements.

| noted that sump 7 is within the crossover/driveway area. It should be
noted that this configuration will cause vehicle driving over the sump
and it is unclear if the sump has been designed accordingly.

It is recommended that revised plans indicating satisfaction to the
above requirements should be provided to Council. It is also
recommended that the applicant should confirm that the sump has been
designed to withstand the extra loading from the traffic (ie: trafficable

lid/pit)

Civic Centre 165 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, Hilton 5033 South Australia Tel (08) 8416 6333 Fax (08) 8443 5709
E — mail csu@wicc.sa.gov.au Website westtorrens.sa.gov.au
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21.3 No further assessment provided. ltem still considered
outstanding.

The offset distance between proposed crossover and existing
street tree is less than 2.0m.

It is recommended that further assessment from Council’'s Arboriculture
team is required.

2.2 The redundant kerb has been indicated to be reinstated on revised
plans.

Note: There is an existing neighbouring stormwater connection at the
property eastern boundary (where the kerb reinstatement occurs.) It
should be noted that any damage to the stormwater connection should
be at applicant's expenses.

3.0 Traffic Requirements

31 The proposed driveway has been assessed as satisfying minimum
requirements. It _should be ensured that the plans submitted
appropriately show the internal transition and recommend the planner
condition or control in a manner to make this internal driveway
shaping enforceable

Civic Centre 165 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, Hilton 5033 South Australia Tel (08) 8416 6333 Fax (08) 8443 5709
E — mail csu@wtcc.sa.gov.au Website westtorrens.sa.gov.au
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Between the City and the Sea

3.2 It is also important to ensure that the functionality of this driveway
entrance and passing area is not compromised by the ultimate
installation of letterboxes, above ground service metres or similar.

The meter boxes and letter boxes are outside the common driveway
area

It is recommended that any approval associated with this development
included a condition of similar wording to the following;

"No aboveground structure(s) such as letterboxes, service meters or
similar_are to be installed within the common driveway entrance and

passing area."

3.3 The garage dimension for Residence 1 - 3 as indicated in 'Ground
Floor Plan' (TSF, Ref: 19-11-023/PD02-D, dated 10/09/20 (Note: it is
highly likely that the date is incorrect, however this is the date
recorded on the plan)) have been assessed as satisfying minimum
requirements.

34 No further assessment provided. Item still considered outstanding.

The internal length for Garage 4 is currently proposed as 5.71m.
Although not specified in the relevant Australian Standards (AS/NZS
2890.1:2004), ftraffic engineering best practice guides that the
minimum internal length of an enclosed garage or enclosed carport
space should be a minimum of 5.8m. In addition, the minimum internal
width for a single and double garage system is 3.0m and 5.4m
respectively.

It is recommended that revised plans be submitted, showing garage
internal dimensions are stated above.

3.5 No further assessment provided. Item still considered outstanding.

Each dwelling must be provided with two parking spaces, at least one
of which is covered and the other preferably openly accessible for
visitor use. Dwelling 4 has only provided 1 covered car park space.

It is recommended that revised plans satisfying the above requirement
be provided to Council.

3.6 Traffic manoeuvrability has been assessed as acceptable in
accordance with the site layout shown in 'Proposed Site Plan' (TSF,
Ref: 19-11-023/PD010C, dated 30/02/20)

Civic Centre 165 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, Hilton 5033 South Australia Tel (08) 8416 6333 Fax (08) 8443 5709
E — mail csu@wtcc.sa.gov.au Website westtorrens.sa.gov.au
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NP

City of West Torrens

Between the City and the Sea
4.0 Waste Management

4.1 The public kerbside space available for bin presentation has been
assessed as satisfying minimum requirement.

5.0 Stormwater

5.1 Provided information, 'Site and Drainage Plan' (JAC, Ref: 200270-
C01-01/01-A, dated 04/2020) would indicated that the applicant has
chosen to adopt the 'Alternate’ approach for desired stormwater
management for this site.

This approach providing a good consideration of stormwater detention,
stormwater volume reduction, stormwater quality improvement and
stormwater re-use within each dwelling.

It is recommended that any approval associated with this development
included a condition of similar wording to the following;

+ All stormwater management measures for a dwelling, including
harvest tanks and supply mechanisms, must be installed and
operation prior to occupancy of that dwelling.

¢ Rainwater tank plumbed to deliver recycled water to all toilets
and laundry cold water outlet. (Can also be connected to Hot
Water Service if desired).

¢ A minimum of 90 percent of the roof area of each dwelling must
be plumbed to direct stormwater runoff to the rainwater tank for

that dwelling.

Regards
Richard Tan
Civil Engineer

Civic Centre 165 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, Hilton 5033 South Australia Tel (08) 8416 6333 Fax (08) 8443 5709
E - mail csu@wicc.sa.gov.au Website westtorrens.sa.gov.au
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City of %
West Torrens WO.
A2 "4

Between the City and the Sea

Waste Management Assessment

Development Application No: 211/334/2020

Assessing Officer: Jordan Leverington
Site Address: 12 Broughton Avenue, KURRALTA PARK SA 5037
Certificate of Title: CT-5175/153
Description of Construction of a residential flat building containing 4 x
Development dwellings and a front fence

TO TEAM LEADER WASTE MANAGEMENT - REGULATORY SERVICES
Please provide your comments in relation to:

O Any aspect that you feel needs further attention or detail
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City of %
West Torrens W-.
A4 2

Between the City and the Sea

Memo
To Jordan Leverington
From Nick Teoh
Date 22-May-2020
Subject 211/334/2020 12 Broughton Avenue, KURRALTA PARK SA 5037

Dear Jordan Leverington

The following Waste Management comments are provided with regards to the assessment of
the above develop application:

Waste Management

This development is considered suitable for a standard Council waste service.

Kind regards

Nick Teoh
Team Leader Waste Management
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6.2 7-21 Lipsett Terrace, BROOKLYN PARK

Application No

211/704/2020

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION DETAILS

DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT

Installation of freestanding double sided pylon sign
(Non-Complying)

APPLICANT Haynes Signs Pty Ltd
APPLICATION NUMBER 211/704/2020
LODGEMENT DATE 11 August 2020

ZONE

Residential Zone

POLICY AREA

Low Density Policy Area 20

APPLICATION TYPE

Non-Complying

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION Category 1
REFERRALS Internal
e Nil
External
e Nil

DEVELOPMENT PLAN VERSION Consolidated 21 May 2020

DELEGATION e The relevant application proposes a non-complying
form of development and the application is to be
determined after a full merit assessment against the
Development Plan, except where the relevant
development application proposes a change of use
to office in a Commercial Zone.

Support with conditions

RECOMMENDATION
REPORT AUTHOR

Brendan Fewster

SUBJECT LAND AND LOCALITY

The subject land consists of 16 contiguous allotments commonly known as 7-21 Lipsett Terrace,
Brooklyn Park. The subject land is formally described Allotment 120-126 and 140-147 in Deposited
Plan 1127 in the area named Brooklyn Park, Hundred of Adelaide, Volume 5838 Folio 594.

The subject land is a regular shape with a combined frontage of approximately 150 metres to
Lipsett Terrace and a total site area of approximately 18,800 square metres (m?).

It is noted that there are no easements, encumbrances or Land Management Agreements on the
Certificate of Title.

The site is occupied by the St John Bosco School, which comprises several school and church
buildings, a kindergarten, play spaces, grassed ovals and a car park. There are no Regulated
Trees on the site, and while there appears to be a Regulated Tree on the property adjacent to the
kindergarten to the west, this tree would not be affected by the proposed development.

The locality comprises an established residential area that surrounds the school grounds. Emmaus
Christian College is only 50 metres to the west along Lipsett Terrace. Existing residential
development includes detached dwellings with some group dwellings and residential flat buildings
of up to two storeys in height. The original allotment pattern has been fragmented as a result of
infill development.
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The amenity of the locality is relatively high due to the quality of the surrounding housing stock and
the spacious and well-kept school grounds and the tree plantings along the street verge.

The subject land and locality are shown on the aerial imagery below.

I‘ . ‘

VERRACE,
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e

' SUBJECT LAND
| g s -." _.‘.E T-21 Lipsett Terrace
" BROoELYY BROOKLYN PARK

e 1 Subject Site

\ “EE = Locality
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RELEVANT APPLICATIONS

DA Number DESEMEHIEN o Decision Decision Date
Development

211/328/18 Construction of a verandah Approved 10 May 2018

211/514/15 Refurbishment of existing Approved 5 November 2015
school buildings and new
verandahs

211/1351/13 Change of use from Approved 7 February 2014
kindergarten to community
centre

211/120/13 Remove one significant tree | Approved 20 February 2013
and one regulated tree

211/923/12 Remove one regulated tree Approved 11 December 2012

211/563/12 Construction of three Approved 24 September 2012
classrooms and staff
amenities

PROPOSAL

The application is seeking the installation of one freestanding double sided pylon sign adjacent to
the main school entrance on Lipsett Terrace.

The proposed sign measures 2.6 metres in height and has an advertisement area of 3.12m2 on
each side. The sign comprises steel frame construction with no internal or external illumination.
The sign will be setback at least one metre from the Lipsett Terrace boundary.

The sign will display the name, logo and contact details for the St John Bosco School.

The relevant plans and documents are contained in Attachment 2.

NON-COMPLYING

The application is a non-complying form of development due to advertisements and advertising
hoardings being listed as non-complying development in the Procedural Matters section of the
Residential Zone in the Development Plan.

The applicant has not provided a Statement of Effect and is not required to do so pursuant to
Regulation 17 clause (6) of the Development Regulations 2008. A brief statement of support is
however included in Attachment 2.

Should the CAP resolve to approve the application, the concurrence of the State Commission
Assessment Panel is not required. This is a result of recent legislative changes to the Development
Act 1993 that were administered in early May 2020 to assist in streamlining the processing of
Development Applications during the Covid-19 pandemic. Alternatively, should the CAP refuse the
application, it is important to note that no appeal rights are afforded to the applicant. As the
Administration resolved under delegation to proceed with an assessment of the proposal, the
application is now presented to the Panel for a decision.
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PUBLIC NOTIFICATION

The application has been assigned to Category 1 for public notification purposes pursuant to
Section 38 of the Development Act 1993 and Schedule 9, Part 1 (3)(b) of the Development
Regulations 2008. The proposed sign is considered to be ancillary to an existing building and is of
a minor nature for the following reasons:

The proposed signage would be ancillary to and subordinate to the existing school;

The size of the sign to be displayed is commensurate to the frontage of the site;

The advertisement to be displayed relates to the activities that are carried out on the site;
The size and appearance of the sign is such that it would not dominate the appearance of the
site or the streetscape; and

e The sign will not be externally lit or illuminated.

As the proposal is Category 1, public naotification was not required to be undertaken.

RELEVANT DEVELOPMENT PLAN PROVISIONS

The subject land is located within the Residential Zone and, more specifically, is within Low
Density Policy Area 20 as described in the West Torrens Council Development Plan.

The relevant Desired Character statements are as follows:

Residential Zone - Desired Character:

This zone will contain predominantly residential development. There may also be some small-scale
non-residential activities such as offices, shops, consulting rooms and educational establishments
in certain locations. Non-residential activities will be complementary to surrounding dwellings.

Allotments will be at very low, low and medium densities to provide a diversity of housing options in
different parts of the zone. The range of allotment sizes will support the desired dwelling types
anticipated in each policy area, and the minimum allotment sizes shall be treated as such in order
to achieve the Desired Character for each policy area and, in turn, reinforce distinction between
policy areas. Row dwellings and residential flat buildings will be common near centres and in policy
areas where the desired density is higher, in contrast to the predominance of detached dwellings in
policy areas where the distinct established character is identified for protection and enhancement.
There will also be potential for semi-detached dwellings and group dwellings in other policy areas.

Residential development in the form of a multiple dwelling, residential flat building or group
dwelling will not be undertaken in a Historic Conservation Area.

Landscaping will be provided throughout the zone to enhance the appearance of buildings from the
street as viewed by pedestrians, provide an appropriate transition between the public and private
realm and reduce heat loads in summer.

Low Density Policy Area 20 - Desired Character:

Allotments in the policy area will be at low density, accommodating predominantly detached
dwellings and some other dwellings types such as semi-detached and group dwellings. There will
be a denser allotment pattern close to centre zones where it is desirable for more residents to live
and take advantage of the variety of facilities focused on centre zones. Battleaxe subdivision will
not occur in the policy area to preserve a pattern of rectangular allotments developed with
buildings that have a direct street frontage.

Buildings will be up to 2 storeys in height. Garages and carports will be located behind the front
facade of buildings.
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Development will be interspersed with landscaping, particularly behind the main road frontage, to
enhance the appearance of buildings from the street as viewed by pedestrians, provide an
appropriate transition between the public and private realm and reduce heat loads in summer. Low
and open-style front fencing will contribute to a sense of space between buildings.

Additional provisions of the Development Plan which relate to the proposed development are
contained in Attachment 1.

QUANTITATIVE STANDARDS

There are no quantitative provisions relevant to the proposal.

ASSESSMENT

In assessing the merits or otherwise of the application, the proposed development is discussed
under the following sub headings:

Form of Development

The proposed sign will provide identification details for the St John Bosco School. The site has
been used for education and worship activities for more than 50 years.

In accordance with PDC 4 of the General Section (Advertisements), the purpose of the sign and
the advertisement to be displayed will be limited to information relating to the legitimate and lawful
use of the land. As the proposed sign is of small-scale and would be ancillary to the existing
school, the proposal does not entrench an inappropriate development within the Residential Zone
or preclude the Objectives of the Zone from being attained.

Accordingly, the proposal is considered to be an orderly and appropriate form of development
within the Residential Zone.

Design and Appearance

The proposed sign is freestanding and of steel construction. No internal or external illumination of
the sign is proposed. The design of the sign is of high quality and will be professionally prepared by
a sign manufacturer. The size and appearance of the structure would sufficiently complement the
form and appearance of the adjacent school building, as required by Objective 3 and PDC 1 of the
General Section (Advertisements).

At a height of only 2.6 metres above ground level and with an advertisement area of 3.12m?, the
proposed sign is considered to be of modest size and is proportionate to the width of the road
frontage to which it is located. The siting of the sign approximately one metre from the road
frontage and within an existing garden area near the main school entrance would further minimise
the visual dominance of the sign when viewed from the public realm.

Having regard to the design, siting and modest size of the sighage, the proposal would sufficiently
maintain the prevailing streetscape character and the residential amenity of the locality.

Amenity / Interface

The proposed freestanding sign is located near the entrance to the school and would be at least 20
metres from the front boundary of the nearest residential property on the southern side of Lipsett
Terrace.

The separation to adjacent properties and the modest size and static display of the sign would
ensure there are no significant amenity impacts.

The proposal would therefore satisfy Objective 1 and 2 and PDC 1 and 2 of the General Section
(Interface between Land Uses).
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Traffic Safety

As the proposed signage is of a modest size, is sited away from the adjacent road frontage and
would not comprise any internal or external illumination, the proposal would not distract motorists
or endanger public safety, in accordance with PDC 2 and 14 of the General Section
(Advertisements).

A condition of consent has been included to reinforce that the sign is not to be internally or
externally illuminated.

SUMMARY

Having considered all the relevant Objectives and Principles of the Development Plan, the
proposal is not considered to be seriously at variance with the Development Plan.

Although non-complying in nature, the proposed sign is ancillary to the existing lawful use of the
land, is of an appropriate size and scale, and is of high quality construction and is appropriately
sited so as not to cause distraction to motorists or endanger public safety.

On this basis, the proposal would not entrench an inappropriate development within the Residential
Zone or preclude the Objectives of the zone from being attained.

On balance, the proposed development sufficiently accords with the relevant provisions contained
within the West Torrens Council Development Plan Consolidated 21 May 2020 and warrants
Development Plan Consent.

RECOMMENDATION

The Council Assessment Panel, having considered all aspects of the report, the application for
consent to carry out development of land and pursuant to the provisions of the Development Act
1993 resolves to GRANT Development Plan Consent for Application No. 211/704/2020 by Haynes
Signs Pty Ltd for installation of freestanding double sided pylon sign (Non-Complying) at 7-21
Lipsett Terrace, Brooklyn Park (CT 5838/594) subject to the following conditions of consent:

Development Plan Consent Conditions
1. The development must be undertaken, completed and maintained in accordance with the

plan(s) and information detailed in this Application except where varied by any condition(s)
listed below:

2. The advertising sign shall not be internally or externally illuminated at any time without the
prior approval of Council.

Reason: To reduce unnecessary distraction to motorists and assist in preserving the
amenity of the locality.

3. The advertisement and the support structure shall be prepared and erected in a professional
manner and maintained in good repair at all times.

Reason: To maintain visual amenity and public safety in the locality.

Attachments

1. Relevant Development Plan Provisions
2. Application Plans and Documents
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General Section

Advertisements

Objectives

1,2&3

Principles of Development
Control

1,2,3, 4,5 6, 10, 11, 12,
14 & 16

Control

Interface between Land Objectives 1,2&3

Uses Principles of Development 1&2
Control

Orderly and Sustainable Objectives 1,2,3 4&5

Development Principles of Development 1,3&7

13 October 2020

Page 49



Council Assessment Panel

Iltem 6.2 - Attachment 2

AR
St John Bosco
SCHOOL

Si John Bosco School 2020

Marshall Terrace

assevely B B
akia (B

COURTYARD

SHRG AQ] SEMILL |5

I ;- |

g [ s H"T

y VHING

a2

T -
Gl CF o o OF OF O O O X S‘;(J"nHum, I = {
To Azsaembly Area Via Anna St Tee.

Lipseth]errace /

T 43m
POSITION
IN GARDEN BED 1000MM

FROM BOUNDARY _

13 October 2020

Page 50



Council Assessment Panel Iltem 6.2 - Attachment 2

St John Bosco

OBJECTIVE -
SCHOOL

FOR SCHOOL TO TASTEFULLY OBTAIN A ROAD PRESECENCE TO
TRAFFIC IN BOTH DIRECTIONS FOR PARENTS, CARERS AND STUDENTS.
IMPROVE THE SCHOOLS IDENTITY CENTRALLY IN THE WIDE, OPEN SPACED FRONTAGE.

CURRENTLY HAS VERY POOR EXPOSURE
REMOVE TRIP HAZARD ‘A’ FRAME IN WALKWAY

Existing sign is not legible from the road
Too small and nuns parafiel

NOT ILLUMINATED

REMOVED ‘ DISTANCE FROM BOUNDARY

NEW SIGN IN GARDEN BED
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\/xa,_\
St John Bosco
SCHOOL

EST 1954

=N

A Catholic

Reception to Year 6
Primary School

Out of School Hours Care Available

Phone:

(08) 8249 4900

SERVE THE LORD WITH JOY
Psalm 1002

/"!";"'\
St John Bosco
SCHOOL

HAYINES

signs
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A

St John Bosco
SCHOOL

POSITION - REPLACING EXISTING
DOUBLE SIDED - RIGHT ANGLES TO ROAD
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St John Bosco
SCHOOL
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From: Barry Haynes

Sent: Wednesday, 2 September 2020 17:13 AM

To: Brendan Fewster

Let Kate Turner

Subject: 5T JOHM BOSCO SCHOOL - DA 2171/704/2020
Attachments: MEW SIGM. pof

Grday Brendan

Flease see attached with brief outline/statement of support and images showing the proposed 5t John Bosco School
project.

We understand that this position is classed Residertial but believe the proposal to have significant merit for
approval.

Supporting reasons —

- New Sign proposed will be of a tasteful design

- Balanced size for the open space

- At right angle to the road, improving viewing distance from both directions

- Mon illuminated so as not to affect others in close proximity (eg across road})

- Improve the Schools identity in a professional manner [currently dull and lifeless}
- Megates the existing Aframe and cbviows trip hazard

In closing, the suggested project will have positive benefits to Students, staff, parents and care givers alike
without having any cbvicus negative effects on the surrcunding community.

We hope this common sense approach in design and suggested build method meets with a positive outcome.

Flease call if you need any further information.

Regards Barry

mobiled

PMAMOBILE SCREEMNS

Barry Hoynes

bttpwww by nes signs com. by
btte:ffw e o obiled comau

12 Frost Romd
Solishury 54 5108
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6.3 432 & 434 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, BROOKLYN PARK

Application No 211/738/2017/A

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION DETAILS

DESCRIPTION OF

Variation to 211/738/2017 for construction of a childcare

DEVELOPMENT centre with associated car parking and landscaping -
Increase capacity to 65 children

APPLICANT Eastern Building Group

LODGEMENT DATE 24 August 2020

ZONE Residential

POLICY AREA Low Density Policy Area 20

APPLICATION TYPE Merit

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION Category 1

REFERRALS Internal

= City Assets
= Waste Management

DEVELOPMENT PLAN 21 May 2020

VERSION

DELEGATION ¢ Is a merit application and is variation to, or is similar
in nature to, a development application which was
refused by the CAP or the former DAP within the past
5 years.

RECONMENDATION Support with conditions

REPORT AUTHOR Jordan Leverington

BACKGROUND

The development proposal is presented to the Council Assessment Panel (CAP) for the following
reason:

e Is a merit application and is variation to, or is similar in nature to, a development application
which was refused by the CAP or the former DAP within the past 5 years.

The previous application was presented to the Council Assessment Panel (CAP) with a
recommendation of support in January 2018. Upon considering the application, representors and
applicants response, CAP made the following resolution:

The Council Assessment Panel, having considered all aspects of the report, the application for
consent to carry out development of land and pursuant to the provisions of the Development
Act 1993 resolves to REFUSE Development Plan Consent for Application No. 211/738/2017
by Eastern Building Group Pty Ltd to undertake construction of a childcare centre with
associated car parking and landscaping at 432 & 434 Sir Donald Bradman Drive (CT5694/228)
for the following reasons:

The proposed development is contrary to:

General Section - Transport & Access - Objective 1(b)

General Section - Transport & Access - Objective 2(a)

General Section - Transport & Access - Principle of Development Control 8
General Section - Transport & Access - Principle of Development Control 6
General Section - Transport & Access - Principle of Development Control 7
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General Section - Waste - Objective 1

General Section - Waste - Principle of Development Control 1

General Section - Waste - Principle of Development Control 2

General Section - Interface between land uses - Principle of Development Control 5

The Applicant lodged an appeal of this decision based on the following grounds:

e The proposed development is an envisaged use in the Zone and Policy Area

e The development provides adequate car parking in accord with the relevant Development Plan
provisions

e The development will not give rise to unreasonable or unsafe traffic conditions in adjoining
roads

e The development will be undertaken in a way that will minimise its impact on neighbouring land
uses

¢ Waste management has been adequately provided for and is consistent with waste
management provided for in similar sized child care centres.

Some changes were made to the proposal during the appeal process. These changes were
ultimately supported by representors and subsequently the CAP at its March 2018 meeting. This
allowed the Environment Resources and Development Court (ERDC) to issue orders granting
Development Plan Consent.

One of the changes made to the proposal was to resolve a quantitative deficiency in parking. The
Development Plan calls for one carpark to be available for every four children. Whilst advice from
Council's traffic engineer confirmed that a discount to the parking demand could be applied due to
the sites proximity to a high frequency public transport route and bike racks being installed. This
was not adopted by the CAP in their original decision. In response, the applicant reduced the
number of children attending the site by eight (8), to have a maximum of 57 onsite at any one time.

This variation application seeks to increase the capacity back to the originally proposed 65
children.

PREVIOUS OR RELATED APPLICATION(S)

Description of

DA Number
Development

Decision Decision Date

211/738/2017 Construct a childcare Development approval 21/06/2018
centre with associated car
parking and landscaping (Planning consent by ERDC)

SITE AND LOCALITY

The site is comprised of two allotments, and contains a single storey child care facility and ancillary
car parking and play areas.

The land is relatively level with only a gentle gradient from the north downwards to the Sir Donald
Bradman Drive frontage. There is no vegetation or any other noteworthy features on the land.

There are no easements or other features of the land that would restrict its development.
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The locality on the northern side of Sir Donald Bradman Drive comprises a mix of one and two
storey residential development at relatively low densities, although there are examples of some
infill development having occurred.

Significant features of the locality include the entry to Adelaide Airport to the east of the subject
land, on the southern side of Sir Donald Bradman Drive. The IKEA facility and other commercial
development are located on the opposite of the subject land on that road.

Overall, the locality onto which the subject land is oriented is very active in nature with estimated
24 hour two way traffic flows of 28,300 vehicles. In addition there is the traffic in and out of the
Adelaide Airport and the surrounding retail and commercial land uses.

To the north of the subject land the locality comprises residential development on straight streets
on a grid pattern. Rushworth Avenue is an open streetscape with the high levels of activity along
Sir Donald Bradman Drive being evident and which would produce relatively high ambient noise

levels.

There is a bus stop located adjacent the frontage of the subject land which would provide ready
access to public transport on Sir Donald Bradman Drive.
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PROPOSAL

This proposal seeks to vary a condition of consent and increase the capacity of children at the
centre by eight, resulting in a maximum of 65 children at any one time. This total figure is made up
of 16 children under 2 years old, 24 between 2-3 years old and 25 between 3-5 years old.

This will result in a minor impact to the staffing numbers to ensure they will continue to comply with
the State Government standards as outlined in the Applicants cover letter. These standards
attribute different staff to children ratios based on their age. The additional eight children will be
evenly distributed between the 2-3 year old and 3-5 year old brackets resulting in one additional
staff member being required.

A copy of the plans and documents are contained in Attachment 2.

A copy of the previous CAP reports is contained in Attachment 3 and 4. It is noted that the second
CAP report was presented to the CAP 'in confidence' as the matter was before the ERDC at the
time. The confidentiality order has since been lifted as the ERDC matter has been resolved.

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION

The proposal is considered to be of a minor nature and therefore Category 1 for public notification
purposes. It has been determined to be minor in nature and will not unreasonably impact on the
owners or occupiers of land in the locality of the site for the following reasons:

Considered minor in nature because:

e Anincrease in 8 children equates to a 14% increase in total child numbers;

e This proposal will not change the approved land use; and

o No additional buildings or structures will be required and as such this change is unlikely to
be perceptible outside of the site.

It is not considered to create any unreasonable impacts because:

e The application was originally presented to accommodate 65 children and was supported
by Councils traffic engineer and planning staff;

o When preparing for an ERDC hearing, the Administration contacted a number of planning
consultants and traffic engineers to find expert witnesses that could support the Panel's
refusal. However a number of experienced traffic consultants approached could not support
the Panel's refusal and were of the same opinion is Council's traffic engineer and the
applicant's traffic engineer.

e The car park is currently observed to be underutilised as demonstrated by Council aerial
image dated Thursday, 16 July 2020 showing 3 cars using the carpark and an image dated
Tuesday, 10 March 2020 showing no vehicles in the carpark;

¢ No traffic congestion or parking provision complaints have been received by Council
relating to the child care centre since it opened in late 2019.

REFERRALS
Internal
o City Assets

City Assets supported the original application with 65 children. It has also been noted that Council
has not received any complaints/ feedback from the local community regarding parking or traffic
issues that have arisen since the opening of the centre in late-2019.

A full copy of the relevant report is contained in Attachment 5.
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ASSESSMENT

The subject land is located within the Residential Zone and more particularly the Low Density
Policy Area 20 as described in the West Torrens Council Development Plan consolidated on
21 May 2020. The main provisions of the Development Plan which relate to the proposed
development are as follows:

Zone: Residential

Desired Character Statement: This zone will contain predominantly residential development.
There may also be some small-scale non-residential activities such as offices, shops, consulting
rooms and educational establishments in certain locations. Non-residential activities will be
complementary to surrounding dwellings.

Allotments will be at very low, low and medium densities to provide a diversity of housing options
in different parts of the zone. The range of allotment sizes will support the desired dwelling types
anticipated in each policy area, and the minimum allotment sizes shall be treated as such in order
to achieve the Desired Character for each policy area and, in turn, reinforce distinction between
policy areas. Row dwellings and residential flat buildings will be common near centres and in
policy areas where the desired density is higher, in contrast to the predominance of detached
dwellings in policy areas where the distinct established character is identified for protection and
enhancement. There will also be potential for semi-detached dwellings and group dwellings in
other policy areas.

Residential development in the form of a multiple dwelling, residential flat building or group
dwelling will not be undertaken in a Historic Conservation Area.

Landscaping will be provided throughout the zone to enhance the appearance of buildings from
the street as viewed by pedestrians, provide an appropriate transition between the public and
private realm and reduce heat loads in summer.

Policy Area: Low Density Policy Area 20

Desired Character Statement: Allotments in the policy area will be at low density, accommodating
predominantly detached dwellings and some other dwellings types such as semi-detached and
group dwellings. There will be a denser allotment pattern close to centre zones where it is
desirable for more residents to live and take advantage of the variety of facilities focused on
centre zones. Battleaxe subdivision will not occur in the policy area to preserve a pattern of
rectangular allotments developed with buildings that have a direct street frontage.

Buildings will be up to 2 storeys in height. Garages and carports will be located behind the front
facade of buildings.

Development will be interspersed with landscaping, particularly behind the main road frontage, to
enhance the appearance of buildings from the street as viewed by pedestrians, provide an
appropriate transition between the public and private realm and reduce heat loads in summer.
Low and open-style front fencing will contribute to a sense of space between buildings.

Additional provisions of the Development Plan which relate to the proposed development are
contained in Attachment 1.
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QUANTITATIVE ASSESSMENT

The proposal is assessed for consistency with the prescriptive requirements of the Development
Plan as outlined in the table below:

DEVELOPMENT PLAN
PROVISIONS STANDARD ASSESSMENT
CARPARKING SPACES 1 per 4 children car-parking 14 provided
General Section, Transportation spaces required
and Access Does Not Satisfy
PDC: 34 Demand = 16

QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT

Car parking Provisions

As per the Street Vehicle Parking Requirements of the Development Plan, a childcare facility would
require 16 car parking spaces on the basis of 1 space per 4 children. The existing car park
provides 14 spaces (including 1 disabled space) plus a 3 place bicycle rack. The Applicant's and
Council's Traffic Consultant agree that with the adjacent bus stop, bicycle parking, and on-street
spaces available on Rushworth Avenue whilst additionally taking into account the
operational/functional requirements of other childcare centres, 14 spaces is adequate to meet the
needs of the facility. It is noted that childcare centres produce traffic demands with less intense
peaks than schools. Starting and pick-up times are not dictated by the facility, but by the differing
starting times for the day of parents and guardians.

The increase in eight children will result in an increase of one more staff member. This is based on
the State Governments ratio of children to staff. The additional 8 children will be split between the
2-3 year olds and 3-5 year olds. The 2-3 years old are required to have one staff member for every
5 children, whereas the 3-5 year olds require 1 staff member for every 10 children. Due to the
difference in staff numbers required for each age group, a condition has been added to this
approval to retain maximum number children in each age bracket.

It is accepted that the number of required onsite parking spaces outlined by Table WeTo/2 has not
been achieved, however this is not considered fatal to the application. The 1 per 4 children
requirement is a generic figure, whereas the advice provided by the qualified traffic engineers have
a more in depth consideration of the site, its surroundings and how the business operates. There is
also on street parking for four vehicles directly adjacent the site on Rushworth Avenue, which more
than off sets the two deficient on site car parks. This is not expected to cause an issue to the
adjoining residents as it is only for short periods of time whilst parents drop off or collect their
children.

Public Transport Access

The facility has good access to public transport with a bus stop on Sir Donald Bradman Drive
immediately adjacent the site. Sir Donald Bradman Drive is a Go Zone from the city to the airport,
meaning that a bus is available every 15 minutes.

The proximity to the airport also means that public transport options such as taxis are also
frequently found in the area.

Given the wide variety and ease of access to public transport, it is expected that this will be a
viable option taken up by families using the child care facility. This in turn will result in less cars
attending the site and using the car park.
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Photo 1: View of the bus stop in front of the subect site '
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Source: Google street view

Waste Management

An internal referral was sent to Council's Waste Management team to consider the increase in
children numbers and as a result additional waste. They were not concerned as the waste from this
site as it is collected by a private contractor, as such they will be no further impact to Council.

The initial concerns by the appellants were around the location of the bins and their collection
frequency. This was resolved during the previous application. Nothing about either of these
aspects will be changed as part of this application.

SUMMARY

The proposal seeks to increase the maximum capacity of children attending the centre by 8, to
have a total of 65. This will result in an initial shortfall of 2 onsite parking spaces, however the
proximity of the high frequency public transport, bicycle parks and high turnover rate mean that the
parking provided for is considered suitable in its current form.

Having considered all the relevant Objectives and Principles of the Development Plan, the
proposal is considered to be not seriously at variance with the Development Plan.

On balance the proposed development sufficiently accords with the relevant provisions contained
within the West Torrens Council Development Plan Consolidated 30 May 2017 and warrants
Development Plan Consent.
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RECOMMENDATION

The Council Assessment Panel, having considered all aspects of the report, the application for
consent to carry out development of land and pursuant to the provisions of the Development Act
1993 resolves to GRANT Development Plan Consent for Application No. 211/738/2017/A by
Eastern Building Group Pty Ltd to undertake a variation to 211/738/2017 for construction of a
childcare centre with associated car parking and landscaping at 432 & 434 Sir Donald Bradman
Drive (CT5694/228) subject to the following conditions of consent:

Council Conditions

1.

The development shall be undertaken, completed and maintained in accordance with the
plans and information detailed in correspondence from Access Planning dated 24 August
2020, except where varied by any conditions listed below:

a) Site Plan by John Perriam Architects, Drawing no. 08/17 -P1G, Dated Mar 2017.

b) Floor Plan by John Perriam Architects, Drawing no. 08/17 -P2B, Dated Mar 2017.

Reason: To ensure the proposal is developed in accordance with the plans and documents
lodged with Council.

Except where varied by this approval, all other conditions, approved plans and details relating
to Development Application number 211/738/2017 continue to apply to this amended
application.

Reason: To ensure all valid conditions are complied with.
The total number of children in the facility at any time shall not exceed:

16 = 0-2 year olds
24 = 2-3 year olds
25 = 3-5 year olds

Reason: To ensure that this development does not create unreasonable impacts to traffic
movements and on street parking in the locality.

Attachments

arwbdE

Relevant Development Plan provisions
Plans and supporting documents
January 2018 CAP report

March 2018 CAP report

Internal referrals

Item 6.3 Page 64



Council Assessment Panel

Item 6.3 - Attachment 1

Transportation and Access

General Section
Objecti 1,2&3
Interface between Land Uses -jec. rves
Principles of Development Control | 1&2
Objective 2

Principles of Development Control

56,8 12 20, 34, 35,36

& 37
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ACCESS

24% August 2020
Ref: 6881Covletter revised

The Chief Executive Officer
City of West Torrens

165 Sir Donald Bradman Drive
HILTON SA 5033

Attention: Mr. Jordan Leverington
Dear Jordan,

RE: PROPOSED VARIATION TO DEVELOPMENT AUTHORISATION 211/738/17 FOR A
CHILD CARE CENTRE WITH ASSOCIATED CAR PARKING AND LANDSCAPING -
432 & 434 SIR DONALD BRADMAN DRIVE, BROOKLYN PARK

On behalf of the owner of the above-mentioned child-care centre, Access Planning has been
instructed to submit an application seeking a variation to the authorised development by
increasing enrolment numbers from 57 places to 65 places.

Supporting documentation submitted with the variation application includes the original Traffic
and Parking Assessment which also included a response to concerns expressed during the
public notification of the original application.

Since the child-care centre commenced operation in late 2019 it is understood the design and
use of the land have not resulted in safety issues or unreasonably impacted on the amenity of
local residents, as the centre:

+« Conforms fo the policy of the Department of Planning, Transport and Infrasiructure
(DPT]) to minimise direct access fo and from the arterial road network;

s The access point accommodates simultaneous entry | exit movements of vehicles
typically accessing the proposed development;

e Queuing of drivers turning left into / out of Rushworth Avenue has not been problematic
given the appropriate separation between the access point and the intersection with Sir
Donald Bradman Drive and retention of sightlines with the corner cut-offs maintained;

¢ The existing volumes of traffic entering and exiting Rushworth Avenue have been very
low and that there has not been a capacity issue on this roadway as a result of the
development.

s The proposad development provides on-site parking which salisfies, and generally
exceeds, the demands for on-site parking associated with the approved land use

The proposed variation will not cause a significant increase to staff numbers as the part time
rostering of staff will ensure on-site parking continues to service the demands of the centre.

As per State Government standards for staff members per children, children under 2 years of age
will have 4 dedicated staff, children between the age of 2 to 3 years of age will have 5 staff and
children over 3 years will have 3 staff. These numbers are based on full enrolment capacity at
100 percent of the time, but in practical reality, this scenario is rarely achieved due to absences,
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children being dropped off and collected at different times of the day and not every age cohort
being at 100 percent enrolment capacity all the time.

This was evident during recent visits to the subject land at various points during a working week
in which it was noted less than 30% of the on-site parking spaces were occupied and with an
abundance of on-street parking spaces being available for local residents. As noted in the traffic
report response to representations, peak parking demands of the child care development will be
at different times to peak residential parking demands.

On this basis, | consider staff and clients will continue to park cff-street but any on-street parking
which does occur will only be brief and will have a negligible impact to the occupants of
surrounding properties. As previously identified, the demand for on-street parking associated with
the proposed development is minimised by the provision of on-site bicycle parking and
convenient access to frequent public transport.

| am informed the concerns raised in the representations which related to traffic and parking have
hot been realised since the centre started operating, this is unlikely to be changed by the
proposed variation to the original authorisation. My recent visits to the subject land confirmed the
centre is not a generator of on-street parking which unreasonably diminishes access to on-street
parking opportunities for residents.

In addition, the proposed increase is not expected to cause conflict for surrounding land use as
the scale of the centre remains modest and the hours of operation remain unchanged, being
limited to 6.30am to 6.30pm. There is no activity on site out of these hours other than general
maintenance and cleaning and early morning activity on the site is generally limited because of
low attendance prior to 7.30am and children being kept indoors until sufficient numbers are in
attendance to enable supervised outdoor activity.

Stepping Stones (SA) have a strict Noise Management Policy, a copy of which is attached.
Conclusion

| conclude the requested variation to the authorised land use will not give rise to adverse impacts
on the amenity of nearby residents or cause traffic and parking congestion.

If you have any further questions, please feel free to contact me.
Yours sincerely

Adam Williams
Access Planning (SA) Pty Ltd
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||
-= PHIL WEAVER & ASSOCIATES

C I Traffic Engi
ABN 67 093 665 680

204 Young Street
Unley SA 5061

P: 08 8271 5999
F: 08 8271 5666
E: mail@philweaver.com.au

File: 152-17

1 November 2017

Mr George Skrembos
Eastern Building Group
142 Payneham Road
STEPNEY SA 5069
Dear Skrembos,

PROPOSED CHILD CARE CENTRE 432-434 SIR DONALD BRADMAN DRIVE, BROOKLYN
PARK - TRAFFIC AND PARKING ASSESSMENT AND RESPONSE TO REPRESENTATIONS

| refer to our recent discussions relating to the proposed development of a 65 place child care
centre and associated car parking on the above site.

As requested | have undertaken the following assessment of the traffic and parking related aspects
of the subject development.

This assessment has also addressed the representations recently received by West Torrens
Council in respect to the proposed development.

EXISTING SITUATION

The subject site is located on the north-western corner of the intersection of Sir Donald Bradman
Drive with Rushworth Avenue, Brooklyn Park.

The subject site is currently undergoing demolition works. The development site accommodates:-
¢ An unoccupied residential dwelling and garage at 432 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, and
e An unoccupied residential dwelling at 434 Sir Donald Bradman Drive.

The subject site has frontages of approximately 33m to Sir Donald Bradman Drive and
approximately 40m to Rushworth Avenue inclusive of a 3m by 3m corner cut-off.
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Currently there are two access points associated with the subject site. These consist of:-

» A crossover associated with the existing residential use of 432 Sir Donald Bradman Drive.
This access point is located approximately 15m from the western boundary of the site and
provides a width of approximately 4m, and

¢ An access point off Rushworth Avenue, approximately 4.5m in width located adjacent to
the northern boundary of the site. This crossover is associated with the existing residential
use of 434 Sir Donald Bradman Drive.

Sir Donald Bradman Drive, adjacent to the subject site, provides two traffic lanes and a bicycle
lane in each direction separated by a central median. The bicycle lanes operate between 7.30am
and 9.00am Monday to Friday on the northern side of this roadway and between 4.30pm and
6.00pm Monday to Friday on the southern side of this road.

A right turn lane for traffic turning from Sir Donald Bradman Drive into the (lkea access roadway)
associated with the retail outlets located on the southern side of this roadway is located directly
opposite the subject site.

The intersection of Sir Donald Bradman Drive with the access point into the commercial
development on the southemn side of this roadway, opposite the subject site is controlled by traffic
signals. This intersection is located approximately 20m to the east of the subject site i.e.
immediately to the east of Rushworth Avenue. The median within Sir Donald Bradman Drive
extends across the intersection (T-junction) with Rushworth Avenue. Hence, traffic entering and
exiting this side road is restricted to left turn in and left turn out movements only.

A bus zone is located directly in front of the subject site on the northern side of Sir Donald Bradman
Drive, while the corresponding bus zone on the southern side of this roadway is slightly further to
the west. Parking on the northern side of Sir Donald Bradman Drive to the west of the bus zone
is prohibited by No Stopping Anytime restrictions.

Rushworth Avenue, adjacent to the subject site, has a kerb to kerb width of approximately 9m with
verge widths of approximately 3m on each side of this roadway.

Details of traffic volumes on Sir Donald Bradman Drive have been obtained from the Department
of Planning, Transport and Infrastructure, (DPTI). From a traffic count undertaken on Wednesday
4t May 2015 itis identified that the two-way Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volume adjacent
to the subject site is approximately 23,800 vpd on Sir Donald Bradman Drive.

The speed limit on Sir Donald Bradman Drive, adjacent to the subject site, is 60 km/h. The urban
default speed limit of 50 km/h applies on Rushworth Avenue.

TRAFFIC SURVEYS
In order to determine the current level of traffic using the intersection of Rushworth Avenue with

Sir Donald Bradman Drive, surveys have been undertaken of vehicles entering and exiting
Rushworth Avenue at this location.
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The traffic surveys were conducted on Tuesday 315t October and Wednesday 1t November 2017
in 15 minute intervals over the periods from:-

e From 3.00 pm to 6.00 pm on Tuesday 31% October, and

¢ From 7.30 am to 9.30 am on Wednesday 15 November 2017.
The peak hour traffic volumes in the morning and afternoon periods were identified from the results
of the above surveys as occurring between 8.00 am and 9.00 am and between 4.30 pm and 5.30

pm, respectively. The existing peak hour traffic entering and exiting Rushworth Avenue is
identified in Figure 1 below.

Proposed Development Site

RUSHWORTH AVENUE

SIR DONALD BRADMAN DRIVE

Figure 1:  Existing am (pm) peak hour traffic volumes entering | exiting Rushworth
Avenue, Brooklyn Park

As identified above, all traffic turning into and out of Rushworth Avenue is restricted to left turn
entry and left turn exit movements only.
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The traffic surveys identified that:-

» 16 vehicles entered / exited Rushworth Avenue to and from Sir Donald Bradman Drive (8
in / 8 out) during the am peak hour period,

¢ 9 vehicles entered / exited Rushworth Avenue to and from Sir Donald Bradman Drive (8 in
/ 1 out) during the pm peak hour pericd, and

e At no time during either the moming or afternoon periods was there more than one car
queued when drivers of vehicles were waiting to turn left out of Rushworth Avenue.

Based upon the peak hour traffic volumes in the am or pm peak hour periods typically being
equivalent to approximately 10% of the of traffic on an a residential roadway, | estimate that the
Average Weekday Traffic volume on this roadway would be of the order of 200 vpd. This indicates
that there is no capacity issue within this section of roadway, particularly given that the residential
amenity level within such a residential roadway is considered to be of the order of 1000 to 1500
vpd.

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

The proposed development is identified on a series of plans prepared by John Perriam Architects
including a Site Plan (Drawing No. 08/17-P1D).

| note that the proposed development will include:-
o Demolition of the existing buildings on the site,

e Construction of a single storey building with a floor area of 458.9m? to accommodate a 65
place child care centre,

¢ Construction of a car parking area on the north-eastern side of the building to provide 14
spaces including a disability space and adjacent shared area. This car parking area will
also provide a turnaround area in the north-western corner of this car park,

e A bicycle parking area, providing 3 bicycle spaces to be located on the south-western
corner of the car park,

¢ Provision of a new access point off Rushworth Avenue, to be located approximately 6m
from the northern boundary of the site. This access point will be gated and provide a width
of approximately 6.5m, and

s Closure of the existing access points on Rushworth Avenue and Sir Donald Bradman Drive.

| understand that the hours of operation of the proposed child care centre will be 6.30 am to 6.30
pm Monday to Friday with the centre closed on weekends and public holidays.
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The design of the at-grade car parking area provides:-
s Car parking spaces of 2.6m in width,

s Car parking spaces of 5.4m in length and 4.8m in length where provision has been made
for a 600mm overhang, and

e An aisle width of 6.2m.

As such, | consider that the design of the on-site car parking area would conform to the
requirements of the relevant off-street car parking standards (AS/NZS 2890.1:2004 and AS/NZS
2890.6:2009).

While the proposed development will require provision for a new crossover on Rushworth Avenue,
the existing crossover will be closed permitting the area to the immediate north of the crossover
to be used for car parking.

PARKING ASSESSMENT

Table WeTo/2 — Off Street Vehicle Parking Requirements within the West Torrens (City)
Development Plan identifies car parking provisions relevant to a child care centre on the subject
site, as follows:-

¢ One car parking space per 4 children, and
¢ One accessible (disability) space for a development with a total of 10 to 25 parking spaces.

Based on the subject child care centre accommodating 65 children, the proposed development
would require 16.25 parking spaces.

The subject development will provide a total of 14 car parking spaces (including one disability
space). Consequently, there would be a minor shortfall in the on-site car parking.

However, | note that a car parking rate of one space / 4.2 children has been identified as an
appropriate car parking rate for such a development, based on findings within the report prepared
by MFY Pty Lid (Child Care Centre Parking Rates Review - Parking Review) on behalf of the
Australian Childcare Alliance.

On the basis of the above parking review, the proposed development would require 16 spaces.
Hence, it is calculated that there would be a shortfall of at most two spaces.

Given the proximity of the subject development to public transport on Sir Donald Bradman Drive,
which would potentially result in a reduced level of car parking demand, | consider that the peak
parking demand of the proposed development could be lower than required by either of the above
standards.
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In any event, | consider that there would be an opportunity to accommodate such a minor shortfall
of on-site car parking within Rushworth Avenue.

PARKING REVIEWS

In order to determine the current level of parking on-street in Rushworth Avenue, we have
undertaken a number of parking reviews over the following periods:-

* Monday 30" October 2017 at 11.15am,
e Tuesday 318 October 2017 between 3.00pm and 6.00pm, and
* Wednesday 1t November 2017 between 7.30am and 9.30am.
The above reviews conducted in Rushworth Avenue identified the following:-

¢ There is a capacity to accommodate approximately 42 cars on-street within Rushworth
Avenue,

* There were 6 cars parked on the Monday morning,

e During the Tuesday review there were 8 cars parked at 3.00pm, 11 cars parked at 4.45pm
and 13 cars parked at 6.00pm, and

o During the Wednesday review there were 13 cars parked at 7.30am, 9 cars parked at
8.15am and 8 cars parked at 9.30am.

It was evident that there was a significant level of unused on-street car parking capacity remaining
within Rushworth Avenue during the corresponding periods when the child care centre would be
operational.
TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT
The “Guide to Traffic Generating Developments” report produced by the former Roads and
Traffic Authority of NSW (now Roads and Maritime Services) identifies peak hour traffic generation
rates associated with a child care centre equivalent to:-

¢ A rate of 0.8 trips per child in the am peak period (7.00am to 9.00am),

* A rate of 0.3 trips per child in the period between 2.30pm and 4.00pm, and

s A rate of 0.7 trips per child in the pm period (4.00pm to 6.00pm).
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On the above basis the number of peak hour trips associated with the child care centre would be:-
= 52 trips in the am peak hour period,
e 20 trips between 2.30pm and 4.00pm, and
e 46 trips in the pm peak hour period.

It is anticipated that the majority of the peak hour traffic movements accessing the proposed child
care centre in the am peak periods would travel from the west to access the centre and exit to the
east, with drivers undertaking left turn entry / left tum exit movements to and from Sir Donald
Bradman Drive.

While there would be a small proportion of traffic that could potentially use adjoining sections of
the local road network to access the proposed child care centre, the number of these movements
would not have any significant impacts on the capacity of these roads or the amenity of the
adjoining stakeholders, particularly given the relatively small size of the proposed development
and the low volumes of traffic recorded on Rushworth Avenue.

Outside of peak hour periods on weekdays there will be minimal traffic generated by the subject
child care centre.

There will be very infrequent deliveries to the proposed child care centre given the nature and size
of this proposed facility. The majority of these deliveries would be made by small vans or similar
sized vehicles with deliveries typically being undertaken in late morning / early afternoon periods
i.e. outside of arrival and departure periods associated with children attending the centre.

The proposed development includes a bin storage area to accommodate waste and recycling.
The level of waste and recycling would not be significantly different to that of the two residential
properties previously occupied on the site.

Waste and refuse will be stored in wheelie bins and will be placed on the adjoining verge area on
bin collection nights for servicing by Council's waste and recycling contractors.

CONSULTATION

Discussions were undertaken with staff of the Safety and Service, Traffic Operations Section of
the Department of Planning, Transport and Infrastructure (DPTI) in relation to the proposed
development.

DPTI has previously provided Council with a Schedule 8 Referral Response in correspondence
dated 16th of August 2017. | understand that this correspondence included the following
comments/recommendations, namely that:-
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¢ DPTIis comfortable with the proposed access arrangements but suggested that car parking
be restricted at all times along the western side of Rushworth Avenue between Sir Donald
Bradman Drive and the proposed access point,

o That parking bays 7 and 8 should be assigned for use by staff anly, given the proximity of
the spaces to the boundary of the site, and

» A 4.5m x4.5m corner cut-off should be provided on the south-eastern corner of the subject
site in lieu of the current 3.0m x 3.0m corner cut-off.

| note/consider that:-

e Given the very low volumes of traffic using Rushworth Avenue during periods when the
child care centre would be in operation, | consider that it would not be necessary to restrict
parking along the western boundary of the site,

e Parking bays 7 and 8 will be assigned for use by staff only, and

¢ The design has been modified to provide a corner cut-off of 4.5 m x 4.5 m on the south
eastern corner of the subject land with the location of the boundary fence modified slightly
from the plans previously submitted to Council.

RESPONSE TO REPRESENTATIONS

| note that a total of six representations were received by Council in which matters relating to
traffic, parking and vehicular access arrangements were raised. | have summarised the relevant
aspects of this representation and have provided a response to the various issues identified within
the relevant representation.

Mr and Mrs Parisella - 2 Rushworth Avenue, Brooklyn Park

The above representation identified concerns in respect to:-

1. “We have major concerns about the parking and impact on the traffic in our street and
surrounding streets. As there is no parking on Sir Donald Bradman and Rushworth Avenue
already has many vehicles attached to residences parked on the sireet. We have Lockleys
Primary School closeby and parents already park in the surrounding streets to go there.

In response to the above matters, it is noted that:-

o Reviews of the locality during weekday periods have not identified high levels of car parking
demand on this roadway.
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Ms Linda Reid - 4 Rushworth Avenue, Brooklyn Park

1. “Traffic congestion - Sir Donald Bradman Drive | Rushworth Avenue. We already have a
shortage of parking due to people using our street to leave their cars whilst on holidays not
using airport facilities.

2. Dangerous frontage with bus stop right on corner of Sir Donald Bradman Drive and
Rushworth Avenue.

4. Car parking for only 14 cars and 65 children seems totally unrealistic as parking for staff
does not seem fo have been considered and car parking is not allowed on Sir Donald
Bradman Drive between the hours of 7am and 9am which is critical drop off time for child
care cenires.

In response to these three issues, it is identified that:-

¢ The proposed development will not result in any significant impact to car parking demand
currently occurring on Rushworth Avenue. More particularly, the proposed development
will be open during weekday periods only and our reviews on site have identified only low
levels of car parking demand during these periods. Furthermore, the proposed
development will not be open during evening and weekend periods when residential
parking demand would typically peak,

e A review of sight distance to the west along Sir Donald Bradman Drive has identified that
required levels of sight distance along this roadway will continue to be met at this location.
While sight distance would be interrupted by a bus standing at the bus stop to the west of
Rushworth Avenue, this is not a result of the proposed development. Any delay that this
causes to drivers exiting from Rushworth Avenue is minimal, and

e The adequacy of car parking associated with the proposed development has been
considered in detail and has been measured against appropriate standards which
contemplate both staff and parent / guardian parking demand. On this basis, there should
be a potential requirement for at most two cars to park on street, within Rushworth Avenue.
Car parking on Sir Donald Bradman Drive cannot legally occur due to the existing parking
restrictions on this roadway.

Mr Craig Alan Johnston and Mrs Andrea Dahl-Johnston - 12 Rushworth Avenue, Brooklyn
Park

5. Adequate car parking for potentially 65 children cannot be provided with 14 spaces.
Although there will be prime fimes for parking this will impact upon ourselves being the
closest residence and in fact is likely to impact upon many residents in Rushworth Ave.
Rushworth Ave has a large number of cars which belong fo residents. Congestion as well
as childcare staff and families taking resident parks will be an issue. Being a childcare
centre will not be able to just drop children off (as per a school) but will need to park and
take their children into the centre. The increased number of cars is a safely risk for small
children.
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6. Parking for staff does not appear to be a consideration. Typically staff to children ratios are
either 1:5 in babies rooms and 1:10 for older children. Potentially there would be at least
10 staff who would be requiring parking (as there would also be administrative staff and
cooking staff). Given the 14 parks it is not clear where these staff would park. Sir Donald
Bradman is not a place to park and in fact has a bus stop oulside of the proposed child
care centre. Currently Rushworth Ave has a high number of cars attached fo the
residences.

The above matters have been addressed in my previous responses.
Mr David Reid and Mrs Linda Reid - 4 Rushworth Avenue, Brooklyn Park
1. This will substantially increase traffic congestion in streef,
2. Street car parking is already a major issue - there is simply no capacity for extra parking,

4. The traffic congestion at intersection of May Terrace and Sir Donald Bradman Drive will
undoubtedly increase. This is already a very dangerous intersection with no traffic lights.

ltems 1 and 2 within this representation have previously been addressed.

In respect to an anticipated increase in traffic congestion at the intersection of May Terrace and
Sir Donald Bradman Drive, it is considered that the proposed development would result in a
minimal increase in any traffic congestion at this intersection, particularly given:-

» The relatively small size of the proposed development compared to other child care
centres within Metropolitan Adelaide, and

» The proportion of traffic accessing the proposed child care centre via the intersection of
May Terrace with Sir Donald Bradman Drive would be minimal.

Ms Maria Papageorgiou - 436 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, Brooklyn Park
1. Site of childcare centre is too smalf for 65 children, and
2. Parking will be a problem.
| consider that these matters have been addressed above.
Ms Karen Marie Smith - 3 Rushworth Avenue, Brooklyn Park
1. There is already a parking issue here in Rushworth Avenue. | have made a number of
requests fo council in relation to parking in this street over the past few years. | have
requested resident only parking permits, as well as timed signs. Many people park here
then go to the airport for their week long (or longer) holiday and do not wish to pay for

parking, so park here in our small residential streef causing congestion in the streetf. Even
with resident’s cars only, there is a considerable number of vehicle in the street every night.

10
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I note that the proposed Child Care Centre has fourteen car parks. This does not seem like
an adequate number of carparks to cover 65 children & staif al any time.

The nearby Childcare centre at the corner of Henley Beach Road and Rowells Road has
twenly five (25) carparks.

2. There is no room for a new pedestrian crossing to be focated on Sir Donald Bradman Drive,
and even if one was placed there, the impact with the second set of lights at the IKEA
entrance would cause traffic chaos in an already extremely busy stretch of road.

Sir Donald Bradman Drive would be a very dangerous road for numerous children to be
crossing without any pedestrian lights installed.

Sir Donald Bradman Drive out the front of the proposed Childcare centre is a bus zone,
therefore there can be no parking there at any time. There is also a bike lane and signs
indicating no standing at any time. Therefore, all drop offs will have to be in Rushworth
Avenue or other nearby residential streets.

The gates to the carpark are on Rushworth Avenue, this will cause massive congestion in
an already congestled street. The likelihood for collisions will also rise, as well as the
inherent dangers associated with small children and cars. There could be a serious or fatal
collision due to frustration caused by congestion and the inability to get a park.

Dropping small children off at a childcare cenfre would no doubt require the parents or
carers of the children to actually physically enter the centre to sign the children in. It is not
the same as a school drop off where children can just be let out of the car and walk in alone.

Rushworth Avenue does not have adequate space for the parents of sixty five (65) children
fo drive in and park. Fourteen carparks is a grossly inadequate number of carparks for this
fype of development.

Does this mean that new signs will be erected such as signs for drop offs, 15 minute time
fimits or such during drop off periods? This will really inconvenience the actual residents of
the street if they can't park outside their own houses during business hours. Who will police
this?

In response to the various matters raised by the above representor, it is considered that:-

e The potential use (or otherwise) of car parking on-street associated with the proposed child
care centre during weekday periods has been addressed above,

o The proposed child care centre will not operate at night or at weekends. Hence, on-street
parking during these periods is not relevant to the proposed development,

¢ The existing child care centre on the corner of Rowells Road / Henley Beach Road is a

larger centre and has a car parking ratio similar to that proposed by the subject
development,

11
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¢ There is no suggestion for an additional pedestrian crossing to be provided on Sir Donald
Bradman Drive as a result of the proposed development. In any event, there is an existing
(controlled) pedestrian crosswalk incorporated within the signalised intersection of Sir
Donald Bradman Drive / IKEA access. This crosswalk is located to the immediate east of
the intersection with Rushworth Avenue and provides safe pedestrian movements across
Sir Donald Bradman Drive at this location,

o The concerns relating to the bus zone to the west of Rushworth Avenue have previously
been addressed,

o The bicycle lane along Sir Donald Bradman Drive operates only between 7.30 am and 9.00
am on weekdays. It is considered that there will be no impact on the operation of this bicycle
lane as a result of the proposed development,

¢ For the various reasons identified above, | do not consider that there would be any
significant traffic impacts on the operation of Rushworth Avenue, particularly given that:-

» The kerb to kerb width of this roadway is 9.2m,

» Access into and out of this roadway to and from Sir Donald Bradman Drive is restricted
to left in / left out movements only, and

» The proposed access point into and out of the on-site car parking area will be located
approximately 30m to the north of Sir Donald Bradman Drive,

» As previously identified, children attending a child care centre are not ‘dropped off’ but
must be escorted by parents/guardians and registered with this facility. Hence, it is
contemplated that parents/guardians will park on site. Based on my experience with
similar facilities, it is unlikely that parents/guardians would arrive at the same time to
deliver/collect children,

» No changes to parking is anticipated adjacent to the residential dwellings on Rushworth
Avenue as a result of the proposed development.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The above traffic and parking assessment relates to the proposed development of a child care
centre accommodating 65 places.

The proposed development will provide a total of 14 on-site car parking spaces which would be
slightly less than the required 16 spaces. However, given the location of the proposed
development within close proximity of public transport, a bicycle lane on the adjoining arterial road
network and the potential for limited parking to occur on Rushworth Avenue, | consider that such
a minor shortfall in on-site site parking would be acceptable.

12

13 October 2020 Page 81



Council Assessment Panel Item 6.3 - Attachment 2

A review of the proposed traffic generated by the subject development would indicate that, at
most, there should be:-

e Approximately 52 trips in the am peak hour period, and
s Approximately 46 trips in the pm peak hour period.

Surveys of existing traffic movements entering / exiting Rushworth Avenue to and from Sir Donald
Bradman Drive have identified that existing weekly traffic volumes on this roadway are very low
and that there is no significant delay/queuing to drivers of vehicles turning out onto Sir Donald
Bradman Drive.

The forecast volumes of traffic anticipated to be generated by the proposed development will be
readily accommodated by the adjoining road network.

In my opinion there will be no detrimental traffic impacts on either capacity of amenity associated
with the subject development.

The proposed on-site car parking area has been designed in accordance with the requirements
of the relevant off-street car parking standard and would be suitable for use by the proposed
development.

In summary, the proposed development will:-

¢ Provide a total of 14 car parking spaces including one space for use by the disabled and
an adjacent shared area. While this level of parking would be slightly less than the number
of spaces typically required for a facility accommodating 65 children on-site, there is an
opportunity for this minor shortfall in car parking provision to be provided on-street,

¢ Notresult in adverse traffic impacts on the adjacent road network, based upon the analysis
of the forecast traffic generation of the subject development, provided within this report,
and

e Provide a design standard which is appropriate and meets the requirement of the relevant
Australian / New Zealand Standard for off-street car parking areas.

Yours sincerely

/O (s Z/’aw/

Phil Weaver
Phil Weaver and Associates Pty Lid
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6.4 432 & 434 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, BROOKLYN PARK

Application No

211/738/2017

Appearing before the Panel will be:

Representors:

Applicant/s

David & Linda Reid of 4 Rushworth Avenue, Brooklyn Park, wishes to appear in
support of the representation.

Maria Papageorgiou of 436 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, Brooklyn Park, wishes to
appear in support of the representation.

Craig and Andrea Johnston of 12 Rushworth Avenue, Brooklyn Park, wishes to
appear in support of the representation.

Karen Smith of 3 Rushworth Avenue, Brooklyn Park, wishes to appear in
support of the representation.

Elizabeth White of 430 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, Brooklyn Park, wishes to
appear in support of the representation.

David Hutchison of Access Planning wishes to appear to respond to
representations.

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION DETAILS

DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL Construct a childcare centre with associated car parking
and landscaping
APPLICANT Eastern Building Group
APPLICATION NO 211/738/2017
LODGEMENT DATE 192 June 2017
ZONE Residential
POLICY AREA Low Density Policy Area 20
APPLICATION TYPE Merit
PUBLIC NOTIFICATION Category 3
REFERRALS Internal
= City Assets
External
= DPTI
DEVELOPMENT PLAN 30 May 2017
VERSION
MEETING DATE 9 January 2018
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RECOMMENDATION

The Council Assessment Panel, having considered all aspects of the report, the application for
consent to carry out development of land and pursuant to the provisions of the Development Act
1993 resolves to GRANT Development Plan Consent for Application No. 211/738/2017 by Eastern
Building Group Pty Ltd to undertake construction of a childcare centre with associated car parking
and landscaping at 432 & 434 Sir Donald Bradman Drive (CT5694/228) subject to the following
reserved matters and conditions:

Reserved Matter

1.

Pursuant to Section 33 (3) of the Development Act, 1993, the applicant shall prepare a Waste
Management Plan that satisfactorily manages the following aspects of waste storage and
collection from the development to the satisfaction of Manager City Development and prior to
receiving development approval:

a. The use of equipment and timing of collection periods that satisfies the EPA Environment
Protection (Noise) Policy 2007 to avoid noise nuisance for residents of adjacent
residential premises.

b. Ensures waste capable of creating odours is contained within bins that are kept closed at
all times and are collected at a frequency and schedule to ensure that waste is not
stored in the bins for longer than 48 hours to attraction of insects and vermin or to create
unpleasant odours.

c. Timing of waste collection vehicle movements and the type of vehicles used so that use
of the child care centre car park is not disrupted such that vehicles would be required to
stand and queue Rushworth Avenue thereby creating a traffic hazard or risk to the safety
of children using the child care centre.

Council Conditions

1.

The development shall be undertaken and completed in accordance with the plans by John
Perriam Architects amended plans marked Dwg Nos 08/17-P1D, 08/17-P2B, 08/17-P3B and
Herriot Consulting site works and Drainage Plan File No. C1706-076 Sheet C1 Rev. B and
information detailed in this application except where varied by any condition(s) listed below.

The access to Rushworth Avenue shall be constructed in general accordance with the John
Perriham Site Plan, Drawing No. 08/17, Issue B, dated 19/06/2017 and the Herriot Consulting
site works and Drainage Plan File No. C1706-076 Sheet C1 Rev. B.

The access point shall be suitably flared to Rushworth Avenue in accordance with the plans
John Perriham Site Plan, Drawing No. 08/17, Issue B, dated 19/06/2017 and the Herriot
Consulting site works and Drainage Plan File No. C1706-076 Sheet C1 Rev. B.to allow
convenient ingress and egress movement in order to minimise disruption to the free flow of
traffic.

The existing crossover on Sir Donald Bradman Drive shall be considered redundant and must
be closed off to the satisfaction of Council. Any new or modified crossing places shall be
constructed to Council's requirements. New vehicle crossing places must be located a
minimum of 500mm from any existing or proposed verge features (i.e. crossing places, trees,
stormwater connections, stobie poles).

The car park shall be arranged, managed and signed to allow and direct all vehicles to enter
and exit the site in a forward direction at all times.
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6.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

The hours of operation of the Childcare centre shall be limited to the hours between 6.30am
and 6.30pm on any day.

The the total number of children accommodated in the facility at any one time shall be limited
to 65.

The sliding gate at the Rushworth Avenue entry shall be kept open at all times when the
facility is operating with children present, to allow vehicles to enter and exit the car park
unhindered to prevent traffic queuing and obstructing vehicle movements on Rushworth
Avenue.

Fencing adjacent to the south-western boundary shall ensure sightlines to/from 436 Sir
Donald Bradman Drive can be achieved in accordance with AS/NZ2890.1:2004.

All stormwater generated by the proposal shall be appropriately collected and disposed of
without jeopardising the safety of the adjacent arterial road.

Stormwater detention shall be installed prior to the occupation of the development and
maintained thereafter in accordance with the stormwater calculations by Herriot Consulting
dated 8/11/2017.

All stormwater design and construction will be in accordance with Australian Standards and
recognised engineering best practices to ensure that stormwater does not adversely affect
any adjoining property or public road and for this purpose stormwater drainage will not at any
time:

a) Result in the entry of water into a building; or

b) Affect the stability of a building; or

¢c) Create unhealthy or dangerous conditions on the site or within the building; or

d) Flow or discharge onto the land of an adjoining owner; and not flow across footpaths or
public ways.

All waste shall be placed within garbage containers with lids that are closed at all times to
limit odours and to prevent insects and vermin accessing the waste at all times.

The bin enclosure shall be increased in size to accommodate more than two 240 litre mobile
garbage bins such that all waste produced by the facility is able to be stored in enclosed
receptacles at all times with the frequency of collection increased through the use of private
contractors to avoid the creation of odours or other nuisance all to the reasonable satisfaction
of Council.

Waste collection shall be undertaken in accordance with a Waste Mangement Plan that is to
be prepared and approved prior to issuing of Development Approval.

General service vehicles for the subject development shall be restricted to an 'SRV’ (in
reference to AS 2890.2-2002), and servicing shall be restricted to outside of peak times.

The fence along the northern boundary shall be not less than 2.0m in height, extend to
ground level without gaps in or below the fence and be double sheeted to provide adequate
separation and noise attenuation between the facility and the adjoining premises.

Security lighting and lighting of the driveways, parking and manoeuvring areas and footpaths
shall in accordance with the Australian Standard 1158 during the hours of darkness that they
are in use. Such lights shall be directed and screened so that overspill of light into nearby
premises is avoided and minimal impact on passing motorists occurs. When not in use such
lights should be dimmed to levels sufficient for secuity purposes only to diminish impacts on
adjacent dwellings after operating hours. All such lighting on the subject site shall be directed
and screened so that overspill of light into the nearby premises is avoided and minimal
impact on passing motorists occurs.
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19.

20.

21.

22.

All landscaping shall be planted in accordance with the approved plans prior to the
occupancy of the development. Such landscaping shall be cultivated, tended and nurtured,
maintained and shall be promptly replaced if it becomes seriously diseased or dies, to the
reasonable satisfaction of Council.

An automatic watering system shall be installed as part of the landscaping to ensure it is
adequately watered at all times to enable it to establish and flourish.

All driveways, parking and manoeuvring areas will be formed, surfaced with concrete,
bitumen or paving, and be properly drained prior to commencement of the use of the
development, and shall be maintained in reasonable condition at all times.

Driveways, car parking spaces, manoeuvring areas and landscaping areas shall not be used
for storage of materials or goods such as waste products and refuse.

Condition imposed at the direction and advice of DPTI

23

The corner cut-off at Sir Donald Bradman Drive/Rushworth Avenue junction shall be
increased to 4.5m x 4.5m in order to maximise driver sight lines and improve pedestrian
circulation at Sir Donald Bradman Drive and Rushworth Avenue junction. All development
(including landscaping and fencing) shall be kept clear of the above corner cut-off.

Notes

This approval does not include the erection of any signs. Further permission may be
required from Council for the erection or display of any signs.

Any retaining walls will be designed to accepted engineering standards, and not of timber
construction if retaining a difference in ground level exceeding 200mm.

This consent does not obviate the need to obtain any other necessary approvals from
any/all parties with an interest in the land (e.g. Strata/Community Corp or the Developer/
Encumbrancee).

4. Your attention is drawn to the Disability Discrimination Act 1992 which may prescribe

requirements for people with disabilities additional to those contained within the Building
Code of Australia.

5. Any existing crossing places not providing vehicle access shall be considered redundant

and must be closed off to the satisfaction of Council. Any new or modified crossing places
shall be constructed to Council's requirements. New vehicle crossing places must be
located a minimum of S00mm from any existing or proposed verge features (i.e. crossing
places, trees, stormwater connections, Stobie poles).

BACKGROUND

The development proposal is presented to the Council Assessment Panel (CAP) for the following
reason:

All Category 2 or 3 applications where a representor has requested to be heard shall be
assessed and determined by the CAP.
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PREVIOUS OR RELATED APPLICATION(S)

DA: 211/327/2016, Construction of two (2) single storey detached dwellings, a carport, masonry
wall and demolition of existing outbuildings. The development has not been undertaken.

DA: 211/881/2016, Land division - Torrens Title; SPAC No. 211/D104/16 (Unique ID 54925);
Creating two (2) additional allotments. The approval has not been implemented.

SITE AND LOCALITY

The site comprises two allotments, each of which contains a single storey detached dwelling
several decades old which are intended to be demolished.

The land is relatively level with only a gentle gradient from the north downwards to the Sir Donald
Bradman Drive frontage. There is no vegetation or any other noteworthy features on the land.

There are no easements or other features of the land that would restrict its development.

The locality on the northern side of Sir Donald Bradman Drive comprises a mix of one and two
storey residential development at relatively low densities, although there are examples of some
infill development having occurred.

Significant features of the locality include the entry to Adelaide Airport to the east of the subject
land, on the southern side of Sir Donald Bradman Drive. The IKEA facility and other commercial
development is located on the opposite of the subject land on that road.

Overall, the locality onto which the subject land is oriented is very active in nature with estimated
24 hour two way traffic flows of 28,300 vehicles. In addition there is the traffic in and out of the
Adelaide Airport and the surrounding retail and commercial land uses.

To the north of the subject land the locality comprises residential development on straight streets
on a grid pattern. Rushworth Avenue is an open streetscape with the high levels of activity along
Sir Donald Bradman Drive being evident and which would produce relatively high ambient noise
levels.

There is a bus stop located adjacent the frontage of the subject land which would provide ready
access to public transport on Sir Donald Bradman Drive.
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PROPOSAL

The proposal comprises the demolition of the existing single storey detached dwellings and the
construction of single storey, hipped roof residential style of building for use as a childcare centre
as follows:

The building is to contain 3 large rooms to accommodate children according to age groups,
a sleep room for 16 cots, office, staffroom, store room and amenities.

The facility will accommodate a maximum of 65 children. Based on Government standards
staff members required are 1 per 4 children under 2 years of age, 1 per 5 children for 2 to 3
years of age and 1 per 10 children over 3 years of age. The number of staff required would
depend on the age of the children enrolled in the centre but is expected to be in the order of
8 to 10 persons.

The building wall height is 2.7m, roof ridge height of approximately 5.4m and a roof pitch of
30 degrees.

The building floor area is 458.9m? excluding the verandahs.
3 outdoor play lawned and paved areas with shade sails over with ancillary decks.
A 14 space sealed car park including 1 disabled space and a 3 space bicycle rack.

A new double width access from Rushworth Avenue approximately 27m north of the
junction with Sir Donald Bradman Drive.

1.8m high Colorbond fence along the western and northern boundaries.

1.8m high tubular fences and gates to the Sir Donald Bradman Drive and Rushworth
Avenue frontages.

A sliding tubular gate at the carpark entry on the Rushworth Avenue frontage.

2.5m x 2.0m Colorbond shed in Play Area 1 and a similar sized store at the western end of
the verandah facing Sir Donald Bradman Drive.

1m wide landscaping strips along the road frontages and the northern car park edge except
for a 1.5m wide strip along the Rushworth Avenue frontage of the car park.

A copy of the plans and documents are contained in Attachments 1to 7.

PUBLIC NOTIFICATION

The application is a Category 3 form of development pursuant to Section 38 and Schedule 9 of the
Development Act and Regulations and Residential Zone, Procedural Matters.

Properties notified: Eight properties were notified during the public notification

process together with a notice in the Advertiser newspaper.
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Representations:

Six representations were received.

A petition was also received by Council. The petition was
presented to Council at its meeting of 21 November 2017 at
which time it was resolved that:

1. The petition be noted;

2. Council supports the concerns of the residents; and

3. Council writes to the Minister for Planning and Local MPs
providing a copy of the petition noting Council's support for the
residents.

This petition is a separate matter and cannot be considered in
the assessment of this application.

Persons wishing to be
heard:

Five representors identified that they wish to address the Panel.

David and Linda Reid
Maria Papageorgiou

Craig and Andrea Johnston
Karen Smith

Elizabeth White

Summary of
Representations:

Concerns were raised regarding the following matters:

¢ Insufficient parking and related issues in Rushworth
Avenue and surrounding streets. Parents from nearby
Lockleys Primary School already park in that street;

¢ No parking available on Sir Donald Bradman Drive
between 7am to 9am;

¢ Increased traffic in Rushworth Avenue and junction with Sir
Donald Bradman Drive;

e There are already two childcare centres less than a
kilometre from the site;

e 14 car parks are not enough to cater for the facility and
would not even cater for staff;

¢ Positioning on a main road where there is no parking is a
problem that cannot be overcome;

¢ Risks for children near a bus stop;

e Traffic noise and accidents;

¢ There is no room for a new pedestrian crossing on Sir
Donald Bradman Drive and it would be a dangerous road
for children to cross;

¢ The car park entry on Rushworth Avenue will cause
massive congestion;

e Rushworth Avenue does not have adequate space for
parents to drop off their children into the centre;

e On street parking will really inconvenience actual residents;

o Rubbish will be a health hazard;

e Emptying commercial rubbish bins at night would cause
disturbance;

¢ A commercial development will devalue houses;

¢ Commercial premises would have no concerns for
residents and attract crime;

¢ The site is too small;

e Why have not all residents of Rushworth Avenue been
notified?
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The Applicant has provided a response to the representation(s), as summarised below:

¢ The development falls marginally below Table WeTo/2 requirement of 1 space per 4 children
accommodated in the centre. A report by Phil Weaver & Associates has been provided which
refers to the MFY Child Care Centre Parking Rates Review undertaken for the Australian
Childcare Alliance SA found that parking requirements at a number of such centres ranged
between 4.2 and 6.7 spaces per child. Empirical data supports the proposed parking provision.

¢ Children's noise is occasional, brief and a pleasure to hear when playful and content and
generally limited in early morning when numbers of children are low.

e Traffic noise from Sir Donald Bradman Drive will suppress some noise from the proposed
development in an area where residential amenity is already diminished.

¢ Concerns about odour impacts. The waste area is suitably located and nappies will be double-
sealed in biodegradable waste bags to prevent odour nuisance.

e There are many good reasons for dispersing child care centres including shorter trips for
parents, convenience and accessibility and close proximity to schools with assimilation benefits
for children and their parents.

e Location on an arterial road and in proximity to bus stops provides convenient access.

o Some other childcare centres in the general area service particular places or groups with little
or no connection to local residents and are not indicative of how this centre would operate.

o Choice of centres is desirable.

o Feasibility of centres is not a planning issue.

e The ERD Court has said: the evidence is that a long day care pre-school is intended to be 'a
home away from home' and to this end is more desirably located within a residential
environment.

e Property is generally accepted as not a matter for consideration in a planning assessment.

¢ Movement activated lights will be provided over 'at risk' outdoor spaces for security. Child care
centres are rarely the subject of anti-social activity.

e The proposal is considered consistent with relevant Development Plan criteria.

A copy of the representations and the applicant’s response is contained in Attachments 8 & 9.

REFERRALS

Internal
o City Assets

Concerns were raised regarding the following matters:

e Stormwater quality

e Closing of redundant driveway crossovers

¢ Finished Floor Levels

e Waste collection will be limited to normal weekly pickup of a single waste bin. Any additional
collection would be by private contractor and would need to be restricted to a medium rigid
vehicle (MRV).

The concerns have been addressed and City Assets are accepting of the development subject to
conditions dealing with the operative requirements of the centre.
A full copy of the relevant report is contained in Attachment 10.

External

Pursuant to Section 38 and Schedule 8 of the Development Act and Regulations, the application
was referred to:
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« DPTI

No in principle objections were raised subject to the following:

A directed condition that:

e The corner cut-off at Sir Donald Bradman Drive/Rushworth Avenue junction shall be increased
to 4.5m x 4.5m in order to maximise driver sight lines and improve pedestrian circulation at Sir
Donald Bradman Drive and Rushworth Avenue junction. All development (including
landscaping and fencing) shall be kept clear of the above corner cut-off.

A number of further recommended conditions addressing:
e Construction of the access into the car park.

Safe and convenient vehicle movements.
Fencing of the corner cut-off at the road.
All stormwater disposal so as not to jeopardise road safety on an arterial road.
A note referencing the Metropolitan Road Widening Plan.

A full copy of the relevant report is contained in Attachment 11.

ASSESSMENT

The subject land is located within the Residential Zone and more particularly the Low Density
Policy Area 20 as described in the West Torrens Council Development Plan consolidated on 30
May 2017. The main provisions of the Development Plan which relate to the proposed

development are as follows:

General Section

Design and Appearance

Objectives 1,2&3
: 1,2 3, 4,5 6,7,8 9, 10, 11,
Advertisements Principles of Development Control | 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19,
20, 21 & 22
. . Objectives 1
. e Principles of Development Control | 1, 2, 3 & 4
Community Facilities Objectives 182
y Principles of Development Control | 1, 2 & 3
Crime Prevention Objeclives !
Principles of Development Control | 1,2, 3, 4,5, 6,7, 8 & 10
Objectives 1

Principles of Development Control

1,2 3 4,9 10 11,12, 13,
14, 15, 16, 19, 20, 21, 22 &
23

Ensray Efciens Objectives 1&2
oy Y Principles of Development Control | 1, 2 & 3

Objectives 1,2 3 45 6,7,89&10

Hazards o 1,2 3 4,5 6,78 9, 10, 11,
Principles of Development Control 12 13, 14 & 15
Objectives 1&2

Interface between Land Uses Principles of Development Control | 1, 2, 3, 5& 7

Landscaping, Fences and Objectives 1&3

Walls Principles of Development Control | 1, 2, 3, 4 & 6
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Objectives 1,2,4,5 6 7&10
Natural Resources Principles of Development Control | 1, 2, 5, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13,
14, 15, 16, & 38
Orderly and Sustainable Objectives 1,2 3 4&5
Development
Principles of Development Control | 1, 3,4, 5 &6
Objectives 1
Residential Development Principles of Development Control 1,2, 3,4, 5&6
Objectives 1&2
Principles of Development Control | 1, 2, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14, 18,
Transportation and Access 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 26, 27, 28,
31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38,
39, 40, 41 & 42
Objectives 1&2

Waste

Principles of Development Control | 1, 2, 3,4, 5, 6, 10 & 11

Zone: Residential
Desired Character Statement:

This zone will contain predominantly residential development. There may also be some small-scale
non-residential activities such as offices, shops, consulting rooms and educational establishments
in certain locations. Non-residential activities will be complementary to surrounding dwellings.

Allotments will be at very low, low and medium densities to provide a diversity of housing options in
different parts of the zone. The range of allotment sizes will support the desired dwelling types
anticipated in each policy area, and the minimum allotment sizes shall be treated as such in order
to achieve the Desired Character for each policy area and, in turn, reinforce distinction between
policy areas. Row dwellings and residential flat buildings will be common near centres and in policy
areas where the desired density is higher, in contrast to the predominance of detached dwellings in
policy areas where the distinct established character is identified for protection and enhancement.
There will also be potential for semi-detached dwellings and group dwellings in other policy areas.

Residential development in the form of a multiple dwelling, residential flat building or group dwelling
will not be undertaken in a Historic Conservation Area.

Landscaping will be provided throughout the zone to enhance the appearance of buildings from the
street as viewed by pedestrians, provide an appropriate transition between the public and private
realm and reduce heat loads in summer.

Objectives 1&4
Principles of Development Control 1,3,5,8,11,12,13 & 14
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Policy Area: Low Density Policy Area 20

fagade of buildings.

Desired Character Statement: Allotments in the policy area will be at low density, accommodating
predominantly detached dwellings and some other dwellings types such as semi-detached and
group dwellings. There will be a denser allotment pattern close to centre zones where it is desirable
for more residents to live and take advantage of the variety of facilities focused on centre zones.
Battleaxe subdivision will not occur in the policy area to preserve a pattern of rectangular
allotments developed with buildings that have a direct street frontage.

Buildings will be up to 2 storeys in height. Garages and carports will be located behind the front

Development will be interspersed with landscaping, particularly behind the main road frontage, to
enhance the appearance of buildings from the street as viewed by pedestrians, provide an
appropriate transition between the public and private realm and reduce heat loads in summer.
Low and open-style front fencing will contribute to a sense of space between buildings.

Objectives

1

Principles of Development Control

1&2

QUANTITATIVE ASSESSMENT

The proposal is assessed for consistency with the prescriptive requirements of the Development

Plan as outlined in the table below:

DEVELOPMENT PLAN
PROVISIONS

STANDARD ASSESSMENT

SITE AREA None

1442m? (existing & to be
retained)

Satisfies

SITE FRONTAGE None

32.84m on Sir Donald
Bradman Drive + 3m corner
cut-off (existing & to be
retained)

37.21m on Rushworth
Avenue +3m corner cut-off
(existing & to be retained)

Satisfies

SITE DEPTH None

40.56m (existing & to be
retained)

Satisfies

Page 232

Item 6.4

13 October 2020

Page 95



Council Assessment Panel

Item 6.3 - Attachment 3

Council Assessment Panel Agenda

9 January 2018

STREET SETBACK
Residential Zone
PDC 8.

8.25m approximately
(average of buildings either
side) on Sir Donald Bradman
Drive

Rushworth Avenue 8m
approximately

5.5m to verandah & 8m to
wall from Sir Donald Bradman
Drive boundary

Does Not Satisfy
7.8m to verandah and 10.2m
to wall from Rushworth

Avenue boundary

Satisfies

SIDE/REAR SETBACKS
Residential Zone:
PDC 12 & 13.

Side
Minimise visual impact and
overshadowing

Rear
No standard for non-
residential buildings

Limited wall on boundary with
balance 1.68m & 2.7m high

Satisfies

2.7m setback to verandah &
approximately 5.7m to wall

Satisfies

LANDSCAPING

Fences & Walls
PDC: 4

General Section: Landscaping,

10%

Approximately 12.1% (175m?)
(along frontages and car park
perimeter)

Satisfies

CARPARKING SPACES

and Access
PDC: 34

General Section, Transportation

1 per 4 children car-parking
spaces required

14 provided

Does Not Satisfy

QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENT

In assessing the merits or otherwise of the application, the proposed development satisfies the
relevant Development Plan provisions with the exception of the following, as discussed under the

following sub headings:

Land Use and Zoning

The development of a childcare centre is an envisaged use on the Low Density Policy Area 20 in
PDC 1 as itis in PDC 1 of the Residential Zone. It is a form of small scale community facility that
services the needs of the community and is therefore considered appropriate for the site in land

use terms.
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Surrounding Uses

The uses that immediately surround the subject land are primarily single and two storey detached
dwellings but with some examples of infill development. The proposed childcare centre has been
designed in the form of a large residential style building with the play areas dispersed around the
perimeter of the building in a manner that is sympathetic to the abutting residential premises. The
fence height, which is a typical 1.8m in height, is a satisfactory separation from the residential
premises adjacent the western boundary where at the rear the neighbour has a shed sited on the
common boundary and there is only side access along this side of the building where children will
not have access. Along the northern boundary it would be preferable to have a 2m high fence to
provide what may be perceived as better separation for the adjoining residents and to ensure that
the fence has noise attenuating properties. To this end, the northern fence should extend to ground
level without gaps and be double sheeted to protect the adjacent residential premises from
potential noise from within both the car park and children's Play Area 1. A recommended condition
of consent will address this requirement.

The uses on the southern side of Sir Donald Bradman Drive are retail and commercial and create a
non-residential character. These developments are relatively remote from the subject land and are
not of a kind that would adversely impact on the proposed child care centre.

Bulk and Scale

Although the building footprint is substantially larger than its residential neighbours, the form and
appearance of the building is sympathetic and compatible with the built form of the dwellings in the
locality and is appropriate for the Sir Donald Bradman Drive streetscape by way of design and
materials.

Setbacks

The proposed verandah, attached to the childcare centre, has a setback of approximately 7.8m
from Rushworth Avenue. This is considered satisfactory as it is similar to the setback of the
dwelling north of the subject land. From Sir Donald Bradman Drive the verandah has a front
setback of approximately 5.5m which is 4m less than the adjacent dwelling to the west. The wall of
the main building has a setback of 8m from Sir Donald Bradman Drive. The shortfall in the front
setback for the proposed childcare centre is not considered to be fatal to the application. The
dwelling located to the east of the subject land has a setback from Sir Donald Bradman Drive of
approximately 6m. It is noted that within the locality the dwellings do not have a consistent front
setback from Sir Donald Bradman Drive. Also the design of the childcare centre has provided a
degree of visual permeability to the main fagade of the building. Overall, the siting of the building is
considered satisfactory.

Pedestrian, Cyclist and Vehicular Access

The development will require parents and guardians of children to enter the car park, park and
leave the car to sign their children into the centre and then depart. The car park will be fitted with a
sliding gate at the entry. This will provide after-hours security but it is important that the gate is kept
open when the centre is operating to maintain unhindered traffic movements at the junction of
Rushworth Avenue and Sir Donald Bradman Drive.

Pedestrian access will be available from both street frontages with convenient paths of travel along
footpaths, through secure gates with safety lock devices to prevent opening by children and along
internal pathways.

There are three bicycle racks incorporated into the development. These can be satisfactorily
accessed through the carpark from Rushworth Avenue.
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Car parking Provisions

In accordance with Table WeTo/2 a childcare facility would require 16 car parking spaces on the
basis of 1 space per 4 children accommodated in the centre. The proposed car park will provide 14
spaces (including 1 disabled space) plus a 3 place bicycle rack for 3. The applicants and Council's
Traffic Consultants agree that with the adjacent bus stop, bicycle parking, a small number of on-
street spaces available on Rushworth Avenue and taking into account the operational/functional
requirements of other childcare centres, 14 spaces is adequate to meet the needs of the facility. It
is noted that childcare centres produce traffic demands with less intense peaks than schools.
Starting and pick-up times are not dictated by the facility, but by the differing starting times for the
day of parents and guardians.

Public Transport Access

The facility has good access to public transport with a bus stop on Sir Donald Bradman Drive
immediately adjacent the site. This or other traffic will not pose a risk to children as they will be
enclosed by secure fencing with landscaping and gates that prevent opening by small children.

Movement of People and Goods

The flow and nature of vehicle movements has been assessed as satisfactory by Council's traffic
engineers.

It is expected that the majority of the users of the facility would travel to it via Sir Donald Bradman
Drive, enter the car park where they are able to turn and exit onto the back onto Sir Donald
Bradman Drive rather than travel through the local residential streets. The predicted peaks for
vehicle movements based on accepted standards are:

e 52 trips between 7am and 9am (equivalent to 1 trip per 2.3 minutes on average)
o 20 trips between 2.30pm and 4.00pm (equivalent to 1 trip per 4.5 minutes on average)
e 46 trips between 4.00pm and 6.00 pm (equivalent to 1 trip per 2.6 minutes on average)

The number and frequency of vehicles involved is expected to be well within the capacity of the
road network with only small numbers associated with the childcare centre likely to travel through
the residential area.

Waste Storage and Collection

The proposal plans indicate a small bin enclosure adjacent the carpark and near the northern
boundary of the site with reliance on the standard once weekly Council waste collection service.

The enclosure would accommodate one waste bin and one recyclables bin. This is unlikely to
accommaoadate all napkins, food and packaging waste for one week in a manner that would keep
bin lids closed and to avoid odours during periods of high temperatures such as in summer.
Accordingly, it considered that whether or not the Council waste collection service is used, it is
likely that more than one waste bin will be required. It would be possible to increase the size of the
bin enclosure to accommodate at least 4 mobile garbage bins or another small enclosed recptacle
as required. The addition of more bins would require collection by a private waste collection
service.

It is noted that the information provided with the application indicates that napkins are to be double
wrapped/bagged. There is however potential for odours to escape particularly after several days
and warm temperatures and for flies etc. to be attracted to the bins. Collection at intervals not
greater than every 48 hours is recommended.

Should the CAP be minded to approve the application, it is recommended that waste management
be dealt with by way of a Reserved Matter, requiring submission of a waste management plan.

City Assets have advised that any private waste collection should be outside of opening hours
using a Medium Rigid Vehicle (MRV).
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Landscape Assessment

General Section - Landscaping, Fences & Walls Module PDC 4 calls for a minimum of 10 per cent
of a development site to be landscaped.

The proposal is for perimeter landscaping comprising two trees in proximity of the road junction
(sufficiently setback for line of sight of road users) and rows of shrubs with ground covers and
occupies approximately 12% of the site. This will be sufficient to enhance the amenity of both the
facility internally and as viewed from the streetscape.

The installation of an automatic watering system is recommended.

Lighting and Security

The proposal does not include detailed information on external lighting. Should CAP be minded to
approve the application a condition is recommended with respect to such lighting to ensure that
adequate lighting is provided for night time security purposes but in a manner and at a level that is
commensurate with street lighting to avoid nuisance or distraction for neighbours or road users.

Aircraft Noise

The property is located to the west of the flight path into Adelaide Airport and the building, except
for a very small portion of its south-eastern corner, is located outside of the 20 ANEF line where no
noise attenuation action is required. The facility is not expected to be adversely affected by aircraft
noise.

SUMMARY

The proposal is a community facility of a kind that serves the needs of the community through the
provision of childcare. The proposal has the following characteristics:

e |tis to be accommodated in a building that has a form that is compatible in terms of character
and amenity of the locality.

e The development is of a form and scale that is envisaged by the Development Plan provisions
for the Residential Zone and Low Density Policy Area 20.

e |ltis at the low end of the scale that is generally accepted as viable and does not impose
excessive demands of the road network.

e The location adjacent an arterial road provides for convenient travel to and from the centre with
minimal impact on the residential amenity.

e The layout of the facility minimises the impact of children's play on the adjoining residential
premises by locating the small outdoor play area for under 2 year olds who will be less
boisterous and less independent, adjacent the adjoining residential premises and the dwelling
on the western side is shielded by the building itself.

e The ambient noise levels from Sir Donald Bradman Drive will tend to mask the activity
associated with the proposed childcare centre.

e Such facilities do not operate into the evening or on weekends when residents of adjacent
premises are enjoying leisure hours.

e The number of car parking spaces is 2 less than that set out in Table WeTo/2 but based on
accepted standards for car parking provision, ready access to public transport and provision of
bicycle parking the shortfall of 2 spaces is considered acceptable.

Having considered all the relevant Objectives and Principles of the Development Plan, the
proposal is considered to be not seriously at variance with the Development Plan.

On balance the proposed development sufficiently accords with the relevant provisions contained
within the West Torrens Council Development Plan Consolidated 30 May 2017 and warrants
Development Plan Consent.
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Attachments

Set of plans

Amended site plan

Civil site plan

Stormwater modelling
Stormwater plan

Locality drainage plan

Swale plants
Representations

Traffic response to representations
City Assets referral response
DPTI referral response
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Il| Herriot consulting

I civil & structural engineers

STORMWATER CALCULATIONS

CLIENT: Eastern Building Group

OWNER: Eastern Building Group

SITE ADDRESS: 11 & 79 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, Brooklyn Pk

JOB NO: 1706-076
COUNCIL: CITY OF WEST TORRENS
DESIGNER: John Taglienti DATE: 8/11/2017

1/154 Fullarton Road Rose Park SA 5067 P: 08 8431 4555 E: admin@herriot.com.au W: herriot.com.au
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STORMWATER INVESTIGATION

|LU| Herriot consulting

COUNCIL CITY OF WEST TORRENS

[ civil & structural engineers JOB 1706-076
CLIENT  Eastern Building Group
DATE 8/11/2017
STORMWATER CALCULATIONS FOR - 11 & 79 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, Brooklyn Pk

DESCRIPTION : Determine Peak discharge of a 20 Yr A.R.| critical storm event with discharge
to council Stormwater system, to be restricted to 20L/s from the developed site.

APPROACH - RATIONAL METHOD

Q,=C.1.A/360 Where -

Q= Is the design flow rate (m:’/s) of A.R.I (y) years
C= Is a dimensionless runoff Coefficient

1= The rainfall intensity (mm/h) corresponding to a storm duration & A.R.| of (y) years

A= Area of Catchment (ha)
Area Dimensions (m) width depth total
0 0o | A= 1445 m*
(Total only if irregular dimensions) 0145 ha

A.R.I (average recurrence interval)
Current Aust. Practice 20 or 50yr For intensely developed business, commercial & industrial areas

10yr Other business, commercial, industrial areas & intensely developed residential areas
5yr Other residential areas and open spaces.
therefore | ARI= | 20
Time of Concentration : As adopted by A.R&R for flows for single dwellings a nominated time can be assumed of 5 min.

For more complex sites the kinematic wave equation should be adopted.

Kinematic wave equation (time of overland flow) Table 1.0 Surface roughness coefficient
t=6.94(L.n*)" %" 8% 0.010-0.013 [Concrete or Asphalt

t= Overland flow time (min) 0.010-0.016 |Bare Sand

L= Flow path length (m) 0.012-0.030 |Graveled Surface

n*= Refer Table 1.0 0.012-0.033 |Bare clay-Loam soil

1= Rainfall intensity 0.053-0.130 |Sparse Vegetation

S= Slope 0.100-0.200 [Shod grass prairie

0.170-0.480 [lawns

ALLOWABLE RUNOFF - 20YR
Q= 0.02000 m%s
20.0 L/s Allowable discharge
Adopt 150Dia @ 0.5% to maintain outflow to 18L/s - AS/NZS 3500.3:2003, Figure 5.1
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STORMWATER INVESTIGATION

|| Herriotconsulting

M civil & structural engineers

COUNCIL CITY OF WEST TORRENS

JOB 1706-076
CLIENT  Eastern Building Group
DATE 8/11/2017

STORMWATER CALCULATIONS FOR -
POST DEVELOPMENT RUNOFF - 20Yr

11 & 79 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, Brooklyn Pk

AR.lI= 20 (Council Reguirement)
20yr Freguency = E= 1.05
Total A (m?/ ha) 1445 0.145
Roof A (") 620 0.062
Paved/Grassed A (") 825 0.083

Run-off Coefficients
C=(Caa)+(CoBo)lAus

Percentage % Area (m’) % Area (ha) coefficient

(a) = pervious/grass 48% 400 0.040 0.1
(b) = impervious/paved 52% 425 0.043 0.9
Paved/Grassed Cos= | 051 | xF= | o054
C=(CA)A, Percentage % Area (m”) % Area (ha) cosfficient
(r) = impervious/Roof 100% 620 0.062 0.9
Roof Cos= | 080 | xF= | o095
Quick approximate estimate of outflow peak
Q440=C.1.A/360 Roof Paved/Grassed
Where - c= 0.95 0.54
1= ? mm/‘hr ? mm/hr
A= 0.062 ha 0.083 ha
therefore - Q= 0.00016 x| ha 0.00012 xlI ha
Total,ee 0.00029 x| ha
Q, = 1,(1-SmadVi}
Where -
I, = peak discharge of inflow hydrograph
Q,= peak discharge of outflow hydrograph ‘ 20.0 L/s allowable
V= volume of inflow flood Qpxt,
Smax = Storage
Refer Appendix A t.(Min) | Lmm/r) | 1, (m%s) V, (m®) Smax (M°)
5 121 0.0346 10.38 4.38 Estimated critical storm
10 89.2 0.0255 15.31 3.31
20 61.9 0.0177 21.24 -2.76
30 48.7 0.0139 25.07 -10.93
60 31.3 0.0090 32.22 -39.78
90 255 0.0073 39.38 -68.62
120 19.7 0.0056 40.56 -103.44
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./|Herriotconsulting

[l = :
(M civil & structural engineers

STORMWATER CALCULATIONS FOR -

therefore |-

STORMWATER INVESTIGATION

COUNCIL CITY OF WEST TORRENS

JOB 1706-076
CLIENT  Eastern Building Group
DATE 8/11/2017

11 & 79 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, Brooklyn Pk

Q,,=C.I.A/360 Roof Paved/Grassed
Where - = 0.95 0.54
1= 121 mm/hr 121 mm/hr
= 0.062 ha 0.083 ha
therefore - Q= 0.0197 m%s 0.0149 m%s
0.0346 m%is
Totalyee 346 LUs
DETENTION REQUIREMENTS
Minimum Tank Storage
Qroof to detention = 50% of Roof Flow
Q=C.I.A/360x % Inflow C= 0.95
1= 121 mm/hr
Ax% = 0.031 ha Equivalent 310 m2 per outlet
Qi o0r= 0.00985 m’is
Therefore Inflow = 9.8 L/s 1
Qonﬂce from detention
Q,=C.A*N(2g.H) where C = coefficient of orifice Dia. (mm) [Area (m%)
A = Area of orifice 15 0.00018
g = gravity (m/s) 20 0.00031
H = Height of water (head) meters 30 0.00071
c= 0.65 orifice plate coefficient
E 0.00018 m’ No. of Outlets
= 9.81 m/s 1
= 1.00 m
therefore - Q, = 0.00051 m/s 05 LUs Viores = TC.60.(Q, - Qg =
x No. of dwellings 0.0005 m’s 0.5 L/s 2801.28 L
Qoorrostest = 280 Toveral
50% | 0.0098 ms | o8 s ] 2.80 P oullt
Queviigmssossat™ | 0.01491 m's | 149 Us |
Ot o siwet = | 0.02527 ms | 253 s |Post Development
minusQaoaon= | 0.00527 mfs | 53 s ]
Additional Storage Req'd =
Vieqa = T6.60.(Quq5 - Qz4y/ 1000 = [ 158 o ]
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STORMWATER INVESTIGATION

||| Herriotconsulting

COUNCIL CITY OF WEST TORRENS

M civil & structural engineers JoB 1706-076
CLIENT  Eastern Building Group
DATE 8/11/2017
STORMWATER CALCULATIONS FOR - 11 & 79 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, Brooklyn Pk

Additonal Detention
Road Pipe Storage

Length - Line 1 0.00 m
Storage m” - Req.m”’ 0.008 m 100  dia
Volume 0.00 m
Pits [ 005 m
Pond Storage 017 m
(1/3 ave depth x m?) 36 m?
204 o 100.15 Outflow  Volume modelled
100.2 overflow
Total Volume| 2.09 m’ 0K
SUMMARY

Council requirements require post development flows from the site to detained to a maximum 20L/s runoff

for the 20yr ARI critical storm. This critical storm for this maximum flow = 34.6L/s therefore requires detention.

To reduce post development flow to the required outflow rate, 50% of roof stormwater or 310m2 per tank

is to be directed to a minimum 2800L tank discharging to the stormwater system via a 15mm orifice.

Roof stormwater and detention discharge and overflow is ta be directed to the main stormwater system under gravity

Post RWT detention, the critical storm volume required for detention is 1.58m3.

Driveway & Swale detention consist of ponded volume of 2.04m3 up to R.L 100.15 prior to overflow, and pit & pipe detention.

This configuration detains maximum flow for the critical 20yr up to 20L/s.
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In reply please quote 2017/01931/01, Process ID: 466492 ‘f&g‘t(" \ Government of South Australia
Enaquiries to Reece Loughron ﬁ@: Department of Planning,
Telephone (08) 8226 8386 NS/ Transport and Infrastructure

Facsimile (08) 8226 8330
E-mail dpti.luc@sa.gov.au

e g —_— - — SAFETY-AND SERVICE -
RECENED - G\;W {M Traffic Operations
GPO Box 1533
16/08/2017 24 AUG 2017 AdelaidszA 5001
] Telephone: 61 8 8226 8222

Mr Jordan Leverington

City of West Tarrens

165 Sir Donald Bradman Drive
HILTON SA 5033

Dear Jordan,

SCHEDULE 8 - REFERRAL RESPONSE

Development No. 211/738117

Applicant Eastern Building Group

Location 432-434 Sir Donald Bradman Drive (cnr Rushworth Avenue),
Brooklyn Park

Proposal Childcare centre (65 children) with associated car parking and
landscaping

| refer to the above development application forwarded to the Safety and Service Division
of the Department of Planning, Transport and Infrastructure (DPTI) in accordance with
Section 37 of the Development Act 1993. The proposed development involves
development adjacent a main road as described above.

The following response is provided in accordance with Section 37(4)(b) of the
Development Act 1993 and Schedule 8 of the Development Regulations 2008.

THE PROPOSAL

The development involves the demolition of existing structures and the construction of a
child care centre. :

CONSIDERATION

The subject site abuts Sir Donald Bradman Drive and Rushworth Avenue. Sir Donald
Bradman Drive is identified as a Major Traffic Route, Primary Freight Route, Public
Transport Corridor and a Major Cycling Route in DPTI's ‘A Functional Hierarchy for South
Australia’s Land Transport Network’ and is gazetted for 26.0 metre B-Double vehicles. At
this location Sir Donald Bradman Drive has an AADT of 26,900 vehicles per day (3.5%
commercial vehicles) and a posted speed limit of 60 km/h.

Access and Road Safety

The subject site includes two existing residential allotments which have access to Sir
Donald Bradman Drive and Rushworth Avenue. The John Perriam Architects Site Plan
(refer Drawing No. 08/17 — P1B, Issue B, dated 19/06/17) indicates that the existing Sir
Donald Bradman Drive access will be closed and the Rushworth Access will be relocated
slightly south to enable the provision of a 14 space car parking. In-principle, no objection
is raised to this access arrangement as it minimises access to arterial roads. The Sir
Donald Bradman Drive crossover should be reinstated with kerb and gutter as part of the

approval.
/DOCS AND FILES# 11813940

Facsimile: 61 8 8226 8330

ABN 92 366 288 135
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The relocated access will be 6.2 metres wide at the property boundary which is
considered sufficient to cater for two-way vehicle movements. in order to ensure vehicles
entering the site are not restricted by vehicles reversing from spaces 7 & 8 it is
recommended that these be dedicated to staff use only.

i

With respect to on-street parking adjacent the site, DPTI strongly recommends that on-

street parking on the western side of Rushworth Avenue is banned from the Sir Donald
Bradman Drive / Rushworth Avenue junction to the proposed access in order to ensure
the unrestricted two-way flow of vehicles (including waste collection) can occur without
impacting the free flow of traffic on Sir Donald Bradman drive. All costs associated with
line marking and sign installation should be borne by the applicant.

With respect to the proposed boundary fencing adjacent the access to 436 Sir Donald
Bradman, it is recommended that this be modified to be of an open nature to ensure that
pedestrian sightlines to/ffrom the access can be achieved in accordance with
AS/NZS2890.1:2004. In addition, the proposed fencing at the Sir Donald Bradman
Drive/Rushworth Avenue must be designed so that sightlines at the Rushworth Avenue
junction can be maximised. It is noted that the existing footpath is relatively narrow and a
bus shelter is located downstream of the junction that could restrict sightlines. DPTI
recommends that a larger cut-off be provided in the order of 4.5m x 4.5 metres as
described below. ’

Road Widening

The Metropolitan Adelaide Road Widening Plan (MARWP) shows a passible requirement
for a 4.5 metres x 4.5 metres corner cut-off at the junction of Sir Donald Bradman Drive
and Rushworth Avenue. It is noted that CT 5704/545 shows that a 3.048 metres x 3.048
metres corner cut-off has already been provided. However, the comner cut off should be
increased to 4.5 metres x 4.5 metres in order to maximise driver sightlines and improve
pedestrian circulation at the Sir Donald Bradman Drive and Rushworth Avenue junction.

It should be noted that the consent of the Commissioner of Highways under the MARWP
Act is required to all building works on or within 6.0 metres of the corner cut-off
requirement. It is noted that the built form is proposed more than 6.0 metres from the
corner cut off and as such consent is not required in this instance.

CONCLUSION

In-principle, no objection is raised to the proposed development subject to the following
conditions.

ADVICE

The planning authority is directed to attach the following conditions to any approval:

1. The comer cut-off at the Sir Donald Bradman Drive / Rushworth Avenue junction shall
be increased to 4.5 meters x 4.5 metres in order to maximise driver sightlines and
improve pedestrian circulation at the Sir Donald Bradman Drive and Rushworth
Avenue junction. All development (including landscaping and fencing) shall be kept
clear of the above corner cut-off.

The planning authority is advised to attach the following conditions to any approval:

2. The access to Rushworth Avenue shall be constructed in general accordance with the
John Perriam Architects Site Plan, Drawing No. 08/17 — P1B, Issue B, dated 19/06/17.

3. The access point shall be suitably flared to Rushworth Avenue to allow convenient

ingress and egress movements in order to minimise disruption to the free flow of
traffic.

/DOCS AND FILES# 11813940
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All vehicles shall enter and exit the site in a forward direction.

Fencing adjacent the south western boundary shall ensure sightlines to/from 436 Sir
Donald Bradman Drive can be achieved in accordance with AS/NZS28390.1:2004.

"All stormwater generated by the proposal shall be appropriately collected and

disposed of without entering or jeopardising the safety of the adjacent arterial road
network.

The following notes provide important information for the benefit of the applicant and are
required to be included in any approval:

The Metropolitan Adelaide Road Widening Plan {(MARWP) shows a possible
requirement for a 4.5 metres x 4.5 metres corner cut-off at the junction of Sir Donald
Bradman Drive and Rushworth Avenue. The consent of the Commissioner of
Highways under the MARWP Act is required to all building works on or within 6.0
metres of the corner cut-off requirement. As all built form is proposed more than 6.0
metres from the corner cut-off, consent is not required in this instance.

Yours sincerely,

/l- MANAGER, TRAFFIC/OPERATIONS

For COMMISSIONER OF HIGHWAYS

A copy of the decision notification form should be forwarded to dpti.developmentapplications@sa.gov.au

/DOGS AND FILES# 11813940
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Received

F .
16 0Ci w/

of West Torrens
STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATION iforation enagement
Pursuant to Section 38 of the Development Act, 1993

TO Chief Executive Officer
City of West Torrens
165 Sir Donald Bradman Drive

HILTON 5033
DEVELOPMENT No. 211/738i12017
PROPERTY ADDRESS: 432 & 434 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, BROOXLYN PARK SA 5032

YOUR FULLNAME 1o v A N Tk IfSTon] + ANDREA DAHL- Toikir
YOURADDRESS |2 RUSHWORTH RKVEMUE
B Ree Kevn PARK

YOUR PHONE No
YOUR EMAIL

NATURE OF - . _
INTEREST Ad joning  resident
(eg. Adjoining resident, owner of land in the vicinily ete.)

REASON/S FOR REPRESENTATIOI

5&5/ aj""l’af/lﬂ Ay

note City of West Torrens

17 0OCT 2007

Gity Development

MY REPRESENTATIONS WOULD BE OVERCOME BY
(state action sought)

16 0CT 207

pm1234 3.0
Wesl 10TTETS £su

Please indicate in the appropriate box below whether or not you wish to be heard by Cbuntilin respect fo this

submission: - .

| DO NOT WISH TO BE HEARD O

| DESIRE TO BE HEARD PERSONALLY E/
| DESIRE TO BE REPRESENTED BY O

(PLEASE SPECIFY)

SIGNED C/CL:%\/F/{‘—" DATE TAC}/W‘

O =, ¢ (> ety

Responsible Officer: Jordan Leveringten
Ends: Wednesday 18 October 2017

If space insufficient, please attach sheets
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The following concerns regarding the proposed category 3 Development at 432 8 434 Sir Donald
Bradman Drive - Development Number 211/738/2017:

1.

Development of a commercial property next to a residential property will immediately
devalue the residential property. We currently reside in a residential zone not a commercial
zone.

There are several childcare centres in a 5 kms radius of the proposed development. In fact
the same company has begun a development for Stepping Stones childcare 3 kms west
further along on Sir Donald Bradman. This reinforces that this development is purely a
commercial one which in no way considers the local community or the residents within the
adjacent residential street.

We purchased our home in a residential area specifically not buying on the busy road but
rather in a quieter residential area with distance between our property and those across the
road (which is the other side of Sir Donald Bradman Drive) where there are commercial
properties. We purchased this in December 2007 with the desire for accessibility but
avoiding of commercial, school or apartment properties. Purchasing of properties should be
made with knowledge of “the local area” and what you are buying in to. Clearly we had no
desire for a property which was adjacent to a commercial property. If that was the case we
wauld have bought a cheaper property within that demographic 10 years previously.

Our residential property has recently been upgraded with a council approved building which
does not appear considered within the plan. Large bins, sheds and children’s play areas do
not back onto an open backyard area but rather onto the residence, meaning that the noise
and smells are more likely to impact upon the residents within the adjacent building; our
family.

The large bin for the childcare is almost on the boundary of our property. Given the type of
waste that 3 childcare centre will generate it is anticipated that this will provide odour which
will impact upon us as residents and this will potentially occur not just during the opening
hours of the centre. As such the bins should be relocated in order to impact less on residents
well away from the property boundaries. In addition the bins will require regular waste
removal with large vehicles which again will impact upon us as residents both in terms of
noise and traffic.

Adequate car parking for potentially 65 children cannot be provided with 14 spaces.
Aithough there will be prime times for parking this will impact upon ourselves being the
closest residence and in fact is likely to impact upon many residents in Rushworth Ave.
Rushworth Ave has a large number of cars which belong to residents. Congestion as well as
childcare staff and families taking resident parks will be an issue. Being a childcare centre
will not be able to just drop children off (as per a school) but will need to park and take their
children into the centre. The increased number of cars is @ safety risk for small children.
Parking for staff does not appear to be a consideration. Typically staff to children ratios are
either 1:5 in babies rooms and 1:10 for older children. Potentially there would be at least 10
staff who would be requiring parking (as there would also be administrative staff and
cooking staff). Given the 14 parks it is not clear where these staff would park. Sir Donald
Bradman is not a place to park and in fact has a bus stop outside of the proposed child care
centre. Currently Rushworth Ave has a high number of cars attached to the residences.
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8. Thereis also no parking on Sir Donald Bradman Drive between 7.00-9.00am. This is the drop
off time far the childcare centre.

9. Security is likely to be a greater consideration when a "business” is so close as these can be
targeted and as such the surrounding residences can also be targeted.

10. The actuat building of this business appears to be large and will require construction over
considerable time — noise and air pollution and the impact on surrounding areas need to be
addressed. Review of the other childcare centre being built by this company (as referred to
above) - porta loos, building equipment, bobcats etc. are all present on the site and have
been for over 6 months.

11. The small play area adjoining our property is likely to pose a greater noise than would
typically occur in a residential area. It is requested that number of children that can be
accommodated in this area is provided and ways in which noise pollution due to numbers of
children will be reduced to have minimal impact on residents occurs.

12. The height of the fence between our property and the proposed centre is too low in order to
provide adequate privacy and consideration of noise as indicated above.

Enﬁ %a Dahl-Johnston and Craig lohnston

Owners of Residence: 12 Rushworth Ave, Brooklyn Park
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|
| PHIL WEAVER & ASSOCIATES

Consultant Traffic Engineers
ABN 67 093 665 660

204 Young Street
Unley SA 5061

P: 08 8271 5939
F: 08 8271 5666
E: mail@philweaver.com.au

File: 152-17
1 November 2017

Mr George Skrembos
Eastern Building Group
142 Payneham Road
STEPNEY SA 5069
Dear Skrembos,

PROPOSED CHILD CARE CENTRE 432-434 SIR DONALD BRADMAN DRIVE, BROOKLYN
PARK - TRAFFIC AND PARKING ASSESSMENT AND RESPONSE TO REPRESENTATIONS

| refer to our recent discussions relating to the proposed development of a 65 place child care
centre and associated car parking on the above site.

As requested | have undertaken the following assessment of the traffic and parking related aspects
of the subject development.

This assessment has also addressed the representations recently received by West Torrens
Council in respect to the proposed development.

EXISTING SITUATION

The subject site is located on the north-western corner of the intersection of Sir Donald Bradman
Drive with Rushworth Avenue, Brooklyn Park.

The subject site is currently undergoing demolition works. The development site accommodates:-
* An unoccupied residential dwelling and garage at 432 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, and
e An unoccupied residential dwelling at 434 Sir Donald Bradman Drive.

The subject site has frontages of approximately 33m to Sir Donald Bradman Drive and
approximately 40m to Rushworth Avenue inclusive of a 3m by 3m corner cut-off.
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Currently there are two access points associated with the subject site. These consist of:-

= A crossover assaciated with the existing residential use of 432 Sir Donald Bradman Drive.
This access point is located approximately 15m from the western boundary of the site and
provides a width of approximately 4m, and

* An access point off Rushworth Avenue, approximately 4.5m in width located adjacent to
the northern boundary of the site. This crossover is associated with the existing residential
use of 434 Sir Donald Bradman Drive.

Sir Donald Bradman Drive, adjacent to the subject site, provides two traffic lanes and a bicycle
lane in each direction separated by a central median. The bicycle lanes operate between 7.30am
and 9.00am Monday to Friday on the northern side of this roadway and between 4.30pm and
6.00pm Monday to Friday on the southern side of this road.

A right turn lane for traffic turning from Sir Donald Bradman Drive into the (lkea access roadway)
associated with the retail outlets located on the southern side of this roadway is located directly
opposite the subject site.

The intersection of Sir Donald Bradman Drive with the access point into the commercial
development on the southern side of this roadway, opposite the subject site is controlled by traffic
signals. This intersection is located approximately 20m to the east of the subject site i.e.
immediately to the east of Rushworth Avenue. The median within Sir Donald Bradman Drive
extends across the intersection (T-junction) with Rushworth Avenue. Hence, traffic entering and
exiting this side road is restricted to left turn in and left turn out movements only.

A bus zone is located directly in front of the subject site on the northern side of Sir Donald Bradman
Drive, while the corresponding bus zone on the southern side of this roadway is slightly further to
the west. Parking on the northern side of Sir Donald Bradman Drive to the west of the bus zone
is prohibited by No Stopping Anytime restrictions.

Rushworth Avenue, adjacent to the subject site, has a kerb to kerb width of approximately 9m with
verge widths of approximately 3m on each side of this roadway.

Details of traffic volumes on Sir Donald Bradman Drive have been obtained from the Department
of Planning, Transport and Infrastructure, (DPTI). From a traffic count undertaken on Wednesday
4t May 2015 it is identified that the two-way Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volume adjacent
to the subject site is approximately 23,800 vpd on Sir Donald Bradman Drive.

The speed limit on Sir Donald Bradman Drive, adjacent to the subject site, is 60 km/h. The urban
default speed limit of 50 km/h applies on Rushworth Avenue.

TRAFFIC SURVEYS
In order to determine the current level of traffic using the intersection of Rushworth Avenue with

Sir Donald Bradman Drive, surveys have been undertaken of vehicles entering and exiting
Rushworth Avenue at this location.
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The traffic surveys were conducted on Tuesday 31 October and Wednesday 1! November 2017
in 15 minute intervals over the periods from:-

e From 3.00 pm to 6.00 pm on Tuesday 31t October, and

s From 7.30 am to 9.30 am on Wednesday 1% November 2017.
The peak hour traffic volumes in the morning and afternoon periods were identified from the results
of the above surveys as occurring between 8.00 am and 9.00 am and between 4.30 pm and 5.30

pm, respectively. The existing peak hour traffic entering and exiting Rushworth Avenue is
identified in Figure 1 below.

Proposed Development Site

RUSHWORTH AVENUE

Figure 1: Existing am (pm) peak hour traffic volumes entering / exiting Rushworth
Avenue, Brooklyn Park

As identified above, all traffic turning into and out of Rushworth Avenue is restricted to left turn
entry and left turn exit movements only.
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The traffic surveys identified that:-

16 vehicles entered / exited Rushworth Avenue to and from Sir Donald Bradman Drive (8
in / 8 out) during the am peak hour period,

9 vehicles entered / exited Rushworth Avenue to and from Sir Donald Bradman Drive (8 in
/1 out) during the pm peak hour period, and

At no time during either the morning or afternoon periods was there more than one car
queued when drivers of vehicles were waiting to turn left out of Rushworth Avenue.

Based upon the peak hour traffic volumes in the am or pm peak hour periods typically being
equivalent to approximately 10% of the of traffic on an a residential roadway, | estimate that the
Average Weekday Traffic volume on this roadway would be of the order of 200 vpd. This indicates
that there is no capacity issue within this section of roadway, particularly given that the residential
amenity level within such a residential roadway is considered to be of the order of 1000 to 1500

vpd.

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

The proposed development is identified on a series of plans prepared by John Perriam Architects
including a Site Plan (Drawing No. 08/17-P1D).

| note that the proposed development will include:-

Demolition of the existing buildings on the site,

Construction of a single storey building with a floor area of 458.9m? to accommodate a 65
place child care centre,

Construction of a car parking area on the north-eastern side of the building to provide 14
spaces including a disability space and adjacent shared area. This car parking area will
also provide a turnaround area in the north-western corner of this car park,

A bicycle parking area, providing 3 bicycle spaces to be located on the south-western
corner of the car park,

Provision of a new access point off Rushworth Avenue, to be located approximately 6m
from the northern boundary of the site. This access point will be gated and provide a width
of approximately 6.5m, and

Closure of the existing access points on Rushworth Avenue and Sir Donald Bradman Drive.

| understand that the hours of operation of the proposed child care centre will be 6.30 am to 6.30
pm Monday to Friday with the centre closed on weekends and public holidays.
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The design of the at-grade car parking area provides:-
» Car parking spaces of 2.6m in width,

e Car parking spaces of 5.4m in length and 4.8m in length where provision has been made
for a 600mm overhang, and

e An aisle width of 6.2m.

As such, | consider that the design of the on-site car parking area would conform to the
requirements of the relevant off-street car parking standards (AS/NZS 2890.1:2004 and AS/NZS
2890.6:2009).

While the proposed development will require provision for a new crossover on Rushworth Avenue,
the existing crossover will be closed permitting the area to the immediate north of the crossover
to be used for car parking.

PARKING ASSESSMENT

Table WeTo/2 — Off Street Vehicle Parking Requirements within the West Torrens (City)
Development Plan identifies car parking provisions relevant to a child care centre on the subject
site, as follows:-

e One car parking space per 4 children, and
» One accessible (disability) space for a development with a total of 10 to 25 parking spaces.

Based on the subject child care centre accommodating 65 children, the proposed development
would require 16.25 parking spaces.

The subject development will provide a total of 14 car parking spaces (including one disability
space). Consequently, there would be a minor shortfall in the on-site car parking.

However, | note that a car parking rate of one space / 4.2 children has been identified as an
appropriate car parking rate for such a development, based on findings within the report prepared
by MFY Pty Ltd (Child Care Centre Parking Rates Review - Parking Review) on behalf of the
Australian Childcare Alliance.

On the basis of the above parking review, the proposed development would require 16 spaces.
Hence, it is calculated that there would be a shortfall of at most two spaces.

Given the proximity of the subject development to public transport on Sir Donald Bradman Drive,
which would potentially result in a reduced level of car parking demand, | consider that the peak
parking demand of the proposed development could be lower than required by either of the above
standards.
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In any event, | consider that there would be an opportunity to accommodate such a minor shortfall
of on-site car parking within Rushworth Avenue.

PARKING REVIEWS

In order to determine the current level of parking on-street in Rushworth Avenue, we have
undertaken a number of parking reviews over the following periods:-

s Monday 30" October 2017 at 11.15am,
e Tuesday 315 October 2017 between 3.00pm and 6.00pm, and
e Wednesday 1°t November 2017 between 7.30am and 9.30am.
The above reviews conducted in Rushworth Avenue identified the following:-

» There is a capacity to accommodate approximately 42 cars on-street within Rushworth
Avenue,

* There were 6 cars parked on the Monday morning,

» During the Tuesday review there were 8 cars parked at 3.00pm, 11 cars parked at 4.45pm
and 13 cars parked at 6.00pm, and

« During the Wednesday review there were 13 cars parked at 7.30am, 9 cars parked at
8.15am and 8 cars parked at 9.30am.

It was evident that there was a significant level of unused on-street car parking capacity remaining
within Rushworth Avenue during the corresponding periods when the child care centre would be
operational.
TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT
The “Guide to Traffic Generating Developments” report produced by the former Roads and
Traffic Authority of NSW (now Roads and Maritime Services) identifies peak hour traffic generation
rates associated with a child care centre equivalent to:-

« A rate of 0.8 trips per child in the am peak period (7.00am to 9.00am),

e A rate of 0.3 trips per child in the period between 2.30pm and 4.00pm, and

e A rate of 0.7 trips per child in the pm period (4.00pm to 6.00pm).
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On the above basis the number of peak hour trips associated with the child care centre would be:-
e 52 trips in the am peak hour pericd,
e 20 trips between 2.30pm and 4.00pm, and
s 46 trips in the pm peak hour period.

It is anticipated that the majority of the peak hour traffic movements accessing the proposed child
care centre in the am peak periods would travel from the west to access the centre and exit to the
east, with drivers undertaking left turn entry / left turn exit movements to and from Sir Donald
Bradman Drive.

While there would be a small proportion of traffic that could potentially use adjoining sections of
the local road network to access the proposed child care centre, the number of these movements
would not have any significant impacts on the capacity of these roads or the amenity of the
adjoining stakeholders, particularly given the relatively small size of the proposed development
and the low volumes of traffic recorded on Rushworth Avenue.

Outside of peak hour periods on weekdays there will be minimal traffic generated by the subject
child care centre.

There will be very infrequent deliveries to the proposed child care centre given the nature and size
of this proposed facility. The majority of these deliveries would be made by small vans or similar
sized vehicles with deliveries typically being undertaken in late morning / early afternoon periods
i.e. outside of arrival and departure periods associated with children attending the centre.

The proposed development includes a bin storage area to accommodate waste and recycling.
The level of waste and recycling would not be significantly different to that of the two residential
properties previously occupied on the site.

Waste and refuse will be stored in wheelie bins and will be placed on the adjoining verge area on
bin caollection nights for servicing by Council’s waste and recycling contractors.

CONSULTATION

Discussions were undertaken with staff of the Safety and Service, Traffic Operations Section of
the Department of Planning, Transport and Infrastructure (DPTI) in relation to the proposed
development.

DPTI has previously provided Council with a Schedule 8 Referral Response in correspondence
dated 16th of August 2017. | understand that this correspondence included the following
comments/recommendations, namely that:-
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» DPTlis comfortable with the proposed access arrangements but suggested that car parking
be restricted at all times along the western side of Rushworth Avenue between Sir Donald
Bradman Drive and the proposed access point,

« That parking bays 7 and 8 should be assigned for use by staff only, given the proximity of
the spaces to the boundary of the site, and

e A 4.5m x4.5m corner cut-off should be provided on the south-eastern corner of the subject
site in lieu of the current 3.0m x 3.0m corner cut-off.

| note/consider that:-

« Given the very low volumes of traffic using Rushworth Avenue during periods when the
child care centre would be in operation, | consider that it would not be necessary to restrict
parking along the western boundary of the site,

 Parking bays 7 and 8 will be assigned for use by staff only, and

s The design has been madified to provide a corner cut-off of 4.5 m x 4.5 m on the south
eastern corner of the subject land with the location of the boundary fence modified slightly
from the plans previously submitted to Council.

RESPONSE TO REPRESENTATIONS

| note that a total of six representations were received by Council in which matters relating to
traffic, parking and vehicular access arrangements were raised. | have summarised the relevant
aspects of this representation and have provided a response to the various issues identified within
the relevant representation.

Mr and Mrs Parisella - 2 Rushworth Avenue, Brooklyn Park

The above representation identified concerns in respect to:-

1. “We have major concerns about the parking and impact on the traffic in our street and
surrounding streets. As there is no parking on Sir Donald Bradman and Rushworth Avenue
already has many vehicles attached to residences parked on the street. We have Lockleys
Primary School closeby and parents already park in the surrounding streets to go there.

In response to the above matters, it is noted that:-

» Reviews of the locality during weekday periods have not identified high levels of car parking
demand on this roadway.

Page 264

9 January 2018

13 October 2020

Page 127



Council Assessment Panel Item 6.3 - Attachment 3

Council Assessment Panel Iltem 6.4 - Attachment 9

Ms Linda Reid - 4 Rushworth Avenue, Brooklyn Park

1. “Traffic congestion - Sir Donald Bradman Drive / Rushworth Avenue. We already have a
shortage of parking due to people using our street to leave their cars whilst on holidays not
using airport facilifies.

2. Dangerous frontage with bus stop right on corner of Sir Donald Bradman Drive and
Rushworth Avenue.

4. Car parking for only 14 cars and 65 children seems totally unrealistic as parking for staff
does not seem to have been considered and car parking is not allowed on Sir Donald
Bradman Drive between the hours of 7am and 9am which is critical drop off time for child
care centres,

In response to these three issues, it is identified that:-

* The proposed development will not result in any significant impact to car parking demand
currently occurring on Rushworth Avenue. More particularly, the proposed development
will be open during weekday periods only and our reviews on site have identified only low
levels of car parking demand during these periods. Furthermore, the proposed
development will not be open during evening and weekend periods when residential
parking demand would typically peak,

* A review of sight distance to the west along Sir Donald Bradman Drive has identified that
required levels of sight distance along this roadway will continue to be met at this location.
While sight distance would be interrupted by a bus standing at the bus stop to the west of
Rushworth Avenue, this is not a result of the proposed development. Any delay that this
causes to drivers exiting from Rushworth Avenue is minimal, and

o The adequacy of car parking associated with the proposed development has been
considered in detail and has been measured against appropriate standards which
contemplate both staff and parent / guardian parking demand. On this basis, there should
be a potential requirement for at most two cars to park on street, within Rushworth Avenue.
Car parking on Sir Donald Bradman Drive cannot legally occur due to the existing parking
restrictions on this roadway.

Mr Craig Alan Johnston and Mrs Andrea Dahl-Johnston - 12 Rushworth Avenue, Brooklyn
Park

5. Adequale car parking for potentially 65 children cannot be provided with 14 spaces.
Although there will be prime times for parking this will impact upon ourselves being the
closest residence and in fact is likely to impact upon many residents in Rushworth Ave.
Rushworth Ave has a large number of cars which belong to residents. Congestion as well
as childcare staff and families taking resident parks will be an issue. Being a childcare
centre will not be able to just drop children off (as per a school) but will need to park and
take their children into the centre. The increased number of cars is a safety risk for smaill
children.
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6. Parking for staff does not appear to be a consideration. Typically staff to children ratios are
either 1:5 in babies rooms and 1:10 for older children. Potentially there would be at least
10 staff who would be requiring parking (as there would also be administrative staff and
cooking staff). Given the 14 parks it is not clear where these staiff would park. Sir Donald
Bradman is not a place to park and in fact has a bus stop outside of the proposed child
care centre. Currently Rushworth Ave has a high number of cars attached to the
residences.
The above matters have been addressed in my previous responses.
Mr David Reid and Mrs Linda Reid - 4 Rushworth Avenue, Brooklyn Park
1. This will substantially increase traffic congestion in street,
2. Street car parking is already a major issue - there is simply no capacity for extra parking,

4. The traffic congestion at intersection of May Terrace and Sir Donald Bradman Drive will
undoubtedly increase. This is already a very dangerous intersection with no traffic lights.

Iltems 1 and 2 within this representation have previously been addressed.
In respect to an anticipated increase in traffic congestion at the intersection of May Terrace and
Sir Donald Bradman Drive, it is considered that the proposed development would result in a

minimal increase in any traffic congestion at this intersection, particularly given:-

» The relatively small size of the proposed development compared to other child care
centres within Metropolitan Adelaide, and

» The proportion of traffic accessing the proposed child care centre via the intersection of
May Terrace with Sir Donald Bradman Drive would be minimal.

Ms Maria Papageorgiou - 436 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, Brooklyn Park
1. Site of childcare centre is too small for 65 children, and
2. Parking will be a problem.
| consider that these matters have been addressed above.
Ms Karen Marie Smith - 3 Rushworth Avenue, Brooklyn Park
1. There is already a parking issue here in Rushworth Avenue. | have made a number of
requests to council in relation to parking in this street over the past few years. | have
requested resident only parking permits, as well as timed signs. Many people park here
then go to the airport for their week long (or longer) holiday and do not wish to pay for

parking, so park here in our small residential street causing congestion in the street. Even
with resident’s cars only, there is a considerable number of vehicle in the street every night.

10
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I note that the proposed Child Care Centre has fourteen car parks. This does not seem like
an adequate number of carparks to cover 65 children & staff at any time.

The nearby Childcare centre at the corner of Henley Beach Road and Rowells Road has
twenty five (25) carparks.

There is no room for a new pedestrian crossing to be located on Sir Donald Bradman Drive,
and even if one was placed there, the impact with the second set of lights at the IKEA
entrance would cause traffic chaos in an already extremely busy stretch of road.

Sir Donald Bradman Drive would be a very dangerous road for numerous children to be
crossing without any pedestrian lights installed.

Sir Donald Bradman Drive out the front of the proposed Childcare centre is a bus zone,
therefore there can be no parking there at any time. There is also a bike lane and signs
indicating no standing at any time. Therefore, all drop offs will have to be in Rushworth
Avenue or other nearby residential streets.

The gates to the carpark are on Rushworth Avenue, this will cause massive congestion in
an already congested street. The likelihood for collisions will also rise, as well as the
inherent dangers associated with small children and cars. There could be a serious or fatal
collision due to frustration caused by congestion and the inability to get a park.

Dropping small children off at a childcare centre would no doubt require the parents or
carers of the children to actually physically enter the cenire to sign the children in. It is not
the same as a school drop off where children can just be let out of the car and walk in alone.

Rushworth Avenue does not have adequate space for the parents of sixty five (65) children
to drive in and park. Fourteen carparks is a grossly inadequate number of carparks for this
type of development.

Does this mean that new signs will be erected such as signs for drop offs, 15 minute time
limits or such during drop off periods? This will really inconvenience the actual residents of
the street if they can't park outside their own houses during business hours. Who will police
this?

In response to the various matters raised by the above representor, it is considered that:-

[ ]

The potential use (or otherwise) of car parking on-street associated with the proposed child
care centre during weekday periods has been addressed above,

The proposed child care centre will not operate at night or at weekends. Hence, on-street
parking during these periods is not relevant to the proposed development,

The existing child care centre on the corner of Rowells Road / Henley Beach Road is a
larger centre and has a car parking ratio similar to that proposed by the subject
development,
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» There is no suggestion for an additional pedestrian crossing to be provided on Sir Donald
Bradman Drive as a result of the proposed development. In any event, there is an existing
(controlled) pedestrian crosswalk incorporated within the signalised intersection of Sir
Donald Bradman Drive / IKEA access. This crosswalk is located to the immediate east of
the intersection with Rushworth Avenue and provides safe pedestrian movements across
Sir Donald Bradman Drive at this location,

« The concerns relating to the bus zone to the west of Rushworth Avenue have previously
been addressed,

s The bicycle lane along Sir Donald Bradman Drive operates only between 7.30 am and 9.00
am on weekdays. It is considered that there will be no impact on the operation of this bicycle
lane as a result of the proposed development,

s For the various reasons identified above, | do not consider that there would be any
significant traffic impacts on the operation of Rushworth Avenue, particularly given that:-

» The kerb to kerb width of this roadway is 9.2m,

» Access into and out of this roadway to and from Sir Donald Bradman Drive is restricted
to left in / left out movements only, and

» The proposed access point into and out of the on-site car parking area will be located
approximately 30m to the north of Sir Donald Bradman Drive,

» As previously identified, children attending a child care centre are not ‘dropped off’ but
must be escorted by parents/guardians and registered with this facility. Hence, it is
contemplated that parents/guardians will park on site. Based on my experience with
similar facilities, it is unlikely that parents/guardians would arrive at the same time to
deliver/collect children,

» No changes to parking is anticipated adjacent to the residential dwellings on Rushworth
Avenue as a result of the proposed development.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The above traffic and parking assessment relates to the proposed development of a child care
centre accommodating 65 places.

The proposed development will provide a total of 14 on-site car parking spaces which would be
slightly less than the required 16 spaces. However, given the location of the proposed
development within close proximity of public transport, a bicycle lane on the adjecining arterial road
network and the potential for limited parking to occur on Rushworth Avenue, | consider that such
a minor shortfall in on-site site parking would be acceptable.

12
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A review of the proposed traffic generated by the subject development would indicate that, at
most, there should be:-

s Approximately 52 trips in the am peak hour period, and
* Approximately 46 trips in the pm peak hour period.

Surveys of existing traffic movements entering / exiting Rushworth Avenue to and from Sir Donald
Bradman Drive have identified that existing weekly traffic volumes on this roadway are very low
and that there is no significant delay/queuing to drivers of vehicles turning out onto Sir Donald
Bradman Drive.

The forecast volumes of traffic anticipated to be generated by the proposed development will be
readily accommodated by the adjoining road network.

In my cpinion there will be no detrimental traffic impacts on either capacity of amenity associated
with the subject development.

The proposed on-site car parking area has been designed in accordance with the requirements
of the relevant off-street car parking standard and would be suitable for use by the proposed
development.

In summary, the proposed development will:-

* Provide a total of 14 car parking spaces including one space for use by the disabled and
an adjacent shared area. While this level of parking would be slightly less than the number
of spaces typically required for a facility accommodating 65 children on-site, there is an
opportunity for this minor shortfall in car parking provision to be provided on-street,

* Not result in adverse traffic impacts on the adjacent road network, based upon the analysis
of the forecast traffic generation of the subject development, provided within this report,
and

« Provide a design standard which is appropriate and meets the requirement of the relevant
Australian / New Zealand Standard for off-street car parking areas.

Yours sincerely

/0 (s Z/’cw/

Phil Weaver
Phil Weaver and Associates Pty Ltd
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Preliminary Traffic, Flooding & Stormwater

Assessment

Development Application No: 211/738/2017

Assessing Officer: Jordan Leverington

Site Address: 432 & 434 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, BROOKLYN
PARK SA 5032

Certificate of Title: CT-5704/545, CT-5694/228

Description of Construct a childcare centre with associated car

Development parking and landscaping

TO THE TECHNICAL OFFICER - CITY ASSETS
Please provide your comments in relation to:

Site drainage and stormwater disposal
Required FFL

On-site vehicle parking and manoeuvrability

New Crossover

o o o o

Your advice is also sought on other aspects of the proposal as follows:

PLANNING OFFICER - Jordan Leverington DATE 27 October, 2017
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Memo

To
From
Date
Subject

Jordan Leverington
Andrew King
27/10/2017

211/738/2017, 432 & 434 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, BROOKLYN PARK SA
5032

Jordan Leverington,

The following City Assets Department comments are provided with regards to the
assessment of the above development application. This referral shall be read in
conjunction with the initial City Assets referral authored on 4/09/2017. Please refer

Doc Set Id A2042911.

1.0

Traffic Comments

The following comments are provided by Council traffic Consultant
Frank Siow.

| refer to the above development for a child care centre on the subject site.
The subject site is located at the north-western corner of the junction of Sir

Donald Bradman Drive/Rushworth Avenue. Fourteen (14) parking spaces are

proposed on-site with the car park access from Rushworth Avenue. The child
care centre is proposed to have a maximum capacity of 65 children.

| have read the referral response letter from DPTI dated 16/8/17 and nofte that

there is a Metropolitan Adelaide Road Widening Plan requirement for a 4.5m
by 4.5m corner cut-off to be provided by the subject site. The proposal plan
should be amended accordingly to include this requirement, alternatively this
could be dealt with by a condition of approval.

The subject site is located opposite the Adelaide Airport. Only left in left out
movements are permitted from Rushworth Avenue to Sir Donald Bradman
Drive, due to the central median/traffic signals on the main road. There are
bicycle lanes in Sir Donald Bradman Drive adjacent to the subject site. There
is also an existing bus stop in the City-bound direction in front of the subject
site.

The Council's Development Plan specifies a parking rate of 1 space per 4
children for a child care centre. Based on the maximum capacity of 65
children, the parking required would be 16 parking spaces (rounded down).
For sites that are adjacent to public transport and bicycle lanes and if bicycle
parking is also provided, it would not be uncommon to discount the parking

Civic Centre 165 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, Hilton 5033 South Australia Tel (08) 8416 6333 Fax (08) 8443 5709
E - mail csu@wicc.sa.gov.au Website westtorrens.sa.gov.au
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requirement. | note that 3 bicycle parking spaces are proposed within the car
park.

Assuming that a 10% discount were to be applied, the parking required would
be 14 spaces (rounded down). The provision of 14 parking spaces on-site
would therefore be acceptable. | note that some on-street parking opportunity
would also be available in Rushworth Avenue adjacent to the subject site.

The proposed parking spaces are shown with dimensions of 2.4m by 5.4m for
the disabled and clear zone space, 2.6m by 4.8m (with overhang of 0.6m) or
2.6m by 5.4m for the general parking spaces and serviced by a 6.2m
aisleway. These dimensions would comply with the parking standards. The
proposed sliding tubular gate would enable the pedestrian sight line
requirement of the parking standard to be satisfied.

While it would be preferable for the sliding gate to the car park to be set back
from the boundary, in this instance, given that Rushworth Avenue is a local
street, the proposed gate located at the boundary would be acceptable. |
recommend that a condition be included to require the gate to be left open
during the opening hours of the child care centre, so that parents and visitors
are not delayed from entering the car park from Rushworth Avenue.

| note that there is a bin area located at the end of the proposed car park. If
bin collection were to be undertaken after hours or before opening times of
the child care centre, the standard MRV refuse truck would be able to access
the subject site, turnaround without being obstructed by parked vehicles and
leave the site in a forward direction. | recommend that a condition be included
to require bin collection to occur before or after opening hours of the child
care centre.

The infrequent general servicing of the child care centre could accur using the
general parking spaces on-site. If the general servicing of the site were to
occur after peak times (ie after drop off or before pick up times), then there
would be some vacant car parking spaces that could be used by these
infrequent service vehicles. | therefore recommend that a condition be
included to require general servicing of the child care centre to occur during
off-peak times and restricting these general service vehicles to passenger
size vehicles only.

Finally, | am satisfied that the proposed development would not result in
acceptable traffic impacts on the adjacent road network, given the relatively
small scale of the child care centre development.

Based on the above assessment, | am of the opinion that the proposed
development would be acceptable on traffic and parking grounds, subject to a
number of conditions discussed above being included.

Civic Centre 165 Sir Donald Bradman Orive, Hilton 5033 South Australia Tel (08) 8416 6333 Fax (08) 8443 5709
E - mail csu@wtce.sa.gov.au Website westtorrens.sa.gov.au
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2.0

ED Note 27/10/2017:
The following items are still requiring addressing by the applicant.

e The referral response letter from DPTI dated 16/8/17 and note that
there is a Metropolitan Adelaide Road Widening Plan requirement for
a 4.5m by 4.5m corner cut-off to be provided by the subject site. The
proposal plan should be amended accordingly to include this
requirement, alternatively this could be dealt with by a condition of
approval.

Items marked by traffic Consultant as planning conditions

« The gate to be left open during the opening hours of the child care
centre, so that parents and visitors are not delayed from entering the
car park from Rushworth Avenue.

* Bin collection to occur before or after opening hours of the child care
centre.

+ General servicing of the child care centre to occur during off-peak
times and restricting these general service vehicles to passenger size
vehicles only.

Stormwater Detention (Commercial - Less than 4000m?)

The total uncontrolled post development stormwater flow (site critical
stormwater during the 20 year ARI event) of the proposed site has been
calculated by Herriot Consulting in the stormwater calculation reports (Dated
23/08/2017) as 34.6 L/s. It has been proposed for the provision of stormwater
detention tank of 3KL (15mm outlet orifice positioned at 1.0m of head and
50% roof area connected to tank) to restrict the maximum runcff of 20L/s at
20 Year ARl site critical storm event.

It is observed in the proposed architect's site plan (John Perriam Architects -
Dwg No: 08/17-P1C, Dated- March 2017) that the outdoor play area abutting
the southern and eastern boundary to predominantly consist of artificial grass
areas. Runoff from an impervious areas such as arterial surfaces will
generate greater runoff than that of the impervious areas such as natural
grass. As such the coefficient runoff would be considered as 0.9 (mimicking
impervious/paved areas) which in turn will increase the total uncontrolled
post development flow, calculated by Council in excess of 41L/s. Additional
storage will be required as opposed to the proposed 3KL detention system
located at the North -West corner of the site. Alternatively, if the applicant
can confirm that the artificial grass has the permeability/run-off
characteristics to that of a pervious/grass, then the proposed detention would
be sufficient in meeting the required detention requirements.

It is recommended that above requirement /clarification be provided to
Council.

Civic Gentre 165 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, Hilton 5033 South Australia Tel (08) 8416 6333 Fax (08) 8443 5709
E - mail csu@wicc.sa.gov.au Website westtorrens.sa.gov.au
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3.0

4.0

5.0

Stormwater Quality - Major concern

Council has previously indicated the design requirements and expectations
for stormwater consideration for this development through correspondence in
the referral dated 4/09/2017.

These requirement are consistent with the requested from numerous
developments of similar scale and commercial nature.

The achieving of these standards of stormwater quality improvement are also
reinforced through the State Government's WSUD Policy document.

There are numerous demonstrations of recent development within our Council
area which have achieved stormwater management measures in the order of
that requested from this development site, the majority of which achieving this
without the ability to connected to a underground Council drain within the
adjacent street. The solution necessary may just be more challenging than
that which would be achieved with a direct underground connection.

There are multiple methods of achieve acceptable water quality treatment,
which is now become more accepted as standard engineering practice.

Council's City Assets Department stands by the previously requested
consideration for this development.

Closing of Redundant Crossovers

Not addressed by the applicant.

General Finished Floor Level (FFL) Consideration

In accordance with the provided ‘Siteworks and Drainage Plan’ (Herriot
Consulting — File No:C1706-076 — Date of issue August 2017) the FFL of the
proposed development ( 100.50 minimum ) have been assessed as satisfying
minimum reguirements (100.40 minimum) in consideration of street and/or
flood level information.

Should you require further information, please contact Andrew King on the following
direct extension number 8416 633.

Regards

Andrew King
Coordinator City Assets

Civic Centre 165 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, Hilton 5033 South Australia Tel (08) B416 6333 Fax (08) 8443 5709
E - mail csu@wicc.sa.gov.au Website westtorrens.sa.gov.au
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In reply please quote 2017/01931/01, Process ID: 466492 ‘(&/m?i Gausrminient of Seaih Alstalld
Enquiries ta Reece Loughron @ 4‘: Department of Planning,
Telephone (08) 8226 8386 W Transport and Infrastructure

Facsimile (08) 8226 8330
E-mail dpti.luc@sa.gov.au

RECEIVED - CWT (M|

16/08/2017 2 & AUG 207

Mr Jordan Leverington

City of West Tarrens

165 Sir Donald Bradman Drive
HILTON SA 5033

Dear Jordan,

SCHEDULE 8 - REFERRAL RESPONSE

Development No. 211/738/17

Applicant Eastern Building Group

Location 432-434 Sir Donald Bradman Drive (cnr Rushworth Avenue),
Brooklyn Park

Proposal Childcare centre (65 children) with associated car parking and
landscaping

| refer to the above development application forwarded to the Safety and Service Division
of the Department of Planning, Transport and Infrastructure (DPTI) in accordance with
Section 37 of the Development Act 1993. The proposed development involves
development adjacent a main road as described above.

The following response is provided in accordance with Section 37(4)(b) of the
Development Act 1993 and Schedule 8 of the Development Regulations 2008.

THE PROPOSAL

The development involves the demolition of existing structures and the construction of a
child care centre.

CONSIDERATION

The subject site abuts Sir Donald Bradman Drive and Rushworth Avenue. Sir Donald
Bradman Drive is identified as a Major Traffic Route, Primary Freight Route, Public
Transport Corridor and a Major Cycling Route in DPTI's ‘A Functional Hierarchy for South
Australia’s Land Transport Network’ and is gazetted for 26.0 metre B-Double vehicles. At
this location Sir Donald Bradman Drive has an AADT of 26,900 vehicles per day (3.5%
commercial vehicles) and a posted speed limit of 60 km/h.

Access and Road Safety

The subject site includes two existing residential allotments which have access to Sir
Donald Bradman Drive and Rushworth Avenue. The John Perriam Architects Site Plan
(refer Drawing No. 08/17 — P1B, Issue B, dated 19/06/17) indicates that the existing Sir
Donald Bradman Drive access will be closed and the Rushworth Access will be relocated
slightly south to enable the provision of a 14 space car parking. In-principle, no objection
is raised to this access arrangement as it minimises access to arterial roads. The Sir
Donald Bradman Drive crossover should be reinstated with kerb and gutter as part of the

approval.
/DOCS AND FILES# 11813940

SAFETY-AND SERVICE — -
Traffic Cperations

GPO Box 1533
Adelaide SA 5001

Telephone: 61 8 8226 8222
Facsimile: 61 8 8226 8230

ABN 92 366 288 135
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The relocated access will be 6.2 metres wide at the property boundary which is
considered sufficient to cater for two-way vehicle movements. In order to ensure vehicles
entering the site are not restricted by vehicles reversing from spaces 7 & 8 it is
recommended that these be dedicated to staff use only.

.

With respect to on-street parking adjacent the site, DPTI strongly recommends that on-

street parking on the western side of Rushworth Avenue is banned from the Sir Donald
Bradman Drive / Rushworth Avenue junction to the proposed access in order to ensure
the unrestricted two-way flow of vehicles (including waste collection) can occur without
impacting the free flow of traffic on Sir Donald Bradman drive. All costs associated with
line marking and sign installation should be borne by the applicant.

With respect to the proposed boundary fencing adjacent the access to 436 Sir Donald
Bradman, it is recommended that this be modified to be of an open nature to ensure that
pedestrian sightlines toffrom the access can be achieved in accordance with
AS/NZS2890.1:2004. In addition, the proposed fencing at the Sir Donald Bradman
Drive/Rushworth Avenue must be designed so that sightlines at the Rushworth Avenue
junction can be maximised. It is noted that the existing footpath is relatively narrow and a
bus shelter is located downstream of the junction that could restrict sightlines. DPTI
recommends that a larger cut-off be provided in the order of 4.5m x 4.5 metres as
described below. :

Road Widening

The Metropalitan Adelaide Road Widening Plan (MARWP) shows a possible requirement
for a 4.5 metres x 4.5 metres corner cut-off at the junction of Sir Donald Bradman Drive
and Rushworth Avenue. It is noted that CT 5704/545 shows that a 3.048 metres x 3.048
metres corner cut-off has already been provided. However, the corner cut off should be
increased to 4.5 metres x 4.5 metres in order to maximise driver sightlines and improve
pedestrian circulation at the Sir Donald Bradman Drive and Rushworth Avenue junction.

It should be noted that the consent of the Commissioner of Highways under the MARWP
Act is required to all building works on or within 6.0 metres of the carner cut-off
requirement. It is noted that the built form is proposed more than 6.0 metres from the
corner cut off and as such consent is not required in this instance.

CONCLUSION

In-principle, no objection is raised to the proposed development subject to the following
conditions.

ADVICE

The planning authority is directed to attach the following conditions to any approval:

1. The comer cut-off at the Sir Donald Bradman Drive / Rushworth Avenue junction shall
be increased to 4.5 meters x 4.5 metres in order to maximise driver sightlines and
improve pedestrian circulation at the Sir Donald Bradman Drive and Rushworth
Avenue junction. All development (including landscaping and fencing) shall be kept
clear of the above corner cut-off. ‘

The planning authority is advised to attach the following conditions to any approval:

2. The access to Rushworth Avenue shall be constructed in general accordance with the
John Perriam Architects Site Plan, Drawing No. 08/17 — P1B, Issue B, dated 19/06/17.

3. The access paint shall be suitably flared to Rushworth Avenue to allow convenient

ingress and egress movements in order to minimise disruption to the free flow of
traffic.

/DOCS AND FILES# 11813940
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All vehicles shall enter and exit the site in a forward direction.

Fencing adjacent the south western boundary shall ensure sightlines to/from 436 Sir
Donald Bradman Drive can be achieved in accordance with AS/NZS2890.1:2004.

“Ali “stormwater generated by the proposal shall be appropriately collected and

disposed of without entering or jeopardising the safety of the adjacent arterial road
network.

The following notes provide important information for the benefit of the applicant and are
required to be included in any approval:

The Metropolitan Adelaide Road Widening Plan {MARWP) shows a possible
requirement for a 4.5 metres x 4.5 metres corner cut-off at the junction of Sir Donald
Bradman Drive and Rushworth Avenue. The consent of the Commissioner of
Highways under the MARWP Act is required to all building works on or within 6.0
metres of the corner cut-off requirement. As all built form is proposed more than 6.0
metres from the corner cut-off, consent is not required in this instance.

Yours sincerely,

A MANAGER, TRAFFIC/OPERATIONS

For COMMISSIONER OF HIGHWAYS

A copy of the decision notification form should be forwarded to dpti.developmentapplications@sa.gov.au

/DOCS AND FILES# 11813940
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7 CONFIDENTIAL REPORTS OF THE ASSESSMENT MANAGER
71 432 & 434 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, BROOKLYN PARK

Application No 211/738/2017

Reason for Confidentiality

It is recommended that this Report be considered in CONFIDENCE in accordance with regulation
13(2)(a) (viii) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure (General) Regulations 2017, which
permits the meeting to be closed to the public for business relating to the following:

(viii)  legal advice.

as this matter is before the Environment Resources and Development Court and it is a requirement
of the Court that matters are kept confidential until such time as a compromise is reached or the
matter proceeds to a hearing.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended to the Council Assessment Panel that:

1.  Onthe basis that this matter is before the Environment Resources and Development Court
so any disclosure would prejudice the position of Council, the Council Assessment Panel
orders pursuant to regulation 13(2) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure
(General) Regulations 2017, that the public, with the exception of the Chief Executive Officer,
members of the Executive and Management Teams, Assessment Manager, City
Development staff in attendance at the meeting, and meeting secretariat staff, and other staff
so determined, be excluded from attendance at so much of the meeting as is necessary to
receive, discuss and consider in confidence, information contained within the confidential
reports submitted by the Assessment Manager on the basis that this matter is before the
Environment Resources and Development Court and it is a requirement of the Court that
matters are kept confidential until such time as a compromise is reached or the matter
proceeds to a hearing.

2. At the completion of the confidential session the meeting be re-opened to the public.

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION DETAILS

DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL Construct a childcare centre with associated car parking
and landscaping

APPLICANT Eastern Building Group Pty Ltd
LODGEMENT DATE 19 June 2017
ZONE Residential
POLICY AREA Low Density Policy Area 20
APPLICATION TYPE Merit
PUBLIC NOTIFICATION Category 3
REFERRALS Internal
= City Assets
DEVELOPMENT PLAN 30 May 2017
VERSION
Page 1 Item 7.1

13 October 2020

Page 141



Council Assessment Panel Item 6.3 - Attachment 4

Confidential Council Assessment Panel Agenda 13 March 2018

RECOMMENDATION

The Council Assessment Panel, having considered the application for consent to carry out
development of land and pursuant to the provisions of the Development Act 1993 (as amended)
finds the proposal to be not seriously at variance with the Development Plan and resolves to
advise the Environment Resources and Development Court that it does SUPPORT Development
Plan Consent for Application No. 211/738/2017 by Eastern Building Group Pty Ltd to undertake the
construction of a childcare centre with associated car parking and landscaping at 432 & 434 Sir
Donald Bradman Drive, Brooklyn Park (CT 5704/545 & 5694/228) subject to the following
conditions:

Council Conditions

1. The development shall be undertaken and completed in accordance with the plans by John
Perriam Architects amended plans marked Dwg Nos 08/17-P1F, 08/17-P2C, 08/17-P3B and
Herriot Consulting site works and Drainage Plan File No. C1706-076 Sheet C1 Rev. B and
information detailed in this application except where varied by any conditions listed below.

2. The access to Rushworth Avenue shall be constructed in general accordance with the John
Perriham Site Plan, Drawing No. 08/17-P1F and the Herriot Consulting site works and
Drainage Plan File No. C1706-076 Sheet C1 Rev. B.

3. The access point shall be suitably flared to Rushworth Avenue in accordance with the John
Perriham Site Plan, Drawing No. 08/17-P1F and the Herriot Consulting site works and
Drainage Plan File No. C1706-076 Sheet C1 Rev. B.to allow convenient ingress and egress
movement in order to minimise disruption to the free flow of traffic.

4. The existing crossover on Sir Donald Bradman Drive shall be considered redundant and must
be closed off to the satisfaction of Council. Any new or modified crossing places shall be
constructed to Council's requirements. New vehicle crossing places must be located a
minimum of 500mm from any existing or proposed verge features (i.e. crossing places, trees,
stormwater connections, stobie poles).

5. The car park shall be arranged, managed and signed to allow and direct all vehicles to enter
and exit the site in a forward direction at all times.

6. The hours of operation of the Childcare centre shall be limited to the hours between 6.30am
and 6.30pm on any day.

7. The total number of children accommodated in the facility at any one time shall be limited to
57.

8. The sliding gate at the Rushworth Avenue entry shall be kept open during operating hours, to
allow vehicles to enter and exit the car park unhindered to prevent traffic queuing and
obstructing vehicle movements on Rushworth Avenue.

9. Fencing adjacent to the south-western boundary shall ensure that sightlines to/from 436 Sir
Donald Bradman Drive can be achieved in accordance with AS/NZ2890.1:2004.

10. All stormwater generated by the proposal shall be appropriately collected and disposed of
without jeopardising the safety of the adjacent arterial road.

11. Stormwater detention shall be installed prior to the occupation of the development and
maintained thereafter in accordance with the stormwater calculations by Herriot Consulting
dated 8/11/2017.
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

All stormwater design and construction will be in accordance with Australian Standards and
recognised engineering best practices to ensure that stormwater does not adversely affect
any adjoining property or public road and for this purpose stormwater drainage will not at any
time:

a) Result in the entry of water into a building; or

b) Affect the stability of a building; or

c) Create unhealthy or dangerous conditions on the site or within the building; or

d) Flow or discharge onto the land of an adjoining owner; and not flow across footpaths or
public ways.

All waste shall be placed within garbage containers with lids that are closed at all times to limit
odours and to prevent insects and vermin accessing the waste at all times.

The bin enclosure shall be increased in size to accommodate more than two 240 litre mobile
garbage bins such that all waste produced by the facility is able to be stored in enclosed
receptacles at all times with the frequency of collection increased through the use of private
contractors to avoid the creation of odours or other nuisance all to the reasonable satisfaction
of Council.

General service vehicles for the subject development shall be restricted to an 'SRV’ (in
reference to AS 2890.2-2002), and servicing shall be restricted to outside of peak times.

Security lighting and lighting of the driveways, parking and manoeuvring areas and footpaths
shall be in accordance with the Australian Standard 1158 during the hours of darkness that
they are in use. Such lights shall be directed and screened so that overspill of light into nearby
premises is avoided and minimal impact on passing motorists occurs. When not in use such
lights should be dimmed to levels sufficient for security purposes only to diminish impacts on
adjacent dwellings after operating hours. All such lighting on the subject site shall be directed
and screened so that overspill of light into the nearby premises is avoided and minimal impact
on passing motorists occurs.

All landscaping shall be planted in accordance with the approved plans prior to the occupancy
of the development. Such landscaping shall be cultivated, tended, nurtured, and maintained
and shall be promptly replaced if it becomes seriously diseased or dies, to the reasonable
satisfaction of Council.

An automatic watering system shall be installed as part of the landscaping to ensure it is
adequately watered at all times to enable it to establish and flourish.

All driveways, parking and manoeuvring areas will be formed, surfaced with concrete, bitumen
or paving, and be properly drained prior to commencement of the use of the development, and
shall be maintained in reasonable condition at all times.

Driveways, car parking spaces, manoeuvring areas and landscaping areas shall not be used
for storage of materials or goods such as waste products and refuse.

Waste shall be collected onsite from a private contractor after 6:30pm and before 8:30pm
Monday to Friday.

Condition imposed at the direction and advice of DPTI:

22

The corner cut-off at Sir Donald Bradman Drive/Rushworth Avenue junction shall be increased
to 4.5m x 4.5m in order to maximise driver sight lines and improve pedestrian circulation at Sir
Donald Bradman Drive and Rushworth Avenue junction. All development (including
landscaping and fencing) shall be kept clear of the above corner cut-off.

Page 3 Item 7.1

13 October 2020 Page 143



Council Assessment Panel Item 6.3 - Attachment 4

Confidential Council Assessment Panel Agenda 13 March 2018
Notes
1. This approval does not include the erection of any signs. Further permission may be

required from Council for the erection or display of any signs.

Any retaining walls will be designed to accepted engineering standards, and not of timber
construction if retaining a difference in ground level exceeding 200mm.

This consent does not obviate the need to obtain any other necessary approvals from
any/all parties with an interest in the land (e.g. Strata/Community Corp or the Developer/
Encumbrancee).

Your attention is drawn to the Disability Discrimination Act 1992 which may prescribe
requirements for people with disabilities additional to those contained within the Building
Code of Australia.

FURTHER

1.

Pursuant to regulation 13(2) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure (General)
Regulations 2017, ltem 7.1 - 432 & 434 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, BROOKLYN PARK,
including the report, attachments and any discussions (excluding the decision), having been
dealt with in confidence under regulation 13(2)(a)(vii) and (viii) of the Planning, Development
and Infrastructure (General) Regulations 2017 and in accordance with regulation 14(4) of the
Planning, Development and Infrastructure (General) Regulations 2017, be kept confidential
until a decision of the Environment, Resources and Development Court relevant to the item
is made, on the basis that it is a requirement of the Court that matters are kept confidential
until such time as a compromise is reached or the matter proceeds to a hearing.

The Council Assessment Panel gives authority to the Assessment Manager to review, but
not extend, the confidential order on a monthly basis.

BACKGROUND

The a

pplication was presented to the Council Assessment Panel at the 9 January 2018 meeting.

During this meeting, five representors appeared before the Panel to speak against the proposal.
The Applicant's planning consultant responded to the concerns raised and a number of questions
posed by the Panel. Ultimately the Panel resolved that the development did not have sufficient
merit to gain a Development Plan Consent and refused the application. The reasons for refusal
were as follows:

The p

roposed development is contrary to:

General Section - Transport & Access - Objective 1 (b)
Reason: The proposal is not considered to ensure a high level of safety.

General Section - Transport & Access - Objective 2 (a)
Reason: The proposal is not considered to provide safe and efficient movement for the
anticipated transport modes.

General Section - Transport & Access - Principle of Development Control 8
Reason: The proposal is not considered to provide safe and convenient access for the
anticipated transport modes.
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e General Section - Transport & Access - Principle of Development Control 6
Reason: The proposal is not considered to minimise the interference to exiting traffic.

e General Section - Transport & Access - Principle of Development Control 7
Reason: The proposal is not considered to fulfil this provision.

¢ General Section - Waste - Objective 1
Reason: The proposal is not considered to minimise, reuse, treat and dispose of waste in
an environmentally friendly manner.

¢ General Section - Waste - Principle of Development Control 1
Reason: The proposal is not considered to minimise, reuse, treat and dispose of waste in
an environmentally friendly manner.

e General Section - Waste - Principle of Development Control 2
Reason: The proposal is not considered to store, treat and dispose of waste without risk to
health or impairment of the environment.

¢ General Section - Interface between land uses - Principle of Development Control 5
Reason: The proposal is not considered to minimise negative impacts on lawfully existing
developments.

The Applicant appealed this decision to the Environment Resources and Development Court
(ERDC).

Five Joinder applications were also received by the ERDC. People who are not original parties to
an appeal may apply to be joined as a party. Most commonly, applications to be joined (or ‘for
joinder’) are made by people who have made a representation to the Council in relation to the
proposed development which is the subject of the appeal.

The Commissioner decides who may or may not be joined as a party. A person will never be joined
as a matter of course. Important factors the judge or commissioner may take into account include:

+ the nature and strength of the person’s interest in the outcome of the appeal, e.g. location to
the proposed development;
+ the contribution the person is likely to make to the resolution of the dispute;

« whether the person’s interests are already being adequately dealt with by one of the existing
parties;

+ the potential of the proposed development to affect the person’s interests;
« the person’s prior involvement in the development application;

« the nature of the issues the person intends to raise;

« the potential for the person’s involvement to prolong the appeal;

« the interests of the existing parties;

¢ the public interest;

+ the impact of the person being joined on the court; and

+ other issues relevant to the particular case.

Each of the five representors heard by the Panel sought to be joined. The Commissioner only
allowed two parties. These were Karen Smith and Craig and Andrea Johnston.
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In anticipation of a reaching a compromise, the Applicant has provided some amended plans and
information that seeks to address the reasons for refusal. A copy of the amended plans are
contained in Attachment 1.

It is worthwhile noting that, should the Panel consider that the amendments to the proposal have
sufficiently allayed their concerns and wish to support the proposal, the appeal is still likely to
proceed. This is because all parties to the appeal, including the Joinders would also need to
support the proposal. Early signs indicate that the Joinders have a fundamental issue with the
proposed land use and no matter what amendments are made they will not be supporting it.

In preparation for a hearing, the Administration has contacted numerous planning consultants and
traffic engineers to find expert witnesses that can support the Panel's refusal.

Two traffic consultants, Paul Morris of GTA consultants and Ben Green of CIRQA Pty Ltd, could

not support the refusal. They were of the same opinion as Council's traffic engineer, Frank Siow,
and the Applicant's traffic engineer, Phil Weaver.

However, there is a traffic engineer that has indicated initial support of the refusal. It should be
noted that they have limited experience as acting as an expert witness for the ERDC.

At this stage, the Administration has not been able to find a planning consultant that can support
the Panel's refusal. The following consultants have been contacted:

« Ben Green of Ben Green and Associates;

o Jeff Smith from the Planning Chambers; and

¢ Garth Heynen of Heynen Planning Consultants.

Garth Heynen has provided some initial advice which is contained in Attachment 2.

A copy of the previous report to the Council Assessment Panel is contained in Attachment 3.

AMENDMENTS

The Applicant has provided the following amended documentation and supplementary information:
e areduction in the number of children from 65 to 57;

e an acoustic report;

e anoise management plan;

« confirmation that waste will be picked up by a private contractor;

« an amended site plan updating the bin storage location and

a supplementary traffic report.

A copy of the Applicant's planning consultant response to the refusal is contained in Attachment
4.
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Number of children

The original application provided 12 car parks which is a shortfall of two onsite car parking spaces
when assessed against Table WeTo/2 of the Development Plan. This table states that there should
be one on site car park space for every four children. This parking rate is reflected in the Planning
SA Planning Bulletin, Parking Provisions for selected land uses (Suburban Metropolitan Adelaide)
dated October 2001.

The reduction in the number of children has meant that this car parking rate has now been
satisfied.

Acoustic report and noise management plan

An acoustic report has been provided by Sonus that has assessed the development against the
relevant provisions of the Development Plan. It is noted that the noise from children is specifically
excluded from the EPA's Environment Protection (Noise) Policy 2007. The World Health
Organisation WHO has published Guidelines for Community Noise which states that to protect the
majority of people from being seriously annoyed during the day (7am-10pm), noise should not
exceed 55dB.

The Acoustic report states:

"The noise from children within different age groups in outdoor areas has previously been
measured at similar childcare facilities. Based on these measurements, noise from the
proposed facility has been predicted, based on the centre operating at full capacity in all
age groups, totalling 57 children.

With the current proposed "1.8m high Colorbond” boundary fences, the average noise level
from children playing in outdoor areas at the proposed centre is predicted to be less than
50dB(A) at all residences. Therefore the noise criteria determined in accordance with the
WHO Guidelines will be achieved.”

The City of West Torrens Development Plan does not outline acoustic quantitative measures that
child care centres need to meet. However, it does encourage that noise attention measures be
implemented where necessary.

The acoustic report supplied has identified that noise from children is an issue that frequently
occurs from the establishment of child care centres and that the installation of a 1.8m high
Colorbond fence is sufficient to mitigate it.

This information appears to allay the concerns that the proposal will be significantly detrimental to
amenity of the locality.

A copy of the Acoustic Report is contained in Attachment 5.

The Applicant has also provided a noise management report that discusses how the facility will
operate. In this plan it states:

"Activity in the Outdoor play areas will be managed by:
Limiting outdoor play to one room group at a time;

Keeping children in small, highly supervised groups;

Not allowing rowdy, rough or noisy behaviour;

Limiting outdoor activity in periods of hot or wet weather;
Providing a diversity of play activities."

A copy of the Noise Management Plan is contained in Attachment 6.
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It is considered that the information contained within the acoustic report and noise management
plan are sufficient to provide enough confidence that the proposed development will be operated in
an appropriate manner.

Notwithstanding the above, it is important to note the circumstances of the locality. Specifically the
subject site's proximity to Sir Donald Bradman Drive and the Adelaide International Airport. It is not
considered that there will be a significant detrimental impact to the adjoining residential properties

as a result of this development.

Private waste collection and bin storage enclosure

The application has been amended to include waste collection by a private collector. This will be
undertaken outside of the operating hours. This resolves Council's City Assets Department's
concerns, however, this may create an additional noise source that could affect the amenity of the
adjoining residential properties.

Due to the operating hours of this facility, it is considered that there will be less of an impact if the
waste is collected after 6:30pm, rather than before 6:30am. A condition has been added to the
recommendation to this effect.

The bin enclosure has been moved in a north westerly direction and is now located on the northern
property boundary. The enclosure has marginally increased in size from 2.0 x 2.5 metres, to 3.2 x
2.5 metres.

The enclosure is formed of 1.8m high Colorbond fence with gates opening onto the carpark.

Traffic report

The Applicant has provided a supplementary traffic report. In this report it states:

"The proposed reduction in the capacity of the child care centre would also result in an
approximately 14% reduction in forecast volumes of am and pm peak hour traffic,
compared to that of the previously proposed capacity of 65 children.

In percentage terms such a reduction is significant, notwithstanding that | was of the
opinion that the forecast volumes of traffic associated with a 65 place child care centre
would not have resulted in either capacity issues of adverse impact on the amenity of the
adjoining stakeholders."

Council's traffic engineer considered the original proposal to be acceptable. No further comments
were sought from Council's traffic engineer given the reduction in the capacity of the child care
centre is considered to further reduce any potential traffic impacts in comparison to the original
proposal.

As previously discussed, Administration contacted several Independent traffic engineers to seek
whether or not they could support the Panel's refusal. Ben Wilson and Paul Morris indicated that
they consider the proposal to be acceptable and could not support the refusal.

A copy of the applicants supplementary Traffic Report is contained in Attachment 7.
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LEGAL ADVICE

Administration has sought the services of Claire Ryan from Norman Waterhouse Lawyers to act on
the behalf of Council. In anticipation of the appeal heading to a hearing, Administration requested
an opinion on the likelihood of the initial refusal being upheld by the ERDC.

Peter Saltis from Norman Waterhouse Lawyers made the following comments:

"....While | stress that this is only a superficial view, we are nevertheless pessimistic abouit
the Council’s prospects of defending the appeal on the basis that the overwhelming
majority of experts who have been approached by the Council are unable to support the
decision to refuse fit.

As such, we recommend that serious consideration be given by the CAP to determining to
support the proposed compromise subject to the imposition of appropriate conditions.”

SUMMARY

The Applicant has responded to the Council Assessment Panel's concerns with a number of
amendments and additional information. These include reducing the number of children attending
the facility, including private waste collection, reviewing the size of the bin enclosure, an acoustic
report and a noise management plan.

In respect of the traffic issues raised by the CAP, a traffic engineer has advised the Administration
that he can support the refusal. However it is noted that the Administration is aware of four other
traffic consultants that support the proposal in its amended and original form, including its own
traffic engineer.

The main planning issues forming part of the refusal related to concerns regarding the detriment to
the local amenity. The amendments have sought to diminish these issues by reducing the amount
of children and therefore volumes of traffic attending the site as well as controlling when and how
children use the outdoor areas.

The Administration are of the opinion that the proposal holds sufficient merit to be granted
Development Plan Consent as it reasonably satisfies the majority of the relevant provisions of the
West Torrens Council Development Plan.

Attachments

Amended Site Plan and Floor Plan

Garth Heynen's Intial Advice

Previous Report to Council Assessment Panel

Response to Council's refusal from Applicant's Planning Consultant
Acoustic Report

Noise Management Plan

Supplementary Traffic Report

Nooahkoha
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7 CONFIDENTIAL REPORTS OF THE ASSESSMENT MANAGER

71 432 & 434 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, BROOKLYN PARK
Application No 211/738/2017

Reason for Confidentiality

It is recommended that this Report be considered in CONFIDENCE in accordance with regulation
13(2)(a) (viii) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure (General) Regulations 2017, which
permits the meeting to be closed to the public for business relating to the following:

(viii)  legal advice.

as this matter is before the Environment Resources and Development Court and it is a requirement
of the Court that matters are kept confidential until such time as a compromise is reached or the
matter proceeds to a hearing.

Council Assessment Panel resolved that:

1 On the basis that this matter is before the Environment Resources and Development Court
so any disclosure would prejudice the position of Council, the Council Assessment Panel
orders pursuant to regulation 13(2) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure
(General) Regulations 2017, that the public, with the exception of the Chief Executive Officer,
members of the Executive and Management Teams, Assessment Manager, City
Development staff in attendance at the meeting, and meeting secretariat staff, and other staff
so determined, be excluded from attendance at so much of the meeting as is necessary to
receive, discuss and consider in confidence, information contained within the confidential
reports submitted by the Assessment Manager on the basis that this matter is before the
Environment Resources and Development Court and it is a requirement of the Court that
matters are kept confidential until such time as a compromise is reached or the matter
proceeds to a hearing.

2. At the completion of the confidential session the meeting be re-opened to the public.
5.66pm the meeting moved into Confidence and session commenced.
PRESENT:

Panel Members:

Dr D Ferretti (Independent Presiding Member)
Councillors: Mr G Nitschke
Independent Members: Ms C Dunn, Mr W Stokes, Ms J Strange

Officers:

Mr T Buss (Chief Executive Officer)

Mr A Catinari (General Manager Urban Services and Assessment Manager)
Ms H Bateman (Manager City Development)

Ms R Knuckey (Team Leader Planning)

Mr J Leverington (Senior Development Officer - Planning)

Mr C Barone (Senior Development Officer - Planning)

Ms E Cetinich (Development Officer - Planning)

Ms E Morgan (EA Urban Services - Minute Secretary)
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RECOMMENDATION

The Council Assessment Panel, having considered the application for consent to carry out
development of land and pursuant to the provisions of the Development Act 1993 (as amended)
finds the proposal to be not seriously at variance with the Development Plan and resolves to
advise the Environment Resources and Development Court that it does SUPPORT Development
Plan Consent for Application No. 211/738/2017 by Eastern Building Group Pty Ltd to undertake the
construction of a childcare centre with associated car parking and landscaping at 432 & 434 Sir
Donald Bradman Drive, Brooklyn Park (CT 5704/545 & 5694/228) subject to the following
conditions:

Council Conditions

1.  The development shall be undertaken and completed in accordance with the plans by John
Perriam Architects amended plans marked Dwg Nos 08/17-P1F, 08/17-P2C, 08/17-P3B and
Herriot Consulting site works and Drainage Plan File No. C1706-076 Sheet C1 Rev. B and
information detailed in this application except where varied by any conditions listed below.

2. The access to Rushworth Avenue shall be constructed in general accordance with the John
Perriham Site Plan, Drawing No. 08/17-P1F and the Herriot Consulting site works and
Drainage Plan File No. C1706-076 Sheet C1 Rev. B.

3. The access point shall be suitably flared to Rushworth Avenue in accordance with the John
Perriham Site Plan, Drawing No. 08/17-P1F and the Herriot Consulting site works and
Drainage Plan File No. C1706-076 Sheet C1 Rev. B.to allow convenient ingress and egress
movement in order to minimise disruption to the free flow of traffic.

4. The existing crossover on Sir Donald Bradman Drive shall be considered redundant and must
be closed off to the satisfaction of Council. Any new or modified crossing places shall be
constructed to Council's requirements. New vehicle crossing places must be located a
minimum of 500mm from any existing or proposed verge features (i.e. crossing places, trees,
stormwater connections, stobie poles).

5. The car park shall be arranged, managed and signed to allow and direct all vehicles to enter
and exit the site in a forward direction at all times.

6. The hours of operation of the Childcare centre shall be limited to the hours between 6.30am
and 6.30pm on any day.

7. The total number of children accommodated in the facility at any one time shall be limited to
57.

8. The sliding gate at the Rushworth Avenue entry shall be kept open during operating hours, to
allow vehicles to enter and exit the car park unhindered to prevent traffic queuing and
obstructing vehicle movements on Rushworth Avenue.

9. Fencing adjacent to the south-western boundary shall ensure that sightlines to/from 436 Sir
Donald Bradman Drive can be achieved in accordance with AS/NZ2890.1:2004.

10. All stormwater generated by the proposal shall be appropriately collected and disposed of
without jeopardising the safety of the adjacent arterial road.

11. Stormwater detention shall be installed prior to the occupation of the development and
maintained thereafter in accordance with the stormwater calculations by Herriot Consulting
dated 8/11/2017.
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

All stormwater design and construction will be in accordance with Australian Standards and
recognised engineering best practices to ensure that stormwater does not adversely affect
any adjoining property or public road and for this purpose stormwater drainage will not at any
time:

a) Result in the entry of water into a building; or

b) Affect the stability of a building; or

c) Create unhealthy or dangerous conditions on the site or within the building; or

d) Flow or discharge onto the land of an adjoining owner; and not flow across footpaths or
public ways.

All waste shall be placed within garbage containers with lids that are closed at all times to limit
odours and to prevent insects and vermin accessing the waste at all times.

The bin enclosure shall be increased in size to accommodate more than two 240 litre mobile
garbage bins such that all waste produced by the facility is able to be stored in enclosed
receptacles at all times with the frequency of collection increased through the use of private
contractors to avoid the creation of odours or other nuisance all to the reasonable satisfaction
of Council.

General service vehicles for the subject development shall be restricted to an 'SRV' (in
reference to AS 2890.2-2002), and servicing shall be restricted to outside of peak times.

Security lighting and lighting of the driveways, parking and manoeuvring areas and footpaths
shall be in accordance with the Australian Standard 1158 during the hours of darkness that
they are in use. Such lights shall be directed and screened so that overspill of light into nearby
premises is avoided and minimal impact on passing motorists occurs. When not in use such
lights should be dimmed to levels sufficient for security purposes only to diminish impacts on
adjacent dwellings after operating hours. All such lighting on the subject site shall be directed
and screened so that overspill of light into the nearby premises is avoided and minimal impact
on passing motorists occurs.

All landscaping shall be planted in accordance with the approved plans prior to the occupancy
of the development. Such landscaping shall be cultivated, tended, nurtured, and maintained
and shall be promptly replaced if it becomes seriously diseased or dies, to the reasonable
satisfaction of Council.

An automatic watering system shall be installed as part of the landscaping to ensure it is
adequately watered at all times to enable it to establish and flourish.

All driveways, parking and manoeuvring areas will be formed, surfaced with concrete, bitumen
or paving, and be properly drained prior to commencement of the use of the development, and
shall be maintained in reasonable condition at all times.

Driveways, car parking spaces, manoeuvring areas and landscaping areas shall not be used
for storage of materials or goods such as waste products and refuse.

Waste shall be collected onsite from a private contractor after 6:30pm and before 8:30pm
Monday to Friday.

Condition imposed at the direction and advice of DPTI:

22

The corner cut-off at Sir Donald Bradman Drive/Rushworth Avenue junction shall be increased
to 4.5m x 4.5m in order to maximise driver sight lines and improve pedestrian circulation at Sir
Donald Bradman Drive and Rushworth Avenue junction. All development (including
landscaping and fencing) shall be kept clear of the above corner cut-off.
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Notes
1. This approval does not include the erection of any signs. Further permission may be

required from Council for the erection or display of any signs.

Any retaining walls will be designed to accepted engineering standards, and not of timber
construction if retaining a difference in ground level exceeding 200mm.

This consent does not obviate the need to obtain any other necessary approvals from
any/all parties with an interest in the land (e.g. Strata/Community Corp or the Developer/
Encumbrancee).

Your attention is drawn to the Disability Discrimination Act 1992 which may prescribe
requirements for people with disabilities additional to those contained within the Building
Code of Australia.

COUNCIL ASSESSMENT PANEL DECISION

The Panel resolved that the recommendation be adopted.

FURTHER

1.

Pursuant to regulation 13(2) of the Planning, Development and Infrastructure (General)
Regulations 2017, ltem 7.1 - 432 & 434 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, BROOKLYN PARK,
including the report, attachments and any discussions (excluding the decision), having been
dealt with in confidence under regulation 13(2)(a)(vii) and (viii) of the Planning, Development
and Infrastructure (General) Regulations 2017 and in accordance with regulation 14(4) of the
Planning, Development and Infrastructure (General) Regulations 2017, be kept confidential
until a decision of the Environment, Resources and Development Court relevant to the item
is made, on the basis that it is a requirement of the Court that matters are kept confidential
until such time as a compromise is reached or the matter proceeds to a hearing.

The Council Assessment Panel gives authority to the Assessment Manager to review, but
not extend, the confidential order on a monthly basis.

COUNCIL ASSESSMENT PANEL DECISION

That Panel resolved that the recommendation be adopted.

6.00p

m the Confidential session closed and the meeting reopened to the public.

Page 4

13 October 2020 Page 153



Council Assessment Panel Item 6.3 - Attachment 5

Preliminary Traffic, Flooding & Stormwater

Assessment

Development Application No: 211/738/2017/A

Assessing Officer: Jordan Leverington

Site Address: 432 & 434 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, BROOKLYN
PARK SA 5032

Certificate of Title: CT-5704/545, CT-5694/228, CT-5694/228, CT-
5704/545

Description of Construct a childcare centre with associated car

Development parking and landscaping - variation to existing

authorisation - increase enrolments numbers from 57
to 65

TO THE TECHNICAL OFFICER - CITY ASSETS

Please provide your comments in relation to:

a

o O O d

Site drainage and stormwater disposal
Required FFL

On-site vehicle parking and manoeuvrability
New Crossover

Your advice is also sought on other aspects of the proposal as follows:

PLANNING OFFICER - Jordan Leverington DATE 7 September, 2020

13 October 2020
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NP

City of West Torrens

Between the City and the Sea

Memo

To Jordan Leverington

From Richard Tan

Date 07-Sep-2020

Subject 211/738/2017/A, 432 & 434 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, BROOKLYN PARK

SA 5032

Jordan Leverington,

The following City Assets Department comments are provided with regards to the
assessment of the above development application:

1.0 Traffic Requirements

1.1

Regards
Richard Tan

The variation lodged for this DA is regarding the increment of
enrolment numbers from 57 to 65. There is no changes to existing
approved building/car parking layout.

Previously, the parking requirements have been assessed by Council's
Traffic Consultant, Mr Frank Siow based on the enrolment number of
65. Mr Frank Siow was satisfied that the number of parking proposed
is suitable for the total enrolment number of 65. Refer to following
excerpt:

The Council's Development Plan specifies a parking rate of 1 space
per 4 children for a child care centre. Based on the maximum capacity
of 65 children, the parking required would be 16 parking spaces
(rounded down). For sites that are adjacent to public transport and
bicycle lanes and if bicycle parking is also provided, it would not be
uncommon to discount the parking requirement. | note that 3 bicycle
parking spaces are proposed within the car park.

Assuming that a 10% discount were to be applied, the parking
required would be 14 spaces (rounded down). The provision of 14
parking spaces on-site would therefore be acceptable. | note that
some on-street parking opportunity would also be available in
Rushworth Avenue adjacent to the subject site.

Further to the above, City Assets' Traffic Engineer, Mr Edward Chan
has advised that there was no complaint/feedback from local
community regarding parking or traffic issues arising since the opening
of the centre (approximately mid 2019)

Based on the above, the proposal to increase enrolment numbers from
57 to 65 has been assessed as satisfying minimum requirements.

Civil Engineer

Civic Centre 165 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, Hilton 5033 South Australia Tel (08) 8416 8333 Fax (08) 8443 5709

E - mail csu@wicc.sa.gov.au Website westtorrens.sa.gov.au
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City of %
West Torrens WO.
A 4 4

Betwesn the City and the Sea

Waste Management Assessment

Development Application No: 211/738/2017/A

Assessing Officer: Jordan Leverington

Site Address: 432 & 434 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, BROOKLYN
PARK SA 5032

Certificate of Title: CT-5704/545, CT-5694/228, CT-5694/228, CT-
5704/545

Description of Construct a childcare centre with associated car

Development parking and landscaping - variation to existing
authorisation - increase enrolments numbers from 57
to 65

TO TEAM LEADER WASTE MANAGEMENT - REGULATORY SERVICES
Please provide your comments in relation to:

O Any aspect that you feel needs further attention or detail
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City of %
West Torrens W--
A 4 "2

Hetwesn the City and the Sea
Memo
To Jordan Leverington
From Nick Teoh
Date 27-Aug-2020
Subject 211/738/2017/A 432 & 434 Sir Donald Bradman Drive, BROOKLYN PARK

SA 5032

Dear Jordan Leverington

The following Waste Management comments are provided with regards to the assessment
of the above develop application:

Waste Management

No further waste assessment is needed, an existing planning condition is in place where a
commercial waste service is required.

Kind regards

Nick Teoh
Team Leader Waste Management
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Application No 211/257/2020

Lot 22 James Congdon Drive, KESWICK TERMINAL

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION DETAILS

DESCRIPTION OF DEVELOPMENT

Construction of third party signage (LED screen)

APPLICANT

Australian Rail Track Corporation (ARTC)

LODGEMENT DATE

6 April 2020

ZONE Urban Corridor Zone
POLICY AREA Boulevard Policy Area 34
APPLICATION TYPE Merit
PUBLIC NOTIFICATION Category 1
REFERRALS Internal

e Nil

External

e Department of Planning, Transport and
Infrastructure (DPTI)

DEVELOPMENT PLAN VERSION Consolidated 12 July 2018

DELEGATION e The relevant application proposes a merit form of
development and, in the opinion of the delegate,
should be refused, except where the application is
to be refused for a failure to provide information
pursuant to section 39 of the Act or where a referral
agency direct that the application is refused
pursuant to section 37 of the Act.

Refuse

RECOMMENDATION
REPORT AUTHOR

Jordan Leverington

BACKGROUND

This application was originally lodged with a freestanding advertising hoarding 14.2 metres in
height, and an LED screen 12.66m wide and 3.35m tall, resulting in an advertisement area of
42.41m2. The Administration raised a number of concerns with the proposal (which are explored in
detail later in the report) and advised that even if the signage was directly related to the land use
on the subject site (i.e. not third party) that the Development Plan only supports it up to 16.4mz2 in
area.

Whilst the Applicant has a difference of opinion with the Administration's assessment, they revised
the size of the LED screen advertisement area down to 27m2. Its height, location and use as third
party signage remains the same.

The applicant has recently received a planning consent for a similar sized sign at the other end of
the land (northern end), adjacent Sir Donald Bradman Drive. The image below shows the
separation between the green dot (approved sign) and the blue dot (proposed sign).

Item 6.4 Page 158



Council Assessment Panel Agenda 13 October 2020

These are considered to be quite different localities with differing context, and support of the first
sign does not create precedence for supporting the proposed sign.

SUBJECT LAND AND LOCALITY

The subject land is formally described as Allotment 22 Deposited Plan 90434 in the areas named
Mile End and Keswick Terminal Hundred of Adelaide, Volume 6148 Folio 334, more commonly
known as Lot 22 James Congdon Drive, Keswick Terminal. The subject allotment is irregular in
shape with the following attributes:

a 134.16metre (m) frontage to Anzac Highway;
a 39.59m frontage to Sir Donald Bradman;

a 134.09 frontage to James Congdon Drive; and
a site area of 5.15 Hectare (ha).

There are five easements and one right of way which affect this allotment, however the specific
location of the proposed sign is not affected by any of them. It is noted that there are no
encumbrances or Land Management Agreements on the Certificate of Title.

The allotment currently contains a service road and buildings associated with the railway. A
significant portion appears to be used as outdoor storage of equipment, sleepers etc. The
allotment is relatively flat. There are no Regulated Trees or other vegetation on the subject site or
on adjoining land that would be affected by this development.
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The subject site is considered to be the immediate vicinity of the proposed sign, rather than the
entire allotment (refer to aerial map further below). The site is located on land which allows the
railway to pass beneath the road network. It is located approximately 10m below the Richmond
Road surface. The site is also located in a different zone (Urban Corridor Zone) compared to that
of the remainder of the allotment (Industry Zone).

The locality consists of a variety of land uses, primarily commercial in nature, the railway and the
Adelaide Parklands. The subject site is located in the north western corner of the Anzac Highway,
and Richmond Road intersection. This intersection also forms the boundary between West Torrens
City Council, Adelaide City Council and Unley City Council.

Within 100m of the location of the proposed sign, there are 5 different zones and 7 policy areas.

The locality is considered to have a medium level of amenity bolstered by the Adelaide Parklands
and well vegetated verges. A significant impact to the amenity is the intersection of two arterial
roads and to a lesser extent the railway corridor that extends below the road alignment.

There are three other large advertising hoardings in the locality (refer to photographs below), one
in each of the council areas outlined above. They are all also in different zone/ policy areas. Of
these three hoardings, two of them are on land owned by Australian Rail Track Corporation
(ARTC).
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Lot 8 Port Road (Adelaide City Council)
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Iltem 6.4 Page 161



Council Assessment Panel Agenda 13 October 2020

The subject land and locality are shown on the aerial imagery below.
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SUBJECT LAND

Lot 22 James Congdon
Drive, Keswick Terminal

= Subject site
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RELEVANT APPLICATIONS

DA Number DESEMEHIEN o Decision Decision Date
Development

211/61/2020 Construction of sighage and | Planning Consent 19 May 2020
associated hoarding Granted

The above mentioned application was approved at the other end of the allotment where it crosses
Sir Donald Bradman Drive. This location is approximately 1.3km north of the subject site of this
application.

PROPOSAL

The proposal seeks to erect a third party advertising hoarding comprising a single sided LED
screen at the southern end of Lot 22 James Congdon Drive, adjacent the Richmond Road and
Anzac Highway intersection. It will be orientated in a north easterly direction, facing south bound
traffic on Anzac Highway and west bound traffic on Richmond Road.

The sign will have an advertisement area of 3m by 9m (27m?), and the hoarding will have an area
of 9.1m by 3.7m (33.6m?). The sign will be erected on a 10.7m high pole in Colorbond 'Monument'
(Charcoal grey colour).

The relevant plans and documents are contained in Attachment 2. As some dimensions were not

displayed on the submitted plans, a copy of the elevations has been created which show these
dimensions.

EXTERNAL REFERRALS

Department Comments

DPTI e The sign location does not appear to conflict with any signal
lanterns or regulatory signs.

e The department is supportive of the proposed development
provided it is undertaken in accordance with the plans stamped
by the department.

e Should relevant authority choose to approve the development
DPTI has a suite of conditions to include that relate to control of
illuminance, changing of messaging and general operational
requirements.

A copy of the relevant referral response is contained in Attachment 3.
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RELEVANT DEVELOPMENT PLAN PROVISIONS

The subject land is located within the Urban Corridor Zone and, more specifically, Boulevard Policy
Area 34 as described in the West Torrens Council Development Plan.

The relevant Desired Character statements are as follows:

Urban Corridor Zone - Desired Character:

This zone will contain an innovative mix of medium density (45-70 dwellings per hectare) and high
density (70-200 dwellings per hectare) residential development, together with community and
employment land uses, along the Port Road, Anzac Highway, Richmond Road and Henley Beach
Road corridors. The combination of land uses will vary within these corridors. Some locations will
contain a genuine land use mix with ground floor shops, restaurants and offices, and upper level
residential, while other areas will give primacy to residential development. Other parts of the zone
will have a strong employment focus.

The function of main roads in the zone, particularly Port Road, Richmond Road and Anzac
Highway, as major transport corridors will be protected by providing access to allotments from
secondary road frontages and rear access ways as much as possible. Parking areas will be
consolidated, shared (where possible) and screened from the street or public spaces. Allotments
with car parking fronting Port Road, Anzac Highway, Richmond Road and Henley Beach Road will
be redeveloped with built form closer to the road and reconfigured car parking areas.

As one of the key zones in the City of West Torrens where there will be transformation in built form,
new buildings will be recognised for their design excellence. These buildings will establish an
interesting pedestrian environment and human-scale at ground level through careful building
articulation and fenestration, verandas, balconies, canopies and landscaping. In general, the
greatest height, mass and intensity of development will be focussed at the main road frontage.
Buildings of 3 or more storeys will be the predominant built form. It is for these reasons that
dwellings other than detached dwellings will be the predominant form of residential development.

Overlooking, overshadowing and noise impacts will be moderated through careful design. Impacts
on adjoining zones where development is lower in scale and intensity will be minimised through
transition of building heights and setbacks, judicious design and location of windows and

balconies, and the use of landscaping. The transition of building heights and setbacks, and
judicious design is especially important adjacent Character Policy Areas, including those Character
Policy Areas at Glandore and Ashford. The use of blank walls in these transitional areas, especially
at the rear and side of allotments, will be avoided. Plant and service equipment will be enclosed
and screened from view from the street and neighbouring allotments.

Where buildings are set back from main roads, landscaping will contribute to a pleasant pedestrian
environment and provide an attractive transition between the public and private realm. Large scale
development in the zone will facilitate the establishment of areas of communal and public open
space, and create links with existing movement patterns and destinations in the zone. Front
fencing in the zone will be kept low and/or visually permeable.

Some parts of the zone, including allotments in Thebarton and Keswick, are potentially
contaminated because of previous and current industrial activities. In these circumstances,
development is expected to occur on a precautionary basis if site contamination investigations
identify potential site contamination, particularly where it involves sensitive uses such residential
development.

The Thebarton brewery has potential to cause nuisance to future users and residents within this
zone through noise and odour. To mitigate potential adverse impacts, residential development
north of Smith Street that is likely to be sensitive to brewery operations should generally be
avoided unless interface mitigation measures have been implemented (or will be implemented
within an acceptable period) such that the anticipated impacts are within acceptable limits.

Item 6.4 Page 164




Council Assessment Panel Agenda 13 October 2020

Noise and air amenity with the zone is not expected to be equivalent to that expected from living in
a purely residential zone.

Boulevard Policy Area 34 - Desired Character:

The policy area will contain a mix of land uses that complement the function of Port Road as a
strategic transport route linking central Adelaide with the north western suburbs, and Anzac
Highway linking central Adelaide with Glenelg.

The redevelopment of existing commercial and industrial allotments into medium-to-high scale,
mixed-use development will occur. Where development has a mix of land uses, non-residential
activities such as shops, offices and consulting rooms will be located on lower levels with
residential land uses above. In order to achieve the desired transformation of the policy area,
dwellings other than detached dwellings will be the predominant form of residential development.

A mix of complementary land uses will assist in extending the usage of the policy area beyond
normal working hours to enhance its vibrancy and safety.

Development will take place at medium and high densities, at a scale that is proportionate to the
width of Port Road and Anzac Highway respectively. To achieve this, development will take place
on large, often amalgamated allotments. Vehicle access points will be located off side streets and
new rear laneways where possible, so that vehicle flows, safety and efficient pedestrian movement
along Port Road and Anzac Highway are maintained.

Pedestrian areas will be enhanced to maximise safety and strong links will be made between
development and tram stops along Port Road, and Bonython Park.

While the use and address of buildings will be designed to be easily interpreted when driving in a
vehicle, the footpath will be sheltered with awnings, verandas and similar structures.

Buildings of up to eight storeys will have a strong presence to Port Road and Anzac Highway. At
lower levels, buildings will have a human scale through the use of design elements such as
balconies, verandas and canopies. Development on corner allotments will enhance the gateway
function of such corners by providing strong, built-form edges combined with careful detailing at a
pedestrian scale to both street frontages.

Podium elements, where higher floors of the building are set back further than lower level floors,
may be used to improve air quality (through greater air circulation), as well as enhancing solar
access, privacy and outlook for both the residents of the building and neighbours.

Buildings along Port Road will have zero setback from the front boundary in order to establish a
strong and imposing presence to the road, while short front setbacks along Anzac Highway will
allow for some landscaping to contribute to a more open landscaped character.

On-site vehicle parking will not be visible from Port Road and Anzac Highway, by locating parking
areas behind building fagades and shielding under croft parking areas with landscaping and
articulated screens.

Additional provisions of the Development Plan which relate to the proposed development are
contained in Attachment 1.
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QUANTITATIVE STANDARDS

The proposal is assessed for consistency with the quantitative requirements of the Development
Plan as outlined in the table below:

PDC 17

site frontage with a public

DEVELOPMENT PLAN
PROVISIONS STANDARD ASSESSMENT
ADVERTISEMENTS 2m?+ 0.1m for every 1m of 27m?

Advertisement area road Does Not Satisfy
= 15.4m?
ADVERTISEMENTS 6m 13.5m
PDC 17 (6.6m above Richmond Rd
Maximum height surface)

Does Not Satisfy

ADVERTISEMENTS

Not located within 80m of

23m

PDC 15 traffic signals, level crossing
Safety or other important traffic Does Not Satisfy
control devices
ASSESSMENT

In assessing the merits or otherwise of the application, the proposed development is discussed
under the following sub headings:

Land Use

Envisaged development

The location of the proposed sign is within the Urban Corridor Zone. This zone lists a number of
development types which are envisaged (PDC 1), they are as follows:

affordable housing

community centre
consulting room
dwelling

entertainment venue
licensed premises
office

pre-school

primary school
residential flat building
retirement village

shop or group of shops

tourist accommodation.

aged persons accommodation

educational establishment

supported accommodation
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Whilst there is no doubt that many of these developments would require signage, it would be
ancillary, associated and subordinate to the primary use of the land. There are also a number of
provisions which seek to control the size and impact that these signs will have and two provisions
(PDC 23 & 24 of the Advertisements module) specific to Mixed Use, Urban Core and Urban
Corridor Zones which expect them to be erected onto a building. The proposed development will
be subordinate to the railway use of the land, however it will not be ancillary or associated with it. It
will be a land use in its own right operating completely independently displaying third party
advertisements. This is not an envisaged type of development in the zone.

The Applicant's planning consultant has raised the point that this development is not non-
complying and therefore not discouraged in the Zone. This is refuted as this is an arbitrary
connection and not reflected elsewhere in the Development Plan. A good example of this is despite
Battle-axe allotments specifically discouraged in the desired character of the Residential Zone Low
Density policy areas, it is not a non-complying form of development. In order to understand
whether or not a development is discouraged, a more holistic look at all the relevant provisions is
necessary.

3rd Party Signage

The proposed LED advertisement is to be used for the display of third party advertising. The
Development Plan is clear with PDC's 3, 4 & 11 of the Advertisements module stating that signage
should relate to the legitimate use of the associated land. For example, identifying the types of
business and their product. The proposed sign will not do this as it will be used to advertise other
companies not located on the site. It is considered that the inclusion of these PDC's in the
Development Plan is seeking to reduce the proliferation of signage.

There is general expectation that a business needs to be identifiable and it is not unreasonable for
them to also demonstrate what they do, sell or provide as often a business name will not do this.
With this understanding, there are specific development considerations for the Urban Corridor
Zone that seek signs to not exceed 25% of the ground floor wall area on the facade that the sign is
placed, and to be no higher than the Finished Floor Level (FFL) of the second storey of the building
to which it relates. Although these PDC's are not relevant to this application, they do provide
context in terms of the signage expected and supported for this zone. The proposal is for a
standalone pylon sign which is not associated with the primary use of the land.

Notwithstanding the above, several court cases have been determined where a general consensus
was drawn that it is the physical attributes of the sign, rather than the messaging, which is of most
concern. Of particular note is Commissioner Hutchings comments in Keast v City of Marion [1999]
SAERDC 74 as follows:

"In general, the message is not the issue. A message advertising a product or service
available on the land on which a hoarding may be erected can be just as offensive in terms
of its visual impact as one advertising a generic product or service. What is at issue is the
size, height, shape etc of the hoarding."

It is also noted that unless conditioned otherwise on an approval, Schedule 2 of the Development
Regulations states that a sign for first party advertising can be reskinned to display third party
advertising without the need for an approval.

Further guidance was provided in Fadu Pty Ltd v Noarlunga CC [1997] EDLR 520; (1997) 4
SAPED 118 where it was concluded that where a Development Plan contained a multiplicity of
provisions which related to advertising and all, with one exception, were qualitative rather than
guantitative; the quantitative should be given considerable weight to the extent that it may speak to
the matter of the proposed development more directly.
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Although not supported by the Development Plan, the exhibition of third party signage is not by
itself considered to be fatal to the application. This should be considered in combination with other
aspects of the proposal such as its height, size, impact to amenity and siting. These features are
considered further below.

Advertisement Area

The Advertisements module of the Development Plan outlines some quantitative provisions around
sighage, particularly in terms of advertisement area and height. In order to be flexible enough to
accommodate different sized sites, it sets a base area and then additional advertisement area
based on the frontage width of the site. PDC 17 sets differences rates for different Zones and
Policy areas, but for this application the "Other non-residential zones" section is relevant.

17 Except where otherwise specified in a particular zone, policy area or precinct, free standing
advertisements should be designed within the following parameters:

Zone/Policy Area Advertisement area Additional advertisement area Maximum
(square metres) per metre of site frontage height
with a public road or public (metres)
thoroughfare

(square metres)

District Centre Zone 6 0.15
Neighbourhood Centre Zone

[ =}

Arterial Roads Policy Area 1 4 0.1 7
Local Centre Zone

o

Other non-residential zones 2 0.1

The Applicant's planning consultant has offered a calculation of the frontage width of what they
consider to be the 'site', however this is considered to be flawed as it includes land that does not
have frontage to a public road.

The image below compares the frontage being relied upon for the Applicant's calculation (blue)
and that of the assessing officer (red). There appears to be an anomaly between the frontage
figure described in the planning consultant's report to that ascertained when compared against the
Deposited Plan D90434. For the purpose of the Administration's assessment, the relevant frontage
to a public road is measured as being 134.16m in length.
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The main difference between these calculations appears to be a difference in opinion as to what is
understood to be a public road.

A public road is defined under the Local Government Act 1999 as set out below:

road means a public or private street, road or thoroughfare to which public access is
available on a continuous or substantially continuous basis to vehicles or pedestrians or
both and includes—

(@) a bridge, viaduct or subway; or

(b) an alley, laneway or walkway;

public road means—
(@) any road or land that was, immediately before the commencement of this Act, a public
street or road under the repealed Act; or
(b) anyroad—
() thatis vested in a council under this or another Act; or
(i)  thatis placed under a council's care, control and management as a public road
after the commencement of this Act, but not including an alley, laneway,
walkway or other similar thoroughfare vested in a council; or

(c) any road or land owned by a council, or transferred or surrendered to a council, and
which, subject to this Act, is declared by the council to be a public road; or

(d) any land shown as a street or road on a plan of division deposited in the Lands Titles
Registration Office or the General Registry Office and which is declared by the
council to be a public road; or

(e) any land transferred or surrendered to the Crown for use as a public road that was,
immediately before the transfer, held by a person in fee simple or under a lease
granted by the Crown,

(and includes any such road that is within the boundaries of a public square);

For the purpose of this assessment it has been decided that whilst the Adelaide Parklands
Terminal Access is considered to meet the definition of a road, the same can't be said for the
definition of a public road.

The Adelaide Parklands Terminal Access was not a public road prior to 1999, and as such Part (a)
of the public road definition does not apply.

The CT confirms that the land which accommodates the Adelaide Parklands Terminal Access, is
owned by the Australian Rail Track Corporation Ltd. As such Part (b), (i) & (ii), (c), (d) & (e) has not
been met.

The area highlighted in yellow in Figure 1 above, demonstrates the public road reserve as it relates
to the subject site. PDC 17 of the Advertisements section specifically refers to a public road or
public thoroughfare. The term thoroughfare has been captured in the definition of a public road and
has not been separately defined in the Local Government Act 1999.

As set out in the quantitative table above, the Administration is of the opinion that this site (as
defined) can accommodate a signage area of up 15.4m2. As the proposal is almost double this, it is
therefore not considered appropriate.
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Advertising height

The proposal has a total height of 13.5m, which is 7.5m higher than the maximum supported by
PDC 17 of the Advertisements section. However consideration must be given to the fact that the
base of the hoarding is located well below the surface of Anzac Highway so is not readily visible.
From the plans provided, it appears that the top of the structure will be located 6.6m above the
road surface and therefore still does not satisfy PDC 17.

Whilst first impression would be that 0.6m is relatively insignificant, when considering the width of
the advertisement, this results in 5.4m2 of advertisement area. As there is no extenuating
circumstances as to why this advertisement does not comply with the 6m height, it is considered
inappropriate.

Amenity

The impact this proposal will have on the amenity is an important consideration. Objective 1 & 3 of
the Advertisements module of the Development Plan seeks signage that does not disfigure urban
landscapes and should enhance the appearance of buildings and locality more broadly.

As highlighted in the Locality section of this report, although being adjacent a major intersection,
there is a considerable amount of mature vegetation which is seen to greatly contribute to the
amenity of the locality. Whilst none of the vegetation is being removed or pruned to accommodate
the hoarding, the intrusion of this structure is considered to be detrimental to the visual amenity.

The primary purpose of advertising is to demand your attention however briefly, therefore by its
very nature it is very unlikely to be able to enhance the visual amenity of the locality. This is
because vivid colours and graphics are seen to be in stark contrast to the backdrop of mature trees
and open spaces seen in the Adelaide Parklands, road reserve and within the rail corridor. This
impact will drastically increase at night where it will be illuminated, further escalating it's visually
prominence.

There is also considered to be cumulative negative impacts of an additional advertisement being
added to this locality. If approved, this will be the forth such sign at this intersection.

The image below (Figure 2) is considered to be a best case outcome as it includes blue sky and
minimal bright colours that tend to blend in with the environment, however this will not always
going to be the case.

Figure 2: Applicants artist impression
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Figure 3 shows what a more vivid advertisement would look like in the same perspective. This
advert is a real example and was seen displayed on the other LED sign on the SE corner of the
Anzac Highway and Richmond Road intersection.

Figure 3: Proposed ign with a vivid colour advertisement

It is considered that these impacts to the amenity will ultimately disfigure the urban landscape and
therefore be at odds with Objective 1 of the Advertisements section of the Development Plan.

As this is a single sided sign, the back side of the hoarding could be viewed as unappealing with
33.6m? of elevated area broken up only by its supporting structure. This will be primarily viewed
from traffic travelling east along Richmond Road, but will also be visible from traffic travelling along
Anzac Highway. An example is provided below showing the back end of the existing hoarding on
the South-Eastern corner of Anzac Hwy and Greenhill Rd/Richmond Rd intersection.

e

Figure 4: \/Tgwof?ﬁé rear of a single sided sign

Iltem 6.4 Page 172



Council Assessment Panel Agenda 13 October 2020

The back face of the advertisement could not be considered to "Enhance the appearance of the
locality”, and therefore the proposal does not satisfy Objective 3 of the Advertisements module. A
structure such as an advertisement hoarding is considered a building. The Desired Character of
the Urban Corridor Zone states that new buildings will be recognised for their design excellence.
This particular building purely serves a functional purpose and no attempt has been made to
incorporate design excellence. Whilst it could be argued that it would be difficult to provide a sign
with design excellence, this reinforces the point that advertising should be integrated into a building
and be of a much smaller scale such that it can be considered subordinate and ancillary to the use
to which it is associated.

Safety

The proposal has been considered by the Traffic Operations part of Department of Planning,
Transport, Traffic and Infrastructure (DPTI). It was resolved that the hoarding did not to pose a
safety concern.

PDC 15 of the Advertisements module states that illuminated signage shouldn’t be located within
80m of traffic signals, level crossings or other important traffic control devices. This provision is
clearly not met. DPTI has not provided any reasoning as to why the proposed sign is appropriate,
nonetheless their pre-lodgement agreement is supportive of the proposal with a number of
suggested standard conditions recommended should the application be supported. These
conditions hinge around operational requirements of the LED display, luminance, and message
control.

Notwithstanding this advice it must be noted that safety and amenity are two different
considerations. Although the location and size of the sign may be considered safe, this does not
translate to meaning that it is an appropriate development in an appropriate location.

SUMMARY

The proposal is considered to be at odds with the majority of relevant provisions that apply to this
assessment. Although there are other examples of similar signs in the locality, this is not
considered to warrant such a departure from the current Development Plan provisions nor is it
considered to be appropriate to further proliferate this major intersection with third party
advertisements. It is noted that two of the other signs are located in different council areas and as
such were considered against different provisions.

The content, advertisement area, height and location of the hoarding are all specifically
discouraged by the Development Plan. As a result it is considered to be detrimental to the amenity
and not in keeping with the intent of the desired character of the area.

Although not considered to meet the criteria to be called seriously at variance with the
Development Plan, it is significantly at variance with a number of critical provisions.

On balance the proposed development does not sufficiently accord with the relevant provisions
contained within the West Torrens Council Development Plan Consolidated 12 July 2018 and does
not warrant Development Plan Consent.
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RECOMMENDATION

The Council Assessment Panel, having considered all aspects of the report, the application for
consent to carry out development of land and pursuant to the provisions of the Development Act
1993 resolves to REFUSE Development Plan Consent for Application No. 211/257/2020 by ARTC
to Construct third party signage (LED screen) at Lot 22 James Congdon Drive, Keswick Terminal
(CT 6148/334) as the proposed development is contrary to the following provisions of the West
Torrens Council Development Plan Consolidated 12 July 2020:

e General Section Advertisements Objective 1

Reason: The urban landscape will be disfigured by the proposed development.

e General Section Advertisements Objective 3 & PDC 13 of the Design and Appearance

Reason: The proposed development will not enhance the appearance of the locality.

e General Section Advertisements Principle of Development Control 1

Reason: The proposed development is not consistent with the predominant character of the
urban landscape.

e General Section Advertisements Principle of Development Control 4

Reason: The content of the proposed development is not related to the legitimate use of the
associated land.

o General Section Advertisements Principle of Development Control 5(c)

Reason: The proposed development will blocks vistas of high amenity value, specifically the
Adelaide Parklands.

e General Section Advertisements Principle of Development Control 10

Reason: The proposed development has not been designed to conceal its hoarding from view.

e General Section Advertisements Principle of Development Control 11

Reason: The proposed development does not convey the owner/occupier and generic type of
business of the associated land.

e General Section Advertisements Principle of Development Control 15
Reason: The proposed development is not located a minimum of 80m from traffic signals and
given its size and third party nature is considered to be a hazard for motorists.

e General Section Advertisements Principle of Development Control 17
Reason: The proposed development exceeds the prescribed advertisement area and
maximum height.

e Urban Corridor Zone Obijective 6
Reason: The proposal does not provide an appealing street environment for pedestrians and
does not optimise views onto spaces of interest, in particular the Adelaide Parklands

e Urban Corridor Zone Objective 7 and PDC 4

Reason: The proposal does not contribute to the desired character of the zone which seeks
residential, community and employment land uses as well as new buildings recognised for
their design excellence.
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e Boulevard Policy Area 34 Objective 4 and PDC 4

Reason: The proposal does not contribute to the desired character of the policy area as it does
not compliment envisaged land uses, nor extend the usage of the policy area beyond normal
working hours to enhance vibrancy and safety.

Attachments

1. Relevant Development Plan provisions
2. Relevant plans and documents
3. DPTI comments
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REF: 0781 — ARTC Signage
rUTURC
9 September 2020 URBAN

Level 1, 74 Pirie Strest
GPO Box 2403

Adelaide SA 5001

PH: 08 8221 5511

W: www.futureurban.com.au

Mr Jordan Leverington E: info@futureurban.com.au

Senior Development Officer — Planning
City of West Torrens

165 Sir Donald Bradman Drive
HILTON SA 5033

Dear Jordan,

RE: PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OF LED SIGNAGE AT
LOT 22, JAMES CONGDON DRIVE, KESWICK TERMINAL (DA 211/257/2020)

We write on behalf of the Applicant for the abovementioned Development Application and refer to our
previous email correspondence with the assessing officer.

Whilst the assessing officer has formed the opinion that there are some qualitative issues with the
proposal, they have advised that these matters could be overcome through a reduction in the
advertisement area of the proposed sign. Specifically, the assessing officer has outlined that they
would be more supportive of the proposed sign if its advertisement area was reduced to around
16.4 square metres, as they believe this is the size envisaged by PDC 17 of the Advertisements
Module.

We have extracted PDC 17 below for ease of reference.

PDC 17 Except where otherwise specified in a particular zone, policy area or precinct, free
standing advertisements should be designed within the following parameters:

Additional advertisement
Zone/Policy Area Advertisement area area per metre of site Maximum height
(square metres) frontage with a public road | (metres)
or public thoroughfare
{square metres)
District Cenire Zone
Neighbourhood Centre Zone | 6 0.15 9
Arterial Roads Policy Area 1
Local Centre Zone 4 0.1 7
Other non-residential zones
2 0.1 6

Firstly, we acknowledge that the overall height of the proposed sign and its associated hoarding
exceeds the maximum envisaged however, it is important to recognise that a significant portion of this
height will not be visible from the road. The height of the proposed sign which will be visible above the
roadway equates to 6 metres, and therefore, we consider that the part of the provision relating to
building height has been achieved.

REF 0781 | 9 September 2020 1
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In relation to the advertisement area, we consider the “site” of the development to be that indicated in
Figure 1 below. The relevant boundaries with frontage to public roads are also indicated in this Figure.

Figure 1 Site and boundaries fronting public roads.

The site of the development has been determined having regard to the location of the sign and its
curtilage which allows for access during construction and for ongoing maintenance.

Having regard to the applicable boundary lengths provided in the Certificate of Title, we calculate that
the site of the development has a tetal frontage to public roads (Richmond Road and Keswick
Terminal Access Road) of approximately 254.25 metres. On the basis of our calculation, PDC 17
allows an advertisement area of up to approximately 27.4 square metres. With an advertisement area
of 27 square metres, the proposed sign satisfies this part of PDC 17.

We consider the advertisement area to be appropriate as:

+ the proposed sign will not obscure any key vistas to areas of high scenic value or places of
heritage significance;

« the proposed sign will not be an incongruous element in the locality, as third-party “billbcard”
signage already forms a part of the locality, and the proposed sign is commensurate with the
siting, design, materials, size and shape of these existing LED signs, particularly that sign in
the southern portion of the intersection which is 8.96 metres in width and 2.88 metres in
height;

e the Commissioner of Highways has reviewed and subsequently endorsed the proposed sign
and its advertisement area indicating that they do not consgider the proposal likely to
unreasonably impact the functionality or safety of the adjacent intersection; and

REF 0781 | © September 2020 2
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« the advertisement area of the screen is not a procedural trigger for non-complying
development, unlike in other Zones in the Development Plan.

Accordingly, we see no valid reason as to why the proposed advertisement area should not be
supported.

In relation to the third-party content proposed, we say that it will have the exact same impact as
first-party content which relates to the legitimate use of the associated land. Specifically, the proposed
third-party content will have no greater impact on:

s the locality, as the size, siting, materiality and design of the proposed sign and its hoarding
would be the same for both types of content; and

o the safety or function of the intersection, as the operation, brightness and dwell time of the
proposed sign would be same for both types of content.

Itis also important to keep in mind that a change to the content of an advertisement in this location
actually does not require planning consent in accordance with Schedule 2, Clause 8 to the
Development Regulations 2008.

Notwithstanding the above, we note that PDC 4 of the Advertisements Module does not preclude
third-party content. This provision advises that “The content of advertisements shouid be limited to
information relating to the legitimate use of the associated land” (our emphasis). The use of the word
"should” and not "will" quite clearly suggests that the Development Plan, in certain circumstances,
allows for the establishment of third-party signage.

To this end, we consider that this particular locality presents a circumstance where advertisements of
this nature can, and should, be accepted. The locality is characterised by third-party billboard
signage, multiple lane Primary Arterial Roads, non-residential buildings of significant scale, and
vegetation associated predominantly with the South Parklands. Whilst the vegetation contributes
positively to the amenity of the area, it is clear that, generally speaking, the locality is not one of high
amenity, therefore the overall impacts of the proposed sign on the locality are anticipated to be
minimal.

Finally, we note that;

o advertisements, including third-party advertisements, are not a non-complying form of
development in the Urban Corridor Zone (they are not, therefore, specifically discouraged);

o although advertisements are not listed as an envisaged form of development in PDC 1 of the
Urban Corridor Zone, they are listed as a Category 1 form of development and therefore, are
clearly contemplated in the Zone;

¢ the proposed sign will not result in the proliferation of signage, as only one wall-mounted sign
will be visible in the same line of sight as the proposed development {i.e. the LED screen
located on top of the SA Power Networks building at 1 Anzac Highway, displaying community
messaging content);

« there are no other freestanding signs on the subject allotment within view of the proposed
sign, therefore the intent of PDC 16 of the Advertisement Module is achieved;

e by virtue of the existing level of amenity in the locality, the proposal is likely to have a
negligible impact and, importantly, will not inhibit opportunities for future development of the
subject site or neighbouring properties. In accordance with relevant cases in the Courts (e.g.
Keast v City of Salisbury), it is debatable as to whether signage could ever "enhance” or
“improve” the amenity of a particular locality;

REF 0781 | 9 September 2020 3
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» the envisaged 80 metre separation between signage and traffic signals, level crossings or
other important traffic control devices is derived from the Department of Planning Transport
and Infrastructure’s “Advertising Signs Assessment Guidelines for Road Safety” document and
relates to a “device restriction area”. This document states that advertisements in these areas
“will not necessarily be preciuded from approval, but will be required o clearly demonsirate
that they do not increase road and public safety risk”". To do this, advertisements are “required
to abide by a ‘stricter’ set of rules fo assist in alleviating potential safely concerns within these
areas”. Given that the Commissioner of Highways is supportive of the proposed sign and its

advertisement area, the proposed sign clearly satisfies these guidelines; and

¢ PDC 12 of the Advertisements Module is not relevant to the proposed development, as it
specifically relates to “Advertisernents which perform a secondary rolfe in identifying the

business, goods or services”.

CONCLUSION

We say that there is no significant benefit to be gained from reducing the proposed advertisement

area, and that the proposal is acceptable and will not adversely impact the locality.

It would be appreciated if we could please be kept informed of the date of the relevant Council
Assessment Panel Meeting. We understand that the Applicant has no legislated right to be heard at
this meeting, however we would appreciate the opportunity to appear on their behalf in support of the

Development Application and to respond to any questions from the Panel.

Should you wish to discuss the above matters further, de not hesitate to call our office on

(08) 8221 5511.

Yours sincerely

Milly Nott
Consultant

REF 0781 | 9 September 2020
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DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 2008

Form of Declaration

{Schedule 5, Clause 2A)
Tor City of West Torrens
From: ARTC c/- Future Urban Pty Ltd
Date of Application: 3 April 2020
Location of Proposed Development;
House Number: Lot Number: 20
Street: Richmond Road Town/Suburb:  Keswick Terminal
Section No (full/part): Hundred: Adelaide
volume: 6148 Folio: 334

Nature of Proposed Development:
Construction of signage (LED Screen).

I, Milly Nott, in my capacity as a representative of the Applicant, declare that the proposed development will
involve the construction of a building which would, if constructed in accordance with the accompanying
drawings, not be contrary to the regulations prescribed for the purposes of Section 86 of the

Electricity Act 1996,

I make this declaration under Clause 2A(1) of Schedule 5 of the Development Regulations 2008,

3 April 2020 M

Date Signed
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CERTIFICATE OF TITLE
nmmomw.&cr. 1886 o !
\ ik VOLUME 6148 FOLIO 334

Edition 1
Date Of Issue 24f11f2014
: Aulhonty TG 12149264

1 certify that the registered proprictor is the proprictor of an estate in fee simple (or such other

l:smcormmuhxtmﬂh)mﬂmwﬁmmmmmm“mnm.um
orodrcrﬁ;tmmfmxhlndwadw@lcnfmdmmm

=

REGISTRAR-GENERAL %

 REGISTERED PROPRIETOR IN FEE SIMFLE

' AUSTRALIAN RAIL TRACK CORPORATION LTD. OF OFF SIR DONALD BRADMAN DRIVE
MILE END SA 5031

DESCRIPTION OF LAND

ALLOTMENT 22 DEPOSITED PLAN 90434 :
IN THE AREAS NAMED MILE END AND KESWICK TERMINAL
HUNDRED OF ADELAIDE

PORTIONS OF THE WITHIN LAND MARKED N.P AND R ARE LIMITED TO REDUCED
LEVELS AH.D. AS DESCRIBED ON DP 90434
EASEMENTS

SUBJECT TO THE EASEMENT OVER THE LAND MARKED K ON DP 90434 TO ENVESTRA
(SA) LTD. (RTC 11518290)

SUBJECT TO THE EASEMENT OVER THE LAND MARKED X ON DP 90434 (RTC 11518290)
SUBJECT TO THE EASEMENT OVER THE LAND MARKED J ON DP 90434 TO TRANSMISSION
LESSOR CORPORATION OF 1 UNDIVIDED 2ND PART (SUBJECT TO LEASE 9061500) AND
ELECTRANET PTY. LTD. OF 1 UNDIVIDED 2ND PART (TG 12149264)

SUBJECT TO THE EASEMENT OVER THE LAND MARKED KK ON DP 90434 TO THE CITY OF
WEST TORRENS (RTC 12121488)

TOGETHER WITH THE EASEMENT OVER THE LAND MARKED Y ON DP 90434 {RTC
11516290)

TOGETHER WITH A FREE AND UNRESTRICTED RIGHT OF WAY OVER THE LAND MARKED DD
ON DP 80434 (RTC 11518280)

PAGE 1 OF 2 t

13 October 2020 Page 192



Council Assessment Panel Item 6.4 - Attachment 2

13 October 2020 Page 193




Item 6.4 - Attachment 2

Council Assessment Panel

BRLISHIE LD LEMLL09 1D T 0EL/LL09 LD 10310344V STATLIL HIHLO

omEaY o6l 4 i (ShNaWLOTY T Zhle 10
oNTEAY OLeekE 4 9y (S)NIWLOTTY 218 hig 10
I0vIaaY FoLpL 4 8L (SINIWLOTTY 718 hig 10
agwiaay 700£8 a £ (S)NaWLoTY i€l L 10
E{UaETod 50028 a o (S)INIWLOTTV

IqwTaay 70028 a I (S)INIWLOTTY 9EL L0 10
Javiaay %8l 4 i (SNIWLOTY SEL 109 121d
Jciviaay oL 4 0z (SlNIWLOTY €6 6569 10
3av1aay 7.896 a 69 (S)INIWLOTY Sy BBES 12
J0vI3aY 74896 a i (SININLOTY 6 6665 10
H3gNNN IONFHI4TH NMOL NOISIAIQ /Y1 / O3HANNH H3FWNN NV1d HIGWNN 130uvd HIHLO 0N04 FIWNTIOA  XI43dd
‘SVL3A ILIL LD3rans
£000d3v4 =\ EEEEL]
9841 3000 LNIDY

9725 £228 80 Xvd

(225 £228 80 'Hd

Jokaning pesuaor Yoig fuiouwn +107 1snBny jo kep yizL 0005 ¥/S 3av13aY

240z 15780y 10 ABP Ui 515 UD pa1aIdLI00 SEM IOM DIy B4 1BUL ( ‘2661 19¥ ABAINS B4 W 0uBpioode Uy pue voswedns NOILVOIJILEZD

ANV ANIINVHD 22 HOCT4 LSt

feuossad Al Japun 1o 2ul g N0 paLUE sABMNS Woy) apew usaq sey ueid sip jey) (| - Aas fqaiey op Jofauns pasusall e * YO8 AHLOWIL I SHOAIAMNS SHNWH4 H31s31  -STIVLISA INFDY
LITUOISIEA ™/ LATLOTIN 4044
PLOZIB0M : .
6k 40 | I33HS PO o ON IN3Wd013A3a ‘NV1d LSV
'g3Ll1s0d2a
.Vm .VO @ Q 3QIvI30Y 40 ALID 3HL 40 NOJLYEOdHOD 3HL _ _
SNIHHOL 1SIM 40 ALID TINNOD NIV PISZE0 "3/ HEZES L #8289 434 dVW
FHOZIB0FL
RICNIRRIRN] | e
‘JINOYddY-3d TYNIWEIL ¥OIMSTH 'ONI 3TIN Jav13aY ANYN VIV §730%vd 40 NOILYNDISIOIH ONYV LNIWISV3 ‘NOISIAIG :350d4nd

Page 194

13 October 2020



Item 6.4 - Attachment 2

Council Assessment Panel

06281511 DLy

06221511 I1Y
06281511 JLY

0628151 DLy
0BZEL5LLDLY
06Z8L5LIDLY

06281L5LL01E

0628151 ILY
06Z8I5LEILY
06Z8L5LLDLY
06291511 ILY
0BZEL5HI DL
0828151

06281511y

00¥E3EEDL

00YE3E8DL
NOILY3YD

FOOEBO NI ZL L

NOUYHOdHOD H3LVM NYITYELSNY HLNOS
NOUYHOJH0D HILVM NYITVELSIV HLNOS

NOUVHOJH0D HILVM NYITYELSNY HLNOS
NOLYHOJETD ¥ALVM NVIIVULSNY HLNOS
4%

FOOEBO NIZV L

€2

PO0EBANIEL

‘aL] (ws) veLsaana

NOLIYHOJHOD H3LYM NYITYHLSNY HLNOS
‘a7 (ws) vdLsaang

{nooo6es 3Sv310L
123rans) NOILYEQJHOD HOSS3T NOLLNEIELSIO

(0000688 3SYIT0L
L03rans) NOILYEOdY0D HOSSI T NOILNEIELSIO

40 HNOAYH NI

POCEED NI €1
4
FOOEBO NI N

POOERO NI H

aag

FO0E8A NI 8

0

FO0EBa NIV

a
3S0d4nd H3HIIN3AI

(8)IN3WasY3

(s)LN3w3sY3
(ShLN3W3SY3

{s)IN3W3sY3
(S)IN3W3sY3a

AWM 40

(s)LHOIE Q3LOMLSTENN ONY 3344
AWM 40

(S)LHOIE 3LDRILSTENN ONY 3T
AWM 40

(S}LHOIE Q3L0MMLSTENN CNY 3384
AVM 40

(S)LHOIE QILORILSTHNN ONY 3Ted
(s)LN3W3sY3

(S)LN3W3sY3

(8)IN3WasY3

(SIRENE E]

(SINENESE]

IR ERE]

SIRE NENTE]
AMOO31VD

ONCT

ONC1
ONCT

ONOT
ONOT
LHOHS

LH0HS

LH0HS
LH0HS
ONOT
ONO1
ONC1
ONCT

ONOT

ONO1

ONOT
WHO4

$00E8C NI E1 NOHS AEVA

24 QL1 AxvA

¥O0ERC NI B1 QY AHVA

9 QL AXVA

PO0ESC NI EL WOES AHVA

884511910 ONV EZ QL AHVA
B8LSHOL

0 ONV $00ESC NI EL WNOYS AEVA

e OL AxVA

PODESANI L1 NOYS AUVA

44 ONILSTa

EZ SNILSDA

%4 ONILSIK3

(44 ONILSI

44 ONILSI3

AT ONILSI

€2 ONILSI

03N3QUNE ONY1 SNLVLS

‘$7YL3A LNIFN3SY3

LVTU0ISIBATLLATLO TR ADLLE

P€¥06d
IR

Page 195

13 October 2020



Item 6.4 - Attachment 2

Council Assessment Panel

30130V 40 ALID

14%d ONZ 3TN

1 40 "Q17 Ald LINVHLOITI ONY (0051906
3SY31 0L LO3rans) Luvd ONZ 030IACND
| 40 NOILWHOJHOD HOSSTT NOISSINSNWYL
30IVI3AY 40 ALID

NOLLYHOJHOD H3LYM NYITYELSNY HLNOS
NOLYHOJHOD $3LYM NYITYELSNY HLNOS
30130V 40 ALID

SNINHOL LSIM 40 ALID

SAYMHEIH 40 YINOISSINNCD

52

9z

NOLLYHOJHOD HALYM NYITYELSNY HLNOS
SAVMHDIH 40 YINOISSIANOD

SNFHYOL LSIM H0 ALID

DEZEISLLOLY A%
NOILY3YD 40 YNOAVA NI

Javd
QNNOYIYIANN A8 SNOILY¥IINNIWINOD
40 NOISSINSNVYL H0d

&vd

ONNOHIHIANN A ALIDIMLDTTI
40 NOISSIWSNvYL 3HL ¥O0d
$350duNd IOVWNIVHO HOd
$350dtNd AlddNS HILYM HO4
$350dxd AlddNS HILVM HOd
§380duiNa 85300% 2MENd €04
$380d¥Nd 3DYNIVHO HOd
JONYNILNIWA 3201HE HO4
JONYNILNIVIN HOVHL HO4
FONYNILNIVI MOVHL HO4
$350d¥Nd JOVHIMNIS HO4

S1HOddNS 7TV ONINIVLIY

$350dYnd IDVNIVHO HO4

3S0d4nd

m

dd

NN

W

rr

HH

99

a8

A
H3HIIN3AI

(shiNanasy3a

{s)LN3W3sY3
IR E]
(S}LN3W3SY3
(shLN3W3sY3
A 40 (S)HoY
(SINENEE!
(IR NEE!
(IREELE]
(S}LN3W3SY3
(s)LN3WasY3
(S)LN3W3SY3
SIRENEE!

SIRE NENTE]
AMOO31VD

ONCT

ONC
ONO
ONC1
ONO1
ONOT
ONOT
ONO1
ONC1
ONCT
ONOT
ONOT
ONOT

ONOT
WHO4

A 0350<0¥d
A 0380<04d
seve 0380<0¥d

74 #AaN

0E MIN
0E'se #aN
92TTIL #MaN
9% #aN

74 e

74 #aN
seHe #aN
9252 #A3N
x4 #aN

x4 DL AXVA
03N30¥NE ONY1 SNLYLS
‘$11¥L30 LNIN3SY3

LVTU0ISIBATLLATLO TR ADLLE

P€¥06d
IR

Page 196

13 October 2020



Item 6.4 - Attachment 2

Council Assessment Panel

#L02°0L 5 O O¥d S0¥H0ZZ) ¢0a 3AIA NOLLYWHOANI ONNONDXOWE ONY W314ILNIAI INFWISYI'STIVLIC LNINISYI OL INTNANINY
HOZTHNE QL3 TNOT HHOMTTIN IWNLIY LIFHHOONI S| NOILYIIAILHID NI NMOHS 3LVA Mdomaidid

9SSFTI0LOT.ON L3NI00 'EES0LL0T 434 11da

NOISINO SIHL 40 Livd WE04 LON $300 (961140910 L&) 1Z INFWLOTVY

OHY STELIN LFI0Z=TY '9071S/8299 WSd SI 34 ONY 33 SNOILVATTI HOJ ALIMOHLNOY

QHY SAHLIN 7HL L2=TH ‘211928299 WS S1 Z NOLLYATZTI HO4 ALIHOHLNY

QHY STHLIN 980°LE=TH "0/812/8799 WS S & ONV N SNOILVAT T3 HO4 ALRIOHLNY

QOHY STHLIN S68°ST=TH '95CS/FT30 WSd SI A ONY D 'd SNOLLYAZT3 H04 ALKOHLNY

QHY S3YL3N 80'1Z=TY - 61 ONV OHY
JHLIN 94712=T4 - BL 'OHY STHLIW 12'42=Td - £ 'OHY STHLIN Z1'LZ=Tx - 94 SLNIOd AG QINIS3A SI HILAWINT ISOHM TNV ¥ AS C3NIS3A 13ATTY MOT3E S1SIX3 44 3¥HYW (INNIAY H3A0T9! 82 INFWLOTTY 40 NOILHOd
QHV S3¥13N 1Z12=TY - L+ ONV OHY
FULIN ZL'L2=TH - 9L 'OHY STULIW b1 LE2=TH - S 'OHY SIULIN €2'12=TH - pI SINIOC A OINIZ3C S H3ALIN3H ISOHM 3NV ¥ AE 03NIF30 13437V MOTIE SIS 33 OIHEYIW(INNIAY ¥3A0TO! 82 INFWLOTTY 40 NOILHOd

QHY §3413n 80"1e=1d
- 6L ONY QHY S3YLIN 91°12=T4 - 8L 'OHY SFULIN LZ12=14 - £1 'GHY STYLIN ZV'12=14 - 9} SLNIOd AS O3NIS30 S1 ¥3LINIHID ISCHM 3NV ¥ AB GINIJ30 13437 ¥ IA08Y SLSIXT 24 0IHLYIN 52 LNIWLOTIY 40 NOILNOd

QHY §3d13N 12°ie=Td
- 21 ONV QHY STALIN 21 L2=TH - 91 'OHY STULIN #L'12=T¥ - G| 'OHY STULIN €2°12=Td - #| SINIOd AS GINIS30 S| ¥3LINIYI ISOHM INYId ¥ AS O3NIFIA T3N3 Y IAOBY SLSIXT 33 OIHYYIN 92 INIWNLOTTY 40 NOILHOd

QHV STULIN 0L'1E 40 13ATTV ISV SLSIXT A QTN (SAHQ NYWaYES OTYNOG HIS! LE INFWLOTIV 40 NOILHOd
QHY S3HLIN 0L~ 1€ 40 T3AITVMOTI3B SLSIA A QI $Z (S)LNFWLOTIV 40 NOILYOd
QHY S3MLIW S0 08 40 13A31 ¥ MOT3E SLSIXT M CIWxvIN 22 (SILNINLOTTV 40 NOILYOd
QHY S3LIN 50 02 40 13AT1 V¥ IA0EY SLSIXI ¥ CFWvI €2 (SILNINLOTTY 40 NOILEOd
QHYSIHLIN 0 * L€ 40 TIATTY MOT3E SLSIXT D QN £Z [SIINFWLOTIV 40 NO!LHOd
OHY STYLIN 0562 40 13A3TY MOT138 SLSIXT d QINEYIN 22 (S)INFWLOTIY 40 NOILHOd
QHY SIHLIW S0 08 40 13A3 1Y MOTZE SLSIXI N CIMEWIN €2 (SILNIWLOTTY 40 NOILYOd
QHY STHLIW S0 * 08 40 T3N3V MOIZE SLEIXT N 0IMEVIN 22 (SHNIWLOTIV 40 NOILHOd
OHY SIHLIN 08 * L2 40 T3ATT ¥ MOT3E SLSIXT Z 0IHEYIN 62 (SILNIWLOTTY 40 NDILHOd
QHV STULIN 08 * £Z 40 T3ATT Y MOTIE SLEIXT Z G O (SIINIWLOTIY 40 NOILHOd

NMOHS 3SIMHIHLO SSTINM ONYT LI3FENS NO NOLLYEND0 O “SNOILYLONNY

44 2 AVA S0 [SILHDY ONO1T 4 0350<08d
NOILY3HD 40 HNOAYH NI 3S0d4nd H3HIIN3AI AHOD31vD W04  03N3aYNE ANV SNLYLS
By el ENERVE]

LVTU0ISIBATLLATLO TR ADLLE

P€¥06d
IR

Page 197

13 October 2020



Council Assessment Panel

Item 6.4 - Attachment 2

D90434

SHEET 5 OF 19

31707 _pland_1_V03_Version_17

BEARING DATUM: MGA 94 ZONE: 54
DERIVATION: PSM6628/21872 TO 6628/33737

= M
@ >|oA
» 0 F
= w Mo NININIS ﬁg
o|lv|c|vFH|w|IN|ZZE
ko g1 5"
= =5
=
0
]
Sl | o] s 9‘ Pg
I . - (o] _-‘ J> —
S 213232 |a|lal|lFlET TOTAL AREA:
HHRHEIEEINES
a3l | ™|R[B|B|T|RIER
m m
17 I
~ wn A
E oy 153 30
oGN3 oL
22
Bo
3 .A"fﬂ ZD z
= m vz
z 2L Zz -
m - Z
= £2%2 <o - N
B Qo 5% P ! - )
=4 o (&) v i e
U'l..;_,. (-: u O (o))
(=} r\ﬂo o Iy
3 a
= w
» w SR S0 2
GQQ \?D\\e> DGR 1 05505 = o
e - [1%]
Q\\\ a2
\ = gol =
N g 30 A X
= S SOAEY
=]
o =
©
| | | |
s S S S S S s s
Q% “‘:E% @ ™ @ ™ @ ™ @ ™ © M @ M
N o 7o R o :E nD i Ao o g
Ry o il 29 g - g - o o
o - @ ~ © - S 5 G o &
m N o H o 3 2 ®

Adelaide - 22 Chancery Lane - Ph: 08 8223 5220
Port Augusta - 21 Victoria Pde - Ph: 08 8642 3044

OUR REF:  FAEP0003rev06.DWG
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LESTER FRANKS

ABN 25 098 991 210
Fax 08 8223 5226
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Proprietary Information Statemant

The information contained in this document produced by Future Urban Pty Ltd Is solely for the use of the Client
identified on the cover sheet for the purpose for which it has been prepared and Future Urban Pty Ltd undertakes
no duty to or accepts any responsibility to any third party who may rely upon this document.

All rights reserved. No section or element of this document may be removed from this document, reproduced,
electronically stored or transmitted in any form without the written permission of Future Urban Pty Ltd.

Document Control
Revision Description Author Date
Vi1 Draft MN 02/04/2020
V2 Final MN 03/04/2020
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1. INTRODUCTION

The proponent seeks Development Plan Consent to construct a one-sided sign on the land at
Allotment 20 in Certificate of Title Volume 6148 Folio 334, presenting to Anzac Highway.

In undertaking inspections of the site and locality, reviewing plans, elevations and perspective
drawings, and assessing the proposed development against what we consider to be the most relevant
Development Plan provisions, we have formed the opinion that the proposal warrants Development
Plan Consent.

The following supporting documents are submitted along with this Planning Report:

¢ Appendix 1 — Signed Development Application Form;

= Appendix 2 — Signed Electricity Declaration Form;

¢ Appendix 3 — Certificate of Title;

o Appendix 4 — Plans, elevations and perspective drawings; and

+ Appendix 5 — Section 37AA Agreement with the Commissioner of Highways.

REF 0781 | 3 April 2020 1
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2. PROPOSAL DESCRIPTION
The proponent seeks Development Plan Consent to construct signage.

The signage is proposed to be one-sided, facing north-east, and comprise a high-quality LED screen.
The screen will have an advertisement area of 42.41 square metres, and will be 12.66 metres long,
3.35 metres high and 1 metre thick. It is proposed to display third-party content.

The sign will be positioned on a monopole of approximately 10 metres in height. The total height of
the structure is proposed to be approximately 13 metres tall.

Mesh cladding (colour “Monument’) will enclose the screen and the steel support structure. Signage
branding is also proposed in the bottom right comer of the LED screen.

The screen will comprise high grade/quality LED and a professional graphics team will be used to
generate and control the screen’s content. This will ensure the screen (and its content) will always be
of high graphic standard to give the impression of a poster rather than a pixelated, low quality screen.
Maintaining this high quality is not only in the best interests of public safety, but also that of ARTC and
the screen suppliers.

Only static images are proposed to be displayed on the screen (i.e. no animated or moving content).
Images will have a minimum dwell time of 45 seconds and will change in no more than 0.1 seconds.
The screen will only display one advertising message at any one time and will not provide sequential
messages (i.e. messages that are displayed as part messages over two or more displays).

The operation and brightness of the LED screen will be tightly controlled and closely monitored.

The brightness of the screen will be automatically adjusted depending on climatic cenditions and time
of day. The brightness will be operated between 0 to 6,000 nits with daylight operation (in full sunlight)
to function around 80 percent brightness. For operations on dull days and at night, the brightness will
substantially drop to ensure a matte finish for the screen (as low at 2 percent brightness).

The screen will automatically adjust through the auto brightness controller. Two brightness controllers
are installed to ensure that if one fails, the other can take over in the time that it takes for the other
controller to be fixed. This will ensure a brightness consistency is always provided to the screen. In
the unlikely event that both controllers fail, the screen will automatically dim to 2 percent brightness,
s0 as to minimise any likely or perceived hazard to passing motorists/pedestrians.

The screen is protected by a closed-circuit system that is impervious to hacking or unauthorised
modification. It is underpinned by an operational system that incorporates an automatic error
detection which tums the display off to a blank, black screen in response to a malfunction. The screen
will only be reactivated in the next available off-peak period.
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3. SITE AND LOCALITY

The site for the proposed development is in the north-western corner of the intersection of Richmond
Road, Greenhill Road and Anzac Highway.

Legally, the site is described as Allotment 20 in Certificate of Title Volume 6148 Folio 334 and is
privately owned by the Australian Rail Track Incorporation Ltd. A copy of the Certificate of Title is
enclosed at Appendix 3.

Figure 3.1 Site of the proposed sign and ifs locality.

The immediate locality is predominately characterised by the intersection of Richmond Road,
Greenhill Road and Anzac Highway. These roads are all identified as Primary Arterial Roads within
the West Torrens Council Development Plan. The Interstate Railway runs beneath the intersection
and the Adelaide Parklands (Keswick) Terminal is approximately 700 metres to the north of the site.

The area also features non-residential buildings between two and eight storeys in height. The most
notable and prominent of these is the SA Power Networks building at 1 Anzac Highway (the
south-western corner of the intersection), which is eight storeys in height.

Another key feature of the locality is the number of existing signs which are of similar scale to that
which is proposed. These signs are noted on Figure 3.1 above, and their details briefly described
below:
+ Sign 1: Single sided, south-west facing, static sign (rotating three images), third-party content.
= Sign 2: Single sided, north-east facing, LED display, mixture of first and third-party content.
+ Sign 3: Single sided, west facing, LED display, third party content.
Mature trees also contribute to the character of the area, particularly those located in the Adelaide

Parklands, within the north-eastern corner of the intersection, the two mature trees at 1 Anzac
Highway and the mature trees in the north-western corer of the intersection.

There are no residential allotments within reasonable proximity of the area of the proposed sign.
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4. PROCEDURAL MATTERS
4.1 THE RELEVANT AUTHORITY

The nature of the proposed development does not fall within Schedule 10 to the Development
Regulations, 2008 (the “Regulations”), and as such, the City of West Torrens (“Council”) is the
relevant authority for the purposes of a planning assessment.

4.2 THE RELEVANT DEVELOPMENT PLAN

The relevant version of the West Torrens Council Development Plan for procedural and assessment
purposes was gazetted and subsequently consolidated on 12 July 2018.

The site of the proposed development, under this version of the Development Plan, is located within
Boulevard Policy Area 34 of the Urban Corridor Zone.

Figure 4.1 Location of the proposed development and applicable Zoning.

-
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\
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4.3 KIND OF DEVELOPMENT

According to the Procedural Matters section of the Urban Corridor Zone, the proposal involves a kind
of development which is not listed as complying or non-complying. As such, the propoesal should be
assessed and determined on its merits by Council in its capacity as the relevant authority.

4.4 CATEGORY OF DEVELOPMENT

The Procedural Matters Section of the Urban Corridor Zone lists “advertisement” as a category 1 form
of development. As such, no public notification of this application is required.

4.5 REFERRALS

The Department of Planning, Transport and Infrastructure ("DPTI") — Traffic Operations Unit, acting
under the delegation of the Commissioner of Highways, have entered into an agreement with the

applicant, in accordance with Section 37AA of the Development Act 1993. A copy of this agreement is
attached.

Given that his agreement is in place, no referral to the Commissioner of Highway is required under
Section 37 of the Development Act 1993.
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5. DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT

We have had regard to the West Torrens Council Development Plan (consolidated version
12 July 2018), and consider that the key planning matters relevant to the proposed development are
as follows:

s character of the locality;
» design and appearance; and
s ftraffic impacts.

51 CHARACTER OF THE LOCALITY

In the General Section, Objective 1 of the Advertisements Module is considered relevant and has
been extracted below:

Objective 1 Urban and rural landscapes that are not disfigured by adverlisements and/or
advertising hoardings.

We consider that the urban landscape in this locality currently has a generally low amenity. This is
largely due to impacts from the intersection of three Primary Arterial roads, the railway infrastructure
and tall and bulky non-residential buildings all of which contribute to and exacerbate this “hard-edged”
character. Given this existing low amenity, we do not consider that the proposed LED screen will
disfigure the urban landscape.

Importantly, we recognise that large scale signage is already a significant feature of this locality.
There are three existing large-scale signs at this intersection and a maximum of two will be visible at
the same time from any of the four vehicle approaches. Specifically, Sign 1 and Sign 3 (as identified
in Figure 3.1) are both visible at the same time from the east-bound approach to the intersection from
Richmond Road.

Similarly, the proposed sign will, for a period, be visible at the same time as Sign 2 for a driver
travelling south-bound along Anzac Highway, however this is not an unreasonable or unprecedented
situation in this locality, as outlined above. We also note that Sign 2 is located more than 50 metres
behind the proposed sign and on top of an eight-storey building, therefore the two signs read
differently and will not unreasonably distract drivers (as discussed further in Section 5.3).

Respecting the above, and with reference to PDC 2 of the Advertisements Module, we consider that
the number of advertisements in the locality is acceptable, and will not result in unreasonable clutter,
disorder, untidiness of buildings and their surrounds, or driver distractions.

We also consider that the proposal satisfies PDC 1 of the Advertisements module in the General
Section as the location, siting, design, materials, size, and shape of LED screen will be:

» in keeping with the existing character of the locality; and
+ will not impact the setting of any places or areas of heritage value.
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5.2 DESIGN AND APPEARANCE

The Urban Corridor Zone lists “advertisement” as a category 1 type of development in the Zone, and
therefore, it is considered to be a contemplated form of development. Notwithstanding, neither the
Zone nor the Policy Area provisions provide any specific guidance for the development of
advertisements.

The proposed signage is intended to display third-party content, as such, it will not satisfy PDC 4 of
the Advertisements Module, which encourages that "The content of adverfisements should be limited
to information relating to the legitimate use of the associated iand.” (our emphasis).

In the circumstances applicable to this case, the potential impacts on the logality of first-party content
(as envisaged) will have the exact same impact as third party-content. Further, it is important to note
that changing the content of an advertisement in this location also would not require planning consent,
in accordance with the Development Regulations 2008, Schedule 2, Clause 8.

We do not consider that any fatal impacts will result from the proposed sign displaying content which
is not related to the legitimate use of the associated land, and therefore the intended content is
considered acceptable in this instance.

It is acknowledged that the proposed development exceeds the maxima envisaged by PDC 17 of the
Advertisements Module, however in considering the size of existing signage in the locality and the
character of the area, the departure is considered acceptable.

Objective 3 of the Advertisements module encourages “adverfisements and/or advertising hoardings
designed 1o enhance the appearance of the building and locality”.

The extent to which an advertisement/advertisement hoarding could enhance the appearance of a
building or locality is questionable.

The Courts have, on multiple occasions, considered whether advertisements and/or advertising
hoardings could enhance a building or locality. For instance, in Keast v City of Salisbury,
Commissioner Wallman stated:

“It is difficult to envisage how advertising could enhance or improve the character and amenity
of an area of the Industry Zone. Adverse visual impacts do not of course, necessarily follow
from the display of advertising, but premises, such as those on which businesses are
established, need to be identifiable and identification advertising, - indeed any advertising -
needs to be clearly seen by those to whom it is directed and may not visually enhance or
improve an area...”

Notwithstanding, we note that the proposed development achieves the following:

o the signage will not incorporate or comprise any of the following (Zone PDC 12):
» flashing or animated signs
» bunting, streamers, flags, or wind vanes
» roof-mounted advertisements projected above the roof line
» parapet mounted advertisements projecting above the top of the parapet.
* having regard to PDC 5, 6 and 7 of the Advertisements module, the signage will be:
» completely contained within the boundaries of the subject allotment;
» sited to avoid damage to, or pruning or lopping of on-site landscaping or street trees;
» positioned so as to not obscure views to vistas or objects of high amenity value; and
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» freestanding and erected on private land, and not;
= on a public footpath or verandah post;
= on aroad, median strip or traffic island;
= on a vehicle adapted and exhibited primarily as an advertisement;
= near residential land; or
= on aroof;

o the supporting hoarding for the screen along with the wires and cables will be neatly contained
within a mesh exterior of the colour “monument” (Advertisements PDC 10); and

¢ the professional graphic design team will ensure that signage content is simple, clear and
concise (Advertisements PDC 11).

5.3 TRAFFIC IMPACTS

The applicant has undertaken preliminary discussions with DPTI’s Traffic Operations Department
regarding the proposed development.

Through these discussions, the proposal has been amended to its current design, which DPTI have
endorsed through the issuing of a Section 37AA Agreement.

This support from DPTI Traffic Operations indicates that the sign is not anticipated to create undue
driver distraction, or have an adverse impact upon the safety or function of the adjacent intersection.
As such, the provisions of the Development Plan relating to driver distraction and traffic safety
(particularly PDC 14 and PDC 15 of the Advertisements Module) have been satisfied.
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6. CONCLUSION

In consideration of the above, we believe that the proposal sufficiently accords with the relevant
provisions of the West Torrens Council Development Plan, and therefore warrants Development Plan
Consent.

Specifically, we note that the proposal:

will not adversely impact the character of the locality;
is an acceptable size given the context of the locality;
will not result in unreasonable clutter or disorder;

will not present a distraction to drivers or a traffic hazard, and is considered acceptable by
DPTI Traffic Operations; and

will maintain a high display standard and appropriate brightness at all times.
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APPENDIX 1. DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION FORM
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DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION FORM

FOR OFFICE USE
AUTHORITY: CITY OF WEST TORRENS
Development No:
APPLICANT: ARTC
Previous Development No:
Postal Address: C/—-FUTURE URBAN PTY LTD
GPO BOX 2403, ADELAIDE, SOUTH AUSTRALIA, 5001 Amsnmment No:
(m ] Complying Application forwarded to DA
OWNER: ARTC
a on-com Isslon/Coul H
Postal Address: AS ABOVE N ping S S
m} Notification Cat 2 J /
Q Notification Cat 3 Decision:
BUILDER: TO BE CONFIRMED
Postal Address: Q Referraly/Conqurrence Type:
Licence No: a DA Commission Date: ! 4
CONTACT PERSON FOR FURTHER INFORMATION: e e SRR g
MName: MISS MILLY NOTT Planning: YES
Telephone: (08) 8221 5511 Bullding:
Email: MILLY@FUTUREURBAN.COM.AU
Land Division:
Mobile: 0450 965 B58
Additional:
EXISTING USE:
Dev Approval:
RAILWAY TRACK
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT: CONSTRUCTION OF SIGNAGE (LED SCREEN)
LOCATION OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT:
House No: Lot No: 20 Road: RICHMOND ROAD Town/Suburb:  KESWICK TERMINAL
Section No (full/part): Hundred: ADELAIDE Volume: 6148 Folio: 334
LAND DIVISION:
Site Area (m?): Reserve Area (m2): No of Existing Allotments:
Number of Additional Allotrents - (Excluding Road and Reserve): Lease: YEs: [ NO: O
DOES EITHER SCHEDULE 21 OR 22 OF THE DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 2008 APPLY? YEs: [ NO: B
HAS THE CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY TRAINING FUND ACT 1993 LEVYBEEN PAID? Yes: O NO:
DEVELOPMENT COST (Do not include any fit-out costs): $640,000.00

| acknowledge that coples of this development application and any supporting documentation may be provided to interested persons in accordance with the

Development Regulations 2008,
/! 4 -
=F—7 7 ;
SIGNATURE: A g/A Dated: 3 apriL 2020
L/c)n BEHALF OF ARTC
SUPERSEDED
11/09/2020
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APPENDIX 2. ELECTRICITY DECLARATION FORM
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To:
From:

Date of Application:

DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS 2008
Form of Declaration
{Schedule 5, Clause 2A})

City of West Torrens

ARTC c/- Future Urban Pty Ltd

3 April 2020

Location of Proposed Development:

House Number:
Street:
Section No (full/part):

Volume:

Lot Number:
Richmond Road Town/Suburb:

Hundred:
6148 Folio:

Nature of Proposed Development:

Construction of signage (LED Screen).

20

Keswick Terminal

Adelaide

334

I, Milly Nott, in my capacity as a representative of the Applicant, declare that the proposed development will
involve the construction of a building which would, if constructed in accordance with the accompanying
drawings, not be contrary to the regulations prescribed for the purposes of Section 86 of the

Electricity Act 1996,

I make this declaration under Clause 2A(1) of Schedule 5 of the Development Regulations 2008.

3 April 2020

Date

13 October 2020
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APPENDIX 3. CERTIFICATE OF TITLE
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APPENDIX 4. PLANS, ELEVATIONS AND PERSPECTIVE DRAWINGS
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APPENDIX 5. SECTION 37AA AGREEMENT WITH
THE COMMISSIONER OF HIGHWAYS
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70U, Government of South Australia

"Q”’ Department of Planning
In reply please quote #15163473 W Ir{a:;por: :11:.1:1] |nf:as[u|-$f£urc
Enquiries to Matthew Henderson AT SRR A
E-mail dpti.luc@sa.gov.au PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT
SUPERSEDED Transport Assessment
GPO Box 1533
3 April 2020 11/09/2020 Adelalde SA 5001

ABN 92 366 288 135

Australian Rail Track Corp. C/- Future Urban Pty Ltd
via email milly@futureurbangroup.com

Dear Ms Nott
PRE-LODGEMENT AGREEMENT
SECTION 37AA DEVELOPMENT ACT 1993
Applicant Australian Rail Track Corp. C/- Future Urban Pty Ltd
Location Adjacent Richmond Road, Keswick Terminal
Proposal LED billboard

| refer to the above proposal forwarded to the Department of Planning, Transport and
Infrastructure (DPTI) in accordance with Section 37AA of the Development Act 1993. The
proposal involves development adjacent a main road as described within Schedule 8 of the
Development Regulations 2008.

The following response is provided in accordance with Section 37AA of the Development Act
1993.

CONSIDERATION

The proposed development is a LED billboard. It is understood that the proposed billboard
would be single sided sided and carry third party advertising content. The sign would be located
adjacent Richmond Road in close proximity to the Richmond Road / Anzac Highway / Greenhill
Road signalised intersection. The sign would be viewable to traffic travelling south west along
Anzac Highway and west along Greenhill Road. All of the adjacent roads are arterial roads
under the care, control and management of DPTI.

DPTI has undertaken assessment of the proposal in accordance with the DPTI Advertising
Signs: Assessment Guidelines for Road Safety. It is noted that the sign is within a device
restriction area as defined in the Guide, and the sign location proposed does not appear to
conflict with any signal lanterns or regulatory signs.

ADVICE

The department is supportive of the proposed development provided that it is undertaken in
accordance with the stamped plans attached to this letter. It is recommended that the planning
authority apply the following conditions in any approval to maximise safety on the adjacent
arterial roads:

1. The sign shall be permitted to display one static, self-contained message every 45

seconds. The time taken for consecutive displays to change shall be no more than 0.1
second. The sign shall not flash, scroll, move or imitate a traffic control device.

#15301901
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2.

lluminated signage shall not be permitted to operate in such a manner that could result in
impairing the ability of a road user by means of high levels of illumination or glare.
Subsequently, the LED components of the sign shall be limited to the following stepped

luminance levels:

Sign llluminance "
Ambient Conditions :-eur:i;:al Component %‘%:‘n:;l)mﬁial:lnoe
Sunny Day 40 000 6 300
Cloudy Day 4 000 1100
Twilight 400 300
Dusk 40 200
[ Night <4 150

3. The operational system for the sign shall incorporate an automatic error detection system
which will tum the display off or to a blank, black screen should the screen or system

malfunction.

The following note provides important information for the benefit of the applicant and is required

to be included in any approval:

The Metropolitan Adelaide Road Widening Plan currently shows possible land requirements
from this property for future upgrading of the Richmond Road/Greenhill Road/Anzac
Highway intersection. The consent of the Commissioner of Highways under the
Metropolitan Adelaide Road Widening Plan Act is required to all building works on or within
6.0 metres of the possible requirements.

Any modifications or alteration to the proposed development will cause this consent to become
invalid.

This letter and the attached plan must be lodged with the relevant planning authority within 3
months of the date of this consent. A fresh consent will be required should lodgement not be
carried out in the abovementioned timeframe or an extension of time granted.

Yours sincerely, SUPERSEDED

11/09/2020

A/MANAGER, TRANSPORT ASSESSMENT
for COMMISSIONER OF HIGHWAYS

CC: West Tomens City Council
ENCL: Stamped plans (8 x A3 plans)

A copy of the decislon notification form should be forwarded to dptl.developmentapplications@sa.gov.au

#15301901

13 October 2020

Page 237



Council Assessment Panel

Item 6.4 - Attachment 2

UEDWARDS PARK

-

s

: EXISTING SOUTH BOUND VIEW
RICHMONDROAD—  ——— LY 7 . | ;

— A

GREENHILL ROADL

PROPOSED SOUTH BOUND VIEW

/ APPROVED — S37AA AGREEMENT \

ey HUHER
L

SUPERSEDED
11/09/2020
COMMISSIONER OF HIGHWAYS
DELEGATE
3/4120 J / /
NOTE: SIGN SIZE AND STRUCTURE INDICATIVE AND SUBJECT
TO DETAILED SITE SURVEY AND ALL NECESSARY APPROVALS.
PROPOSED SUPERSITE DIGITAL ADVERTISING SIGN STRUCTURE Date February, 2020 |PLAN & ELEVATION
DEVELOPMENTS DISPLAY SIZE 12.66M X 3.35M Draw by LF L LT -
LOCATION AT CORNER RICHMOND ROAD & ANZAC HIGHWAY, KESWICK TERMINAL | 3¢ - m";ﬁ e
SITE AERIAL PHOTO AND MOCK UP m“'“"m"'“. ; KESTSA 220
13 October 2020

Page 238



Item 6.4 - Attachment 2

Council Assessment Panel

gua il

AR

\

O
Ll
0
L
)
o
L
ol
2
2}

11/09/2020

NOTE: SIGN SIZE AND STRUCTURE INDICATIVE AND SUBJECT
TO DETAILED SITE SURVEY AND ALL NECESSARY APPROVALS.

LF |DrawingNo.  Date Rev Rev

February, 2020 | PLAN & ELEVATION
7:400 (prini as A3) | KESTSADZ20 Feb20

Date
Draw

No.

Job No.

PROPOSED SUPERSITE DIGITAL ADVERTISING SIGN STRUCTURE

DEVELOPMENTS DISPLAY SIZE 12.66M X 3.35M

LOCATION AT CORNER RICHMOND ROAD & ANZAC HIGHWAY, KESWICK TERMINAL | 353
SITE PLAN

APPROVED — S37AA AGREEMENT

/

COMMISSIONER OF HIGHWAYS

DELEGATE

3/4/20

Page 239

13 October 2020



Council Assessment Panel

Item 6.4 - Attachment 2

SUPERSEDED

11/09/2020

WSE'E

WOV W00'S

ANZAC HWY

RAILWAY OVERPASS

ANNNNNNN

12.66M

PROPOSED DIGITAL SINGLE SIDED

SUPERSITE DIGITAL ADVERTISING STRUCTURE
PROPOSED SIGN DISPLAY SIZE 12.66M X 3.35M

MESH CLADING OVER SUPPORT STEEL STRUCT
COLORBOND DULUX COLOUR 'MONUMENT (PO

"QMS’ BADGE

\

RAILWAY TRACK

\ / APPROVED —S37AA AGREEMENT \

N\
COMMISSIONER OF HIGHWAYS

DELEGATE

/ /

\ 3/4/20
\\\\ \_

T —
s =

NORTH EAST ELEVATION /AN
S

NOTE: SIGN SIZE AND STRUCTURE INDICATIVE AND SUBJECT

TO DETAILED SITE SURVEY AND ALL NECESSARY APPROVALS.

PROPOSED SUPERSITE DIGITAL ADVERTISING SIGN STRUCTURE m‘:w February, mfg PLAN fh E'-EVD:.“ON N—
DEVELOPMENTS DISPLAY SIZE 12.66M X 3.35M : Lo
LOCATION AT CORNER RICHMOND ROAD & ANZAC HIGHWAY, KESWICK TERMINAL | 3¢ - 1100 mﬁa’ i ]
INDICATIVE DESIGN EXACT FINAL LOCATION TO BE DETERMINED m”'“"m"'“. : KESTSA 220

13 October 2020

Page 240



Council Assessment Panel

Item 6.4 - Attachment 2

SUPERSEDED

11/09/2020

SOUTH BOUND =>

—IHL M)

ANZAG HWY =
RAILWAY OVERPASS

4.00M MONOPOLE
(DISPLAY STRUCTURE TO
CLOSEST RAILWAY TRACKAND
BET 4 METRES BACK)

RAILWAY TRACK

~dk

/ APPROVED — S37AA AGREEMENT \

__JL_\/

COMMISSIONER OF HIGHWAYS
DELEGATE

3/4/20 / /

NORTH WEST ELEVATION /BN
Kot
NOTE: SIGN SIZE AND STRUCTURE INDICATIVE AND SUBJECT
TO DETAILED SITE SURVEY AND ALL NECESSARY APPROVALS.
PROPOSED SUPERSITE DIGITAL ADVERTISING SIGN STRUCTURE m‘:w February, mfg PLAN & ELEVATION N—
DEVELOPMENTS DISPLAY SIZE 12.66M X 3.35M .
LOCATION AT CORNER RICHMOND ROAD & ANZAC HIGHWAY, KESWICK TERMINAL | 5% - 1100 mﬁj i A
INDICATIVE DESIGN EXACT FINAL LOCATION TO BE DETERMINED m”""m“'gl : KEST-SAGZD

13 October 2020

Page 241



Council Assessment Panel

Item 6.4 - Attachment 2

PROPOSED TH BOUND VIEW

SUPERSEDED

11/09/2020

3/4/20

L9

/ APPROVED — 537AA AGREEMENT \

COMMISSIONER OF HIGHWAYS

DELEGATE

NOTE: SIGN SIZE AND STRUCTURE INDICATIVE AND SUBJECT
TO DETAILED SITE SURVEY AND ALL NECESSARY APPROVALS.

PROPOSED SUPERSITE DIGITAL ADVERTISING SIGN STRUCTURE
DEVELOPMENTS DISPLAY SIZE 12.66M X 3.35M
LOCATION AT CORNER RICHMOND ROAD & ANZAC HIGHWAY, KESWICK TERMINAL
SITE MOCK UP

Date February, 2020 | PLAN & ELEVATION

Draw by LF |DrawingNo.  Date Rev Rev
Scale NTS |KESTSA-0220 Feb20

Drawing No. 050220-5/5

Job No. KEST-5A-0220

13 October 2020

Page 242



Council Assessment Panel

Item 6.4 - Attachment 2

v

H."‘r

COMMISSIONER OF HIGHWAYS
DELEGATE

3/4/20

g

( APPROVED — SB?AA AGREEMENT \

A

B S B A, Lyl gt Y B

Distances from Proposed Sign to Traffic COntrol Devices

Anzac H:ghwag, Wogwlle

SUPERSEDED

%== PROPOSED SIGN
Q TRAFFIC LIGHT

Mapping and Design

11/09/2020

0896-004 R3>2002:2020

13 October 2020

Page 243



Council Assessment Panel Item 6.4 - Attachment 2

/ APPROVED — S37AA AGREEMENT \

SUPERSEDED .,,1,44 —

|
L I_,

11/09/2020
COMMISSIONER OF HIGHWAYS
DELEGATE

3/4/20

Sight Lunes Anzac thwag / Richmond Road / Greenhill Road Intersectlon 'h SE—— “ Y | raphic
Anzac Highway, Wayville W TRACER LIGHY ey Mapping and Design

0696-005 K3 > 20022020

13 October 2020 Page 244



Council Assessment Panel

Item 6.4 - Attachment 2

>

m =\

=

s ¢
N BI 8 s'e & "5| SUPERSEDED

m
750 @ A3

11/09/2020

———
ey
-
-

( APPROVED — S37AA AGREEMENT \
'},?.N’J'-;.P.'t-;-'t;"; )
110971

COMMISSIONER OF HIGHWAYS
DELEGATE

3/4/20 / /
N .

Cross Section - West Bound
vertical scale = 1200 @ A3
horizontal scale = 1500 @ A3

i

traffic proposed traffic

lights  sign

lights

traffic traffic
lights lights

stop traffic
line lights

P

Vertical Clearance (Cross Section) = PROPOSED SIGN raphica
Greenhill Road, Wayville Q TRAFFIC LIGHT Mapping and Design

13 October 2020

Page 245



Council Assessment Panel Iltem 6.4 - Attachment 3

m Government of South Australia

“ Department of Planning,
\ Transport and Infrastructure

In reply please quote #15163473

Enquiries to Marc Hryciuk T h—_———
E-mail dpti.luc@sa.gov.au PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT

Transport Assessment

GPO Box 1533

15 September 2020 Adelaide SA 5001
ABN 92 366 288 135

Australian Rail Track Corp.
C/- Future Urban Pty Ltd
via email

Cl/o Level 1,
74 Pirie St, Adelaide, 5000

Dear Ms Nott

PRE-LODGEMENT AGREEMENT
SECTION 37AA DEVELOPMENT ACT 1993

Proposal No. 004/2020

Applicant Australian Rail Track Corp. C/- Future Urban Pty Ltd
Location Adjacent Richmond Road, Keswick Terminal
Proposal LED Billboard

| refer to the above proposal forwarded to the Department for Infrastructure and Transport in
accordance with Section 37AA of the Development Act 1993. The proposal involves
development adjacent a main road as described within Schedule 8 of the Development
Regulations 2008.

The following response is provided in accordance with Section 37AA of the Development Act
1993.

CONSIDERATION

This agreement replaces the previous 37AA Agreement dated 3/4/2020 for a 12.66m x 3.35m
billboard. The proposed development is a 9m x 3m LED billboard. The proposed billboard will
be single sided and carry third party advertising content. The sign will be located adjacent
Richmond Road in close proximity to the Richmond Road / Anzac Highway / Greenhill Road
signalised intersection. The sign will be viewable to traffic travelling south west along Anzac
Highway and west along Greenhill Road. All of the adjacent roads are arterial roads under the
care, control and management of DIT.

DIT has assessed the proposal in line with the DPTI Advertising Signs: Assessment Guidelines
for Road Safety. The sign is within a device restriction area as defined in the Guide, and the
sign location proposed does not conflict with any signal lanterns or regulatory signs.

ADVICE
The department supports the proposed development provided that it is undertaken in
accordance with the stamped plans attached to this letter. It is recommended that the planning

authority apply the following conditions in any approval to maximise safety on the adjacent
arterial roads:

#15301901
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1. The sign shall be permitted to display one static, self-contained message every 45 seconds.
The time taken for consecutive displays to change shall be no more than 0.1 second. The
sign shall not flash, scroll, move or imitate a traffic control device.

2. llluminated signage shall not be permitted to operate in such a manner that could result in
impairing the ability of a road user by means of high levels of illumination or glare.
Subsequently, the LED components of the sign shall be limited to the following stepped
luminance levels:

Ambient Conditions

Sign llluminance
Vertical Component

Sign Luminance
(Cd/m?) Max

(Lux)
Sunny Day 40 000 6 300
Cloudy Day 4 000 1100
Twilight 400 300
Dusk 40 200
Night <4 150

3. The operational system for the sign shall incorporate an automatic error detection system
which will turn the display off or to a blank, black screen should the screen or system
malfunction.

The following note provides important information for the benefit of the applicant and is required
to be included in any approval:

e The Metropolitan Adelaide Road Widening Plan currently shows possible land requirements
from this property for future upgrading of the Richmond Road/Greenhill Road/Anzac
Highway intersection. The consent of the Commissioner of Highways under the Metropolitan
Adelaide Road Widening Plan Act is required to all building works on or within 6.0 metres of
the possible requirements.

Any modifications or alteration to the proposed development will cause this consent to become
invalid.

This letter and the attached plan must be lodged with the relevant planning authority within 3
months of the date of this consent. A fresh consent will be required should lodgement not be
carried out in the abovementioned timeframe or an extension of time granted.

Yours sincerely,

A/MANAGER, TRANSPORT ASSESSMENT
for COMMISSIONER OF HIGHWAYS

#16023937
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7 CONFIDENTIAL REPORTS OF THE ASSESSMENT MANAGER
Nil

8 SUMMARY OF COURT APPEALS

8.1 CAP Summary of SCAP and ERD Court Matters - October 2020

Brief

This report presents information in relation to:

any planning appeals before the Environment, Resources and Development (ERD) Court;
any matters being determined by the State Commission Assessment Panel (SCAP);

any matters determined by the Minister of Planning (Section 49);

any matters determined by the Governor of South Australia (Section 46); and
any deferred items previously considered by the Council Assessment Panel.

LR

RECOMMENDATION

The Council Assessment Panel receive and note the information.

Development Application appeals before the ERD Court

ipti Stat
Reason DA number | Address Description of atus
for referral development
SCAP 211/M015/19 | 1 Glenburnie | Six-storey residential flat Appeal lodged.
Terrace, building (32 dwellings) &

PLYMPTON | associated car parking

Matters pending determination by SCAP

Reason DA number | Address Description of development
for referral

Schedule 10 211/M030/18 | 192 ANZAC | Eight-storey residential flat building (40
Highway, dwellings) & removal of regulated tree
GLANDORE

Matters pending determination by the Minister of Planning

Reason DA number | Address Description of development
for referral

Section 49 211/V040/20 | 240-246 Minor building additions and alterations:
Marion Road, | enclosure of existing undercover wash bay
NETLEY

Matters pending determination by the Governor of South Australia
Nil

Deferred CAP ltems
Nil
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Conclusion
This report is current as at 1 October 2020.

Attachments
Nil

9 OTHER BUSINESS

10 MEETING CLOSE
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