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Attention: Mr Chris King, Assessment Officer
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Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: Final Preferred Project Report 2012 (Revised Concept Plans)
Proposed Expansion of Royal Far West, Manly

Please find attached Council's submission in relation to the proponent’s Final
Preferred Project Report, forwarded to Council on 30" August 2012. The hard copy of
the documents has been on display at Council's Front Foyer for viewing as requested.

Council’s submission concludes that the development should not be approved in its
current form given Council's adopted Urban Design Guidelines and Council’s Draft
Manly Local Environmental Plan (MLEP) 2011 which has been submitted to the
Department under Section 68 of the Act. A copy of the Council's Urban Design
Guidelines was submitted as part of Council's submission to the original proposal on
4™ November 201%.

Should you require any further clarification regarding the submission, please contact
Nayeem lIslam, Manager Strategic Planning on (02) 9976 1582 or by e-mail
nayeem.islam@manly.nsw.gov.au.

Yours faithfully,

N

Stephen Clements
Deputy General Manager
Land Use & Sustainability

Date:....... oZP]]"" ........
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MANLY COUNCIL SUBMISSION

TO THE DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND INFRASTRUCTURE,
METROPOLITAN AND REGIONAL PROJECTS SOUTH

IN RESPONSE TO THE PREFERRED PROJECT REPORT AUGUST 2012

SUBJECT: ROYAL FAR WEST EXPANSION CONCEPT PLAN,
SOUTH STEYNE AND WENTWORTH STREET MANLY (MP10_0159)

DATE: SEPTEMBER 2012

INTRODUCTION

This submission provides Manly Council's comments and issues on the notification of the
Preferred Project Report for the Major Project Application made by Royal Far West for the
abovementioned site lodged pursuant to Part 3A of the Environmental Planning and
Assessment Act 1979. Council's submission dated October 2011 was made in response to
the exhibition of the Environment Assessment and was provided to the Department on 4
November 2011. This earlier submission is referenced along with the subsequent
submission of comments from Councils’ Heritage Committee DA Working Group dated 3
November 2011, forwarded by email to the Department on 7 November 2011. Other earlier
submissions in response to the Director General's Requirements on 20 December 2010 and
the consultations with the Proponent in May 2011 are also noted. Both this submission and
earlier submissions are significantly informed by Council's Urban Design Guidelines which
were adopted on 10 October 2011 for the urban block located within Darley Road, South
Steyne, Victoria Parade and Wentworth Street, Manly.

Background - Manly Urban Design Guidelines (2011)

On 14 February 2011 Council resolved to prepare design control guidelines for the urban
block containing the Royal Far West Site. These guidelines were to address the significant
urban design, landscape and environmental planning issues on the site. The Manly Urban
Design Guidelines (the 'Guidelines’) were prepared and exhibited in response to Council's
resolution on 1 August 2011 as follows:

1. Council resolves to exhibit the Draft Urban Design Framework for the urban block
located within Darley Road, South Steyne, Victoria Parade and Wentworth Street,
Manly for public consultation for 28 days.

2. Council strengthens the through site pedestrian link requirements;
3. A floor space ratio be set so that the envelope is not fully saturated, and

4. Consideration of desirable locations for motor vehicular access to basement parking
be addressed.

The Manly Guidelines were exhibited from 8 August 2011 to 5 September 2011 for public
comment to ensure that the re-development of the Royal Far West site is of an acceptable
scale that is comparable to the surrounding area. Submissions were received and
considered by Council in adopting the Guidelines. A number of issues arising in these
earlier submissions are further addressed in this submission.
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On 10 October 2011, Council adopted the Guidelines and further resolved to use the
Guidelines in its submission on the exhibition. These Manly Guidelines also led to new
principal development standards (Height of Buildings and FSR) in the draft Maniy LEP 2011
which were also adopted by Council for the redevelopment site. These Height and FSR
development standards were certified by the Department on 19 April 2012 for exhibition
commencing on 30 April 2012. This submission raises issues and concerns with the
proposed development with particular regard to Council’s adopted Guidelines for the site and
as adopted in the exhibited draft LEP. The LEP is currently with the Department for
publication which is expected before the end of 2012,

Consideration of Key Issues arising in the Exhibition

In relation to the exhibition of the Environmental Assessment Report from 21 September
2011 and 30 November 2011, Council submitted its issues and concerns on 4 November
2011. The Preferred Project Report states that the Department issued a letter to the
applicant identifying key issues and additional information to be addressed.

The key issues in the Preferred Project Report responding to matters raised in the exhibition
appear to be summarised in the Executive Summary (page v.) as follows:

¢ Consideration has been given to view loss principles established by the NSW [Land
and Environment Court.

o Modification of the building envelope on the corner of Wentworth Street and South
Steyne to assist with view loss impacts and the prominence of Drummond House in
the streetscape.

o Commitment to traffic management measures in Wentworth Streef to assist with local
traffic conditions.

s Additional shadow analysis and examination of impacts on Manly Village Public
School and Manly Beach.

e Clarification on the historic use of Elsie Hill with regard to the applicability of State
Environmental Planning Policy (Affordable Rental Housing) 2009.

Council is concerned that a number of key issues raised in its submission to the Department
do not appear to be considered in the Preferred Project Report or, in Council's view do not
appear to adequately address issues and concerns raised in Council's earlier submission.
This submission details these outstanding issues and concerns including the exceptions to
the Manly Urban Design Guidelines (the ‘Guidelines’) with particular reference to established
building envelopes, requirements for pedestrian links and public open space, public
courtyard space and heritage considerations.

ISSUES

Proposed building height and setbacks

Compliance with the Manly Guidelines, in terms of a stepping of height, setbacks and
modulation is sought and justified in terms of the size of the development site and context.
The Guidelines provide maximum height of buildings at specific and purposeful locations on
the site and address townscape principles and amenity issues. Various height limits at these
‘stepped’ locations identify where it is considered that development must be controlled to
protect the amenity of adjoining development, streetscape character and landscape and
architectural heritage.
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Council acknowledges modifications made in the Revised Concept Plans to the building
envelope and setback on the corner of Wentworth Street and South Steyne to assist with
view loss impacts and the prominence of Drummond House in the streetscape. However,
the proposed exceptions to the Manly Guidelines are considered unacceptable to Council
particularly regarding the central block heights and massing of the Hotel and Hospital
buildings.

The Hospital building in the Revised Concept Plan indicates a maximum 26.5m height,
sethack 7.4m to Wentworth Street. However, the Manly Guidelines’ Indicative Building
Envelope recommend building heights in this location of no more than 12m, 14m & 18m with
corresponding setbacks of at least 16m, 20m and 28m from Wentworth Street. Council
considers that the height and scale of development in this location should be significantly
reduced to within the Guidelines (Urban Design Framework diagram) to ensure the
development reflects the scale of adjacent buildings and the heritage significance of
Drummeond House.

The Hotel building in the Revised Concept Plan is 29.8m high compared to Council's
Guidelines which recommends a height of 25m (a variation equivalent of greater than 1
storey). The impact of this variation in height is significantly increased when considering the
building envelopes within which the proposed buildings are intended to fit in accordance with
the Manly Guidelines. Most significantly, the proposed Hotel building is 54.9m in length
along the elevation of South Steyne (a significant ocean front elevation), while the
Guidelines only provide for an envelope that is no more than 35m in length. While the
Guidelines provide for buildings with a larger footprint at a similar length proposed at this
part of the site, the Guidelines limit the envelope of such larger footprint buildings to 18m in
height compared to the proposed 29.8m high Hote!.

In relation to the Concept Plan’s Residential Building, proposed heights of 13.8m and 17m
are indicated compared to 12m and 15m in the Manly Guidelines. Council's Guidelines
particularly in these locations are considered to more appropriately correspond to controls
and/or existing buildings. These Guidelines are established with regard to the local urban
context and to local policy and plans.

Requirements for pedestrian links and public open space

The inclusion of through site pedestrian links are an important requirement of the Manly
Guidelines as indicated on the ‘Urban Design Framework diagram’ and important in the
context of existing connections, public spaces and plazas in the Manly Town Centre. Manly
Council request that the Revised Concept Plan be further amended to incorporate
appropriate pedestrian links in accordance with Guidelines and integrate with other public
space elements further detailed in this submission following.

Public courtyard space

Manly's 2011 Guidelines identify important urban design opportunities for public plaza space
in the vicinity of Rialto Plaza (across Wentworth Street) to create a public realm focus point
to the street block that will tie back to The Corso and the greater Manly Town Centre. While
the proposed 8 storey Hospital building is setback 7.4m from Wentworth Street allowing a
depth of only 6m for any courtyard; the Manly Guidelines provide for a courtyard of an
appropriate scale requiring a depth of some 16m. This space should be of sufficient
dimensions to include ‘public’ and ‘semi public’ components and should be an important area
in urban design terms given the context and scale of the development proposed. The
proposed setbacks nominated as ‘public courtyard' in the Preferred Project Report are not
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considered to adequately provide space of public scale and benefit. The siting and height of
building in this location is considered excessive for this site and context. In this regard the
Preferred Project Plans are not supported by Council. This submission seeks the activation
of adequate public courtyard space within the site on the southern side of Wentworth Street
opposite Rialto Square.

While the Preferred Project Report suggest that setbacks of more than 6m would ‘sever
connection to the street’, the proposed size of the courtyard has been determined by Council
in the Manly Guidelines with detailed consideration of site constraints and opportunities at a
width and alignment which complements and enhances the existing Rialto Square and also
having regard to the heritage significance of Drummond House adjoining the courtyard.
Provision in the Guidelines for a public domain space in this location are not considered
excessive or unreasonable having regard to the scale of the development overall. Given
proposed heights of 8 storeys fronting this space, it is considered that a public space of any
benefit and at an appropriate scale would need to be deeper than 6m.

The Revised Concept Plans are substantially over and above Councils’ Guidelines detailed
in this submission and the provision of some contribution back to the public domain in the
form of a public courtyard opposite Rialto Square identified in the Manly 2011 Guidelines is

considered reasonable. There is an opportunity to create an important strategic public
- space here of a quality and scale comparable to Rialto Square which is not realized in the
Preferred Project Report. The Report recommendation for a new pedestrian crossing in the
vicinity of Rialto Square is considered to be of lesser public benefit in the absence of the
strategic public space for this location, envisioned in the Manly Guidelines.

View loss impacts

Consideration of view loss principles is the first key issue listed in the Preferred Project
Report as a matter clarified in response to the public exhibition. Council acknowledges that
modification of the building envelope on the corner of Wentworth Street and South Steyne
do assist to some degree with view loss impacts particularly from apartments at ‘The
Peninsula’. However, Council remains of the view that the proposed building envelope
significantly exceeds Council's ‘Wire Frame maximum envelope control’ in the Manly
Guidelines. This leve! of variation is considered fo be to the detriment of the Manly
townscape and to the views over and through the site generally.

Heritage considerations

Council acknowledges that the 6m setback to the north-east of the Drummond Building will
improve the prominence of the heritage item along Wentworth Street. However, Council
remains of the view that the concept plan adversely impacts on the heritage listed items
within the site and in the vicinity and does not meet the policies of the Conservation
Management Plan. Notwithstanding the proposed amendments, the development is still
considered to challenge the heritage listed items within the site and in the vicinity in terms of
the proposed height and bulk as detailed below.

The proposed Royal Far West building is more than 10m higher than the two adjacent
heritage buildings - Drummond House and 12 Wentworth Street. Notwithstanding the
proposed set backs from the street, the proposed height is not considered to respect the
scale of the listed buildings. Further consideration should be given to the adopted Urban
Design Guidelines for the site, providing opportunities for public and semi public spaces
adjacent to the listed buildings while providing a building which does not challenge the scale
of the listed buildings.
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The proposed Hotel building is more than 15m and 12m higher than heritage listed items at
29 and 31 Victoria Parade respectively. Although the hotel building is set behind these 2
buildings, its impact will be clearly visible and is unacceptable.

The significance of the adjoining terraces at 15 and 16 South Steyne is challenged by the
contrast between the 2 storey listed terraces and the adjacent Hotel building which
dominates at 9 storey. Consideration needs to be given, not only to direct views to the listed
item but also to the oblique views from South Steyne.

Council’s original submission raised concerns with the proposed connection of the proposed
development to the heritage listed terraces and recommended that the connection be
deleted and that the proposal be amended to comply with Policy 15 and 17 of the
Conservation Management Plan, Urbis, 2011 to minimize any additional impact on the listed
item. The Revised Concept Plan indicates that the ground floor retail floor has increased the
physical connection of new buildings to the heritage buildings to the fullest extent. Moreover
ground level planting at this interface has been omitted from the recent plans. In this regard,
Council’s concerns regards conformity with the Conservation Management Plan are
heightened. The relevant policies in this regard are restated as follows:

Policy 15 — ‘The Terraces should retain its heritage curtifage and any new works
should be setback from the building to allow visibility of its elevations and to retain
the building’s landmark qualities. The 3-D form of this building should be read from
the street.’ and

Policy 17 — ‘There should not be any connections added from the Terraces to any
existing or new buildings on the site’

The heritage buildings on the site are 2 and 3 storey in height with relatively small footprints.
The heritage buildings in the vicinity of the site are a maximum of 5 storeys in height also
with relatively small footprints. Nevertheless the proposed Hospital and Hotel buildings
{adjoining the heritage items) are 8 and 9 storeys in height with very large footprints. Clearly
the character of the heritage buildings have not been considered and the mass, scale and
heights of the proposed buildings on the Royal Far West site do not reflect or compliment the
building forms of the heritage buildings on the site and in the vicinity. In this regard the
development is not considered to adequately address Policy 23 of the Conservation
Management Plan which states:

Policy 23 — 'The mass, scale and height of any new development on the Royal Far
West site should consider the character and relationship to the mass, scale and
height of heritage buildings on the site and in the vicinity’

As previously stated in Council’'s submission, it is considered appropriate that Policy 6 of the
Conservation Management Plan should include the ‘heritage items within the site’ in relation
to the following:

Policy 6 — ‘Changes at the Royal Far West site should consider the significance of
and not adversely impact on other heritage items in the vicinity’.

Further to heritage issues raised in the body of Council's submission dated 4 November
2012, Council submitted further comments to the Department on 7 November 2011 from its
Heritage Committee. Reference to this subsequent submission is not contained in the
Preferred Project Report. In particular, this submission raised the following points:

1. The proponent is to be commended on the proposed retention of Drummond House
and Tranby / Latrobe, the listed Heritage items.
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2. The proponent should ensure the full restoration of both properties. The detailed
restoration of the Tranby/ La Trobe pair (c.1883) is essential, in particular the
reinstatement of the tower roof, roof detaifs and verandahs. (see attached photos and
plans for 15 South Steyne).

3. It is vital that the South Steyne frontage has a strong horizontal emphasis and low
scale fo respect and reinforce the horizontal character of the beachfront and historic
South Steyne promenade.

4. We are concerned the development will increase significantly the number of cars
within the Manly CBD, in contradiction of Council’s current strategy to reduce car
dependence and vehicle movements within central Manly.

5. We are pleased that the historic Royal Far West mission to underprivileged rural
chifdren is to be retained on part of its original sife, and that these functions are to be
located adjacent to the historic Manly Village Public School with which it has enjoyed
close links over many decades.

In relation to the above, this submission makes particular reference to point 2 and requests
that recommendations in the Preferred Planning Report include a greater commitment to the
full restoration of both these heritage items. In particular, the detailed restoration of the
terraces is considered essential, including reinstatement of the tower roof, roof details and
verandahs.

Potential overshadowing of adjoining lands and in particular Manly Village Public School

The Manly Guidelines — Urban Design Framework seek to establish a generous building
mass including building envelope height controls in certain locations to ensure solar access
is appropriately maintained.

Council acknowledge the more detailed shadow impact analysis submitted with the
Preferred Project Report considering shadow impacts at the south east and south west
elevations of the proposed Hotel building. While the assessment is noted, the Council’'s
Guidelines recommend a stepping of the building mass from 10m, to 18m, to 25m which
further, and more appropriately address shadow effects.

Similarly, the Guidelines seek to control shadow effects of future building bulk on the
neighbouring school and its grounds. In this regard the analysis of the shadow impacts from
the southern corner of the Hospital building onto the public school playgrounds is
acknowledged. Height reductions which minimise these likely shadow effects are supported.

The exhibited shadow diagrams indicate impact of overshadowing to neighboring residential
units. However, assessment of the impact based on local planning criteria remains absent.
in this regard Council's DCP for the Residential Zone 2007, A2 and Energy Efficiency DCP
seek to limit the impact of shadows effects to living areas particularly noting standards for a
minimum number of hours of solar access to windows at mid-winter and depending of the
orientation of the overshadowed windows in the Residential DCP. While detailed
assessment of shadow effects is provided, an assessment against local DCP controls is not
particularly addressed.

Social Impacts

The Environmental Assessment does not include a Social Impact Assessment and Manly
Council has requested that the Depariment seek to obtain such a report and provide this
. assessment on the exhibition website. Details in relation to affordable housing are
acknowledged.
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In relation to earlier submissions regards the impact of introducing effective 24 hour alcohol
service via the hotel next to the children’s area, Council has requested consideration of
Manly Development Control Flan for Late Night Venues 2005 which promotes Manly Town
Centre as a safe place for enjoyment of the wider community, minimising disturbances to the
public, late at night. This DCP has not been considered in the Preferred Project Report.

Other previously identified concerns that the new development represents a loss of amenity
for children attending the site do not appear to be adequately addressed. These earlier
submissions suggested that children attending the site appear to ‘have lost out — relegated
from beach view to be buried within or behind the complex with no view and no sunlight,
including the relocation of the children’s play area’.

Traffic management

The location of desirable locations for motor vehicular access to basement parking is
detailed on the 'Urban Design Framework diagram’. The implications for parking and
ingress and egress for the site for vehicles and pedestrians is not considered to be
sufficiently addressed in the Environmental Assessment. In this regard Council's earlier
submission has identified that the proposed vehicular access point is adjacent to the
intersection of Wentworth Street and Rialto Lane which provides ingress and egress from a
major public car park as well as numerous delivery movements. This consideration is not
found to be adequately assessed. Furthermore, it is considered that the environmental
capacity of Wentworth Street should also be addressed particularly noting various noise
sensitive land uses including residential development along the street.

Exhibited Draft Local Environmental Plan

The Preferred Project Report notes the adoption of development standards for height and
FSR based on the Manly Guidelines previously referred to in this submission. The Preferred
Project Report states that the Manly provisions ‘generally reflects the surrounding built form
characteristics’ (Executive Summary p.vi). The Preferred Project Report summarises these
draft LEP standards as ‘a street edge height...of 12-15m and a generous setback mid-block
height of 25m’. Council affirms that its mid-block height standards are ‘generous’ in that they
provide the basis for a maximum building envelope in conjunction with Guidelines within
which quality design can occur. Council objects to the proposed exceptions to the
development standards in the draft LEP for reasons identified in this report. It is considered
that such exceptions are extensive, significant and are not well founded. An extract of the
draft Manly LEP Height of Building (HOB) Map consistent with Urban Design Framework in
the Manly Guidelines is extracted below:
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Design Excellence and 5 star Rating

Council affirms in this submission the importance that the redevelopment will deliver the
highest standard of architectural and urban design of buildings and public spaces in Manly.
In this regard the exhibited draft LEP 2011 requires that development exhibits design
excellence as follows:

(4) In considering whether development exhibits design excellence, the consent authority
must give consideration to whether the development:

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)
(7
(9)

(h)
(i)

()
(k)

contains buildings which consist of a form, bulk, massing and modulation that
are likely to overshadow public open spaces,

is likely to protect and enhance the streetscape and quality of the public
realm,

clearly defines the edge of public places, streets, lanes and plazas, through
separation, setbacks, amenity, and boundary treatments,

minimises street clutter and provides ease of movement and circulation of
pedestrian, cycle, vehicular and service access,

encourages casual surveillance and social activity in public places, streets,
laneways and plazas,

is sympathetic to its setting, including neighbouring sites and existing or
proposed buildings,

protects and enhances the natural topography and vegetation including trees,
escarpments or other significant natural features,

promotes vistas from public places to prominent natural and built landmarks,
uses high standards of architectural design, materials and detailing
appropriate to the building type and location,

responds to environmental factors such as wind, reflectivity and permeability
of surfaces,

coordinates shared utility infrastructure to minimise disruption at street level in
public spaces.
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In relation to the Hotel and consistency with the objectives for the Manly Town Centre,
Councit also submits that a 5 star rating for this development should be committed to provide
a high standard of accommodation for visitors.

Conclusion

Council's submission on the Revised Concept Plans and the Preferred Project Report,
considers the development should not be approved in its current form by the Department of
Ptanning and Infrastructure given particular regard to Council's adopted Urban Design
Guidelines and draft LEP as exhibited.

The Concept Plan indicates significantly more additional bulk and scale than approved in
Council's Guidelines and draft principal development standards, notwithstanding the
proposed 6m setback to Wentworth Street in the Revised Concept Plan. For example, the
proposed Hotel component of the development at some 30m above natural ground is taller
by 5m and twice the footprint size at that height than the Councit’s control would allow. The
departures from the maximum building envelopes recommended in the Council’s Guidelines
and as raised in this submission are considered to significantly impact on the townscape and
amenity - more so than would otherwise be experienced in a development in accordance
with the Council's Guidelines.

The environmental assessment is not considered to provide sufficient consideration to justify
support of the Revised Concept Plans contrary to the Manly Guidelines and draft LEP,
Council submits that the redevelopment of this significant strategic site in the Manly Town
Centre should also have greater consideration of important urban design opportunities
including public space and pedestrian linkages in accordance with Council's Guidelines.

ATTACHMENTS

AT- Draft Urban Design Guidelines for the Urban block located within Darley 23
1 Road, South Steyne, Victoria Parade and Wentworth Street, Manly Pages
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Urban Design
Guidelines

Site bounded by:

- Darley Road
South Steyne
Victoria Parade
Wentworth Street

Manly Council
- October 2011

. et -



Urban Design Guidelines-Street Block
Manly Town Centre

Resolution of Council, 14 February, 2011:

“ That design control guidelines be prepared
for the site bounded by Wentworth St, Darley
Rd, Victoria Parade and South Steyne from
which a development control plan could be
developed to address the significant access,
parking, urban design, landscape and
environmental planning issues on the site
which Council has previously identified.”

«  Draft urban design framework prepared.

= Key design principles and vision.

«  Guides positive change in public interest.
« Basis for DCP and more detailed designs.

Location
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Context- _u_m::_:@ Policy and Legislation

NSW | Local

- EP&AAct 1979 * LEP

- Repealed Part 3ADG « DCPs
Requirements » Policies

« Environmental Planning » Emerging LEP and DCP
Instruments |+ Site Specific DCP requirement

» Guidelines

» [ncluding Residential Flat
Design Guide for RFB’s

- Metro and Sub-Regional
Strategy




Urban Design — Existing Context

« Layout/ building lines

- Connections, Public
Spaces and Plazas

» Streetscape

« Ownership and Use
e Mix of uses
 Heritage

e Height of Buildings
« Natural features

» Other fixed features
e.g. school, residential etc




Critique of RFW Indicative Concept Plan

This was the first conceptual massing
model /uses RFW submitted under

Part 3A. It does not demonstrate
consideration of the following as required
by Director-General:

» Height, bulk and scale within context

» Details of proposed opens space and
landscaped areas, interface with public
domain, provision of linkages with and
between other public spaces.

« Amenity including: Solar access, view
loss and wind impacts.

* Transport and assess.
» ESD.

* Heritage. RFW HAVE PROPOSED THE FOLLOWING:

« Address relevant EPI’s including Current  «7 500 sq m Royal Far West Health Facility (BLUE)

and Draft Manly LEP’s
1,300 sq m Retail (PURPLE)
7,500 sq m Hotel A<m_._.0<5

i
3

,

Excerpt from ‘Proposed Expansion of Royal Far West, Manly November 2010’ document

*10,000 sg m Residential (ORANGE)
...ie Total 26,300 sgq m



5.8m wide footpath b/w Wentworth St and The Corso

Existing 3.6m existing footpath width RFW site will not allow out door

Existing footpath width here of 3.3m will not allow outdoor eating seating if building aligned with property boundary as in photo 3



Critique of RFW Indicative Concept Plan

43 Built Form
F: 5= Indicativa: Deze'npmeat Concsor —
Buildings A = 9 and 6 storey's 15 SEREE R e e S RS
Building B = 7 storey's
Building C = 4o0r5, + 6 storey's
Buildings D = 11 storey's _L
._“uﬁa.ﬂir.._x.uﬂn,.ﬂ_...ﬂn_m

mxn_mqbﬂ from ‘Proposed mx__om:u,_.wz ow Royal Far West, Manly November
2010’ document




Critique of RFW Concept Plan- Heritage Context
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5.

Manly Council Draft Urban Design Guidelines
5 Key Design Principles

Urban Structure, Activity and Street Life

Urban Form
Street Elements

Transport Access and Servicing

Environment
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Manly Council -Draft Urban Design Framework diagram
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Manly Council -Draft Urban Design Framework diagram
considerations shaping future detailed Urban Design Controls
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Residential Flat Design-Code

@ .Building Envelopes 4
.Bullding Envelopes

Determining the Primary Controls
‘When buiding envelopes are used, iha primary
davelopment controls describe and support them. in
the absenca of building envelopes, developmenl
controls establish the aliowable bulk, helght and
localion of developmant on a site. These controls are
through a bination of drawings and
E?%%gfgﬁq.ﬂﬁn3
ensure Lhat the desired buill form outcome is
achievable, For example, thal the deskred FSR ¢an
ba accommodated within the height and selback
gsggiggng

A building envelopa is not a buiding, but a three dimensional zone that limits tho extent of a building
. In any direction. It defines the extent of tha overall building zone in plan and section within which a
fulure buiding can be localed. (sae image 01.49.) The lengih, depth and heighl of building envelopes
are defined In metres. Building envelopes shouid be at least 20-25 parcent grealer than thelr
achievable floor area to allow for buiding articulation (see Floor Space Ratio).

Building envelopes sal Ihe appropriate scale of future development in forms of buik and height In
relation to the streel layout and block and lot sizes in a They ate for
determining and controlling the desired urban form in town centres, brownlield sites, master pian
siles and special sites - such as areas with extrema topography.
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= design the three dimensional form of an area
= Iinlorm decislons aboul appropriste density for a site and iis coniexl ™
= lest thal the primary controls are and tha desired
» communicate and illustrate the future bulk and dislribution of new development to planners,
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*01.49, The Lasiing erveiopa foutinod in oranga) Gennas tha
oroa ja plan and section within which a resideniinl i bulding
In dosignad.
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Excerpt from SEPP 65 Residential Flat Design el kidelies
1 AP i enerous three dimensional space within which quality
Code(RFDC) —Building Envelope Control definition oo e e o van occur” (SEPP 66 -RFDO)



URBAN DESIGN "WIRE FRAME' ENVELOPE GUIDELINES
ROYAL FAR WEST SITES -MANLY TOWN CENTRE

NOTE:
MASSING MODEL OF MANLY COUNCIL
ACCEPTABLE "WIRE FRAME'
BUILDING ENVELOPE MAX BUILDING
HEIGHT CONTROL FOR FAR WEST SITES.
(shown as dashed lines and hatched- ,/

heights shown are above footpath levei). /
Hieghts of existing adjoining buildings also shown., A\




Manly Council Design Guidelines- Wire frame maximum envelope control
. DWG No UDF 02(A)
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COMPARISON b/w RFW Concept + Manly Council Design guidelines wire frame
max Building Envelope Control

DWG No UDF 03(A)
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PUBLIC DOMAIN OPPORTUNITY- PLAZA SPACE ON WENTWORTH ST OPPOSITE RIALTO SQ
- Enhance public domain as part of bigger Town Centre site
« Forecourt in front of possible Royal Far West hospital bldg (public and semi public space)

« Advantage of north aspect year round solar access for public space
« Forecourt framed by heritage bldgs (Drummond house and Manly Neighbourhood Centre)
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Precedence ‘
Example of a potential Public space forecourt opposite Rialto

Square-
bathed in Northern sunlight — note public domain, ‘public’ and

‘semi-public’ spaces
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Example: Preferred Streetscape, Set backs, heights on Wentworth St
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Example: Preferred Streetscape, Set backs, heights on South Steyne
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WALKWAY

-Acceptable Building Envelope Control —South Steyne (addressing Ocean beach) and
-need to provide increased width ‘Public Domain’ at street level -similar to recently
widened footpath b/w Wentworth St and The Corso and Raglan St)



Preferred building use zones
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URBAN DESIGN CONTROLS

Site specific controls were developed for the Wentworth
St site (outlined in red here) and the building height
controls for the site were conditional on achievement of
the Urban Design Controls requirements.

DEVELOPMENT SITE

URBAN DESIGN CONTROLS ~

MANLY COUNCIL
20 AUGUST 1997

(excerpt form Business DCP re Wentworth
St development site

Maximum Building Helght

Maximum bullding height is as Indicated (metres above
existing ground level).

In genetal, final bullding holght, Including architectu
embellishments, shauld not dominate the heighls of
end {comer} buildings in the same street block or that of
adjoining buildings.

There Is opportunity for new development to be
construcled o the height of existing, non-complying
bulidings {refer Clause 2(iv}). : :
Special design controls apply to the Councll car park
site In Wentworth Street, refer lo the Wentworth Slreet
Development Site Urban Design Centrols adopted by
Councll on 28th July 1997.
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Conclusion:-

Draft urban design guidelines prepared.
Key design principles and vision.

Will guide positive change in public interest.
Basis for DCP and more detailed designs.

Useful to make submissions to Planning Commission in
relation to RFW Part 3A application.



