9.1.1

9.1.2

9.1.3

Attachments

Ordinary Council Meeting
Tuesday 29 January 2019

25 Holland Road, Blackburn South (Lot 1 TP
599873E)Construction of five double storey
dwellings, associated front fence and other works

Attachment 1  Advertised Plans ..........ccccceevvvviiiiiiiee e, 3
Attachment 2 Without Prejudice Plans ............c..ccciiiieieinnnnn.n. 28

7 Patricia Road, Blackburn (Lot 32 PS 11426)
Construction of two double storey dwellings and
removal of vegetation

Attachment 1  Advertised Plans .......coovveoiieee e 31
Attachment 2  Additional Shadow Diagrams ...........ccccceeeeeeeeenns 42

Residential Corridors Built Form  Study -
Consultation outcomes and recommended built form
controls

Attachment 1  Final RepOrt.........cccoiiiiiiiiii e, 46
Attachment 2 Phase 2 Consultation Summary...................... 154

Page 1



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting 29 January 2019

9.1.1 25 Holland Road, Blackburn
South (Lot 1 TP
599873E)Construction of five
double storey dwellings,
associated front fence and other
works

Attachment 1  Advertised Plans

Attachment 2 Without Prejudice Plans

Page 2



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting 29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1. Advertised Plans

-
1
) SHEET LIST
No. Sheet Name | Rev
A00T_|FRONT COVER
A002_|EXISTING SITE LAYOUT/DEMOLITION PLAN

A003_|NEIGHBOURHOOD & SITE DESCRIPTION
ADO4  |NEIGHBOURHOOD CHARACTER STUDY

AD05 |NEIGHBOURHOOD DESIGN RESPONSE

A101 |PROPOSED OVERALL SITE PLAN

A102 |PROPOSED SITE PLAN

A103 |PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR SITE PLAN

A104 |PROPOSED GROUND FLOOR PLAN
A105_|PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR PLAN
A110_|PROPOSED ROOF PLAN

A120_|GARDEN AREA

A201_|PROPOSED SECTIONS

A301 |PROPOSED ELEVATIONS

A302_|PROPOSED ELEVATIONS

A303 |PROPOSED ELEVATIONS - ADJOINING VIEW
A304 |PROPOSED ELEVATIONS - ADJOINING VIEW
A401 |SHADOW DIAGRAM - 9AM SEPTEMBER EQUINOX
A402 |SHADOW DIAGRAM - 12PM SEPTEMBER EQUINOX
A403 |SHADOW DIAGRAM - 3PM SEPTEMBER EQUINOX
A501_|30 MAGES 01

A502_|3D MAGES 02

A503_|30 MAGES 03

E STORE
WEATHERBOAR

NG PROPERT
HOLLAND ROADEASIS
LE STORE -

OLLAND ROADSES

EEECEGEHEEEBHEHEEGHEE R

P —— AP 00T NG PROPERTY Rl 3 } AR ¢ SaN
o, 3¢ HOLLAND ROADIS s : o 3 OINING : ROPERTY S
LE STOREY ¢ o 7 CONSTAN
s 15 TREE 1Y

ISSING STREETH

BIC ONSTANCE STREE
T g s
=

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
25 HOLLAND ROAD
BLACKBURN SOUTH, VIC 3130

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
= 25 HOLLAND ROAD

I\ | BLACKBURN SOUTH, VIC 3130

|/ |Frontcover

P a0 TP AGO1 B
I G oA _]

\¥ The ELLIS Group Architects

o Maebour, Vo 3051
Teephone 03] 9339 0806 Focum e 1) 129306
£ ey omas

Page 3



Whitehorse City Council

Ordinary Council Meeting 29 January 2019
9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1. Advertised Plans
r 1
g

No25
SINGLE STOREY
D

& BROCHOUSE

Q
=
[=]
&
=
=5
=
3
v}
=

VERANDAH

CARPORT

'ROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
D

The ELLIS Group Architects
e ot e X

SR S e RPOSE s L TP AG2 B
- .|

OLITION PLAN

Page 4



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting

29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1.

s
5 PROPERTY
No. 5| HOLLAND ROAD

ADJOINING PROPE!
Mo 0 nr.uwvnu»b
rmclr STOREY'}
BRICK N,
N,

N

ADJOINING PROPERTY
No. 34 HOLLAND ROAD
SINGLE STOREY

BRICK
B
o

No. 36 HOLLAND ROAD;
SINGLE STOREY
BRICK ™\

[
HOLLAND ROAD

.

Advertised Plans

SINGLE STOREY
% | WEATHERBOAR

ALJUM. NG PROPERTY =

NEW LIFE EVANGELICAL

CHURC HJ

MG ELCAL CRRON GRS
ADJOINING PROPERTY

No. 1923 HOLLAND ROAD

EVANGELICAL CHURCH

&

ADJOINING

PROPERTY
No. 43 GISSNG

STREET

DJONING
~ PROPERTY
No. 46 GISSING

STREET, |

) Y
No. 44 GISSIN
| STREET

J)DUBlE >Y(‘{iv’

GLE STOREY],.
BRICK § f

SINGLE STOREY
BRICK

{
N - A L 1 = AM 4
# ADJONING PROPERTY q | = L L -
No. Z7ab.¢ HOLLAND i | 1 M - l'eg M=
RO 1 H | gl ! I ADJOINING 15 aosomn propeRry l
DOUBLE STOREY 1 y \ aosomet, o |} PROPERTY | W0, 9 CONSTANCE
BRCK | v*DJO""”G 1 rorRiy \ | PROPERTY | | 7 CONSTANCE |
PC o | PROPERTY | No. 3CONSTANCE \ | 0.5 CONSTANCE | | S H
| Me.100 *“‘“‘5‘ \ STREET \ | KSTREET | | DoiBLESTOREY- |
1 STREET | | SiNGLESTOREY \l me)mm)] JBRICK | 1 i
1 "L&R’ REY ) ' BR "1 WEATHERBOARD | | ' !
! B0ARD | i
i i i ' !
ooy |
i \ [
i \ |
. i
| | i 1
i i ! |
i i | [
| | I d
1 | [ [

CONSTANCE STREET

20HOLLAND RD

-

]

[ —

GISSING STREET

29 HOLLARD RD (FROM CONSTANCE STREET)

30-32 HOLLAND RD (VIEW FROM SUBJECT SITE)

34 HOLLAND RD (VEW FROM SUBJECT SITE)

1A & 1B CONSTANCE STREET

L

The ELLIS Group Architects

Anmi

.“

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
25 HOLLAND ROAD

BLACKBURN SOUTH, VIC 3130
NEIGHBOURHOOD & SITE DESCRIPTION

oma DL
Scanarl

7.06.18
817

TP A0S B
.|

Page 5



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting

29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1.

ADJOINING PROPERTY
No. 26 HOLLAND ROADS

‘:uullnul\lﬂ
FC ARy

WPADJOINING P!

HOLLAND ROAD

Advertised Plans

HOLLAND ROAD

The ELL
acn i
2L seoet

1S Group Architects

ASNEW LIFE EVANGEL
{/CHURCH
p 3

25 HOLLAND ROAD,
EXISTING DWELLING

PROPERT Y
TANCE
MISTREET]
DOUBLE STOREY

—— -

2 2
ONSTANCE STREET

Mot Mo, Wik 308
Tlepone €3] 519 0806 ol D) 31290386
o

RSTREET
JOUBLE STOREY

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
25 HOLLAND ROAD

BLACKBURN SOUTH, VIC 2130

NE IGHE HOOD CHARACTER STUDY
270618 ome DL

2617 scamgaths indicaled

Page 6



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting

29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1.

s ADJOIN OPERTY]
No. 26 HOLLAND ROAI
i s
P ?‘;:x"}.‘

\DJOINING PROPERTY 'S
No. 30 32 HOLLAND ROAI
e STORE
RICK.

Advertised Plans

L2

<
(=}
x
o
=
<
=
=
(=}
T

0
Y
L .
AD JOWN
o ’ %
)
3 " 3 AT
i\ O 88
( b
A “‘q‘
WAR KA S 2
0 {40 PROPERTY
0. 20 HOLLAND ROAD

INGLE STOREY)
WEATHE FGG\R(’,

ThoELLS Group
2w sree,

ot e, W30 3081
Tlephone 235329 0806 oo
nat cueiyap omos

e
i e, €
2 Pompaih,

ING PROPERTY

abc HOLLAND

o O

R

Architects

be o1 3129 0206

1

4 SaNEWLIFE EVANGE’LICAL ; -

i3 14 CHURCH :
1 ! 3
-
T 2
5 =) i
; b
& * AN
’
- ) .
INENG PROPERT
23 HOLLAND RO
ANGELICAL CHURC
L )
SR

amemmt 3

ADJOINING

'ROPERT Yy

No. 1A & 18

TREET]
EY.

JADJOINING
PROPERTY'
0.3 CON 3
TREETHK
£ STOREY
RICK

ONSTANCE STREET

AD JOINING

Ho
JESTREET

DOUBLE STOREY

:'.F"\"ff RBOAR
e

{

DJONKNG
PROPERTY

DIONKG
PROPERT

0. 46 GISSING

JAD JOINING
PROPERTY

No. 7 CON:

;e

!

STREET gy
DOUBLE STOREY

o
3
)
ot
- 23
S T
oo @
ADJONNG PROPERTY
Mo CONSTANCE
3 STREE
SINGLE STOREY
BRICH
1 E
B

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
25 HOLLAND ROAD

BLACKBURN SOUTH, VIC 3130
IBOURHOOD DESIGN RESPONSE
orme DL
Sangatl

Y g

5ISSING STREET!

TP A005 B

Page 7



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting

29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1.

Advertised Plans

r ! a1
i
i
i
i
i
ADJONING
PROPERTY
No.48 GISSING
STREET
ADJONISE PROPERT EVANGELICAL CHURCH GROUNDS DOuBLE SR
SIHOLE STORE Y, e ADIOIING PROPERTY
WEATHERBOARD o R - P
EVANGELICAL CHURCH -
o) i
Py JONING
& ROPERTY
A o N0 46 GISSING
STREET
SINGLE STOREY
S
o
[=]
z
<]
=
H ADIOINING
— W.AGISSING
i \) STREET
X k SINGLE STOREY
A/ ek,
{ \
§ .| e
B
(4 |
ADJOINING PROPERTY I T S S—
No. 27abc HOLLAND -
DOUBLE STOREY o
viSey Y
- BRICK s i ADJONNG
d, [l PROPERTY
i iy ! ‘ ! ‘ ADJONING ] No. 7 CONSTANCE
— y t— H JOINNG fl LL_pROPERTY. COUBLE STOREY
I PROPERTY E prd o, 5 CONSTANCE BRCK
apome—t K. 1 CONSTANCE | STRE
5 Jos o ros STREET b - DOUBLE STOREY
§3 SINGLE STOREY WEATHERBOARD|  guca
ownle | 1% BRICK
H ot 13 T
[ T’ § i i i !
’ ; i i i i i i
i ! ADJONING : : ! :
PROPERTY
1 ADJONKG PROPERTY ! No 1A 418 i | i
| No. 23 HOLLAND ROAD ! CONSTANCE STREET H :
i SINGLE STOREY i DOUBLE STOREY ! ! I
: WEATHERBOARD i BRICK i 1 i i
PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
These plans, designs and specfications and the copyTighttheren FOR 25 HOLLAND ROAD
:I'ﬂ"&"ﬁ’&l‘.?&m : patmlm v w The ELLIS Group Architects \SSU‘E’D NG BLACKBURN SOUTH, VIC 3130
permission of The ERS Group Achiicts Pty Lid. Al dimensions and e e 30 Jown 5 ONLY PROPOSED OVERALL SITE PLAN
levels 1o be checked on he job befare commencing any work of Teephone 03] 333 0808 Socumle 1) 31294386 pURPOsE Om. 270618 oma DL
$7cp drawings Do Nt xale drawings. By peetaiy e, 2617 somgarl - 150 TPA101 B
I— o 1 s Ay _]

Page 8



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting 29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1. Advertised Plans

AREA ANALYSIS

SITE AREA 200w

. ST AN RUEIT WL B
TS5 SOUIRELATSGEFORE BENEC RELCISEDAT B (ECALFOB OF
DSOUARCE. TS A BEDLKE COMRSE MNOFRE SEIMEATLEVEL RS

L ST RO ICCO W e T W L AT A G Dot ISt W1 SO0 o 100
G MPPROYAL STACE MORE RABMIATER TANES FOR EACH OWMOUS. & FPE CRAECHAN
as:snnsmmcnmmuowsm nmmm:nmnw
LEC] ENRE ROOF. T RAPBATER COLLECTED WL,

B kD PR 108 S, AL TONDBARES

BURLDING AREA (GROUND) L s
FRST FLOOR AREA| o

ACHMELPSPREVENT THE FORMATION OF MOULD WETH: T DRELLIS. S MR TERAINE 1.,9»55 . W CoME ARG W A OVERTED

0F 182 SORRINT m\wv T WEATED ARER OF

WAL BELOW § REQURED.

Nt FLCET ) Dk T ST TS A mvmwmv M PROSOSD DRSS PITS. T SRR PERMEABLE SURFACE 9Nim 519
RECOMMBDATYOR OF SBORST COMSUL TANT FRRAROURAL I LA MO N KLED 3 LT 00 A P -
X“IWISO\M J(MAW [PI'H”C(S MS‘X'MV)ii MPERMEABLE SURF ACE R ners
w,..cmm“m\;wtgmw“ummw TR A LUAST L BTG SIS VDD CRAESONTS 0 TR
OESCRCE ON SITE THE RMNCARDEN WAL HELP FEDUCAC T oS, PRIVATE OPEN SPACE sow 1341%
PN SEIINENT LEVL 4 THE QUIFLOWS. TYRWE| TR EWE
FOR B Wlﬂw‘ln:unxn o LANDSCARNG. mmw d544%
mumrmsmusmuamo TOWPKUSES SESSECTRE CARRCE
lORPRATE VL AREE 1 EASYFOR THERE SOENTS 1O STORE FEAREA
" mmynmmx‘:’(n&g{m»‘:nm‘nc’;vw?um TS 1: 1w am o om
ADJONRG PROPERTY EVANGELICAL CHURCH GROUNDS ot o O OF 11RO 12 RO ol AT P wars ww e
SINGLE STOREY L COMMON AREAS, unTS 3: ww T aw
WEATHERBOARD omwc ADJOINING PROPERTY pr—— TS 4: W onw e
No. 1923 HOLLAND ROAD | warss. waw  Tw e
EVANGELICAL CHURCH BTE AL OBSOUSE CLATOW: S08L MU ACTRED CLAB: ID1 F //
: TOTAL: W eom:
Sy S0 / \ CARDEMAREA
i \ama - 4590
N Ui HOH TARER
PALRE FEACE SEPERATE PABC TN 10
POS. PROHIE SE OB
= s

/RANCARDEN AREA~ e
(NCLUDED IN OYERALL (e
CARDENARER

i
JOINING
ufrpmw
Mo 46 GISSING
STREET
SINGLE STOREY
et

QJ/
HOLLAND ROAD

ADJOINING

PROPERTY
/,_\\ MNo. 44 GISSING
STREET

U _SINGLE STOREY
/7 BRICK o

{ i

. , PERGOA /1
. -
I 1 —
T
VS Y
- ADJONNG
. PROPERTY
No. 7 CONSTANCE
T t— STREET
| | tho. § CONSTANCE ‘ DOvELE SR
' i | . . . e 1CONSTANCE SWCLE STOREY o e ————
‘ H suncu svom BCK ’—‘aum:mmo -
o
{ var b E T
l___, ! l} 1
H i ! !
i ! ADJOINING ! !
. . ] i
PROPERTY
! ADJONNG PROPERTY ! ":o“a:w I
1 No. 26 HOLLAND ROAD ! CONSTANCE STREET
STEPLAN i e sToReY i DOUBLE STOREY !
BRICK | |
L 1
—— PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
designs ) 25 HOLLAND ROAD
= the movm aucng:vpanmmm and mst rot Q m._g_ug Group Architects \sS\JE ANT“NG BLACKBURN SOUTH, VIC 2130
mmmms-emwmmumj:nu e w3 yown PL OSES oMLY PROPOSED SITE PLAN
levels commercag leshone 533529 0808 s le B 31294386 PURPO om. 270618 Ome OL
$hap Grawings Dot xale dramings. eliyag nos e 2617 Samgaths indcaled TP A2 B
L . waon e

Page 9



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting 29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1. Advertised Plans

r |
i
| AREA ANALYSIS
i SITE AREA 2a0m
! BULDINGAREA GROUND) v M35
1.,5> FIRSTFLOORAREA s
i§g§ PERMEABLE SURFACE mm ww
!ﬁgm e IMPERMEABLE SURFACE ws 2o
I PRIVATE OPEN SPACE ww nas
i
gl % LANDSCAPIG mw sux
&
5 5 i \ UNIT O CEAREA FFAREA POS
&y & / UNIS 3 1 Tam L
yopt ADJONHG PROPERTY EVANGELICAL CHURCH GROUNDS — e e
38 R SINGLE STOREY. T J— NS 3: R
WEATHERBOARD NS ¢ 120 n e
i No. 1323 HOLLAND ROAD s NS 5 o e e
& EVANGELICAL CHURCH
4 & % TOTAL: wom wam 6w
comcReve ! BTV RV AT =
ey
! | § CARDENAREA
| I 1M = 45 9%)
i S DAY O
” e 1 RANCARDEN AREA~
¥4 (NCLUDEDIN OVERALL g
) - PV " & ° o | CARDEN ARER)
1l Hr oy & & e o 1
SR o B B | Ty I A o # 2% SR
X == e : ; 7% : -
\ 7 \\ MPROPERTY
/ X M0 46 GISSING
- X - # N 2 w
; SINGLE STOREY
; u  BRK
2 — = - =
: aip 7 raEh o ER | =
& i :
a & s w L, e U3 5
= U1 5 3 > >
] : ! R U2 = U4 — &
] o T ]
i \ : e
J 1 4
) 4 : S ADIOINING
2 L/ \ 1 PROPERTY
e ok ) - - | No. 44 GISSING
o - . B % T ® 1 & STREET
[ : . F . d & ) o SWGLE STOREY
Ol b o
g 2| — y 1 o s —— | f o -
A g - 3 T . ~F
ol m” rhs | G 1sm o
) Sommn a auns s ! > 3 3 > &
! s ! g N “aen i woes & cumy & ‘:.:;l ! & g
commen | : & o H - s
chomae | s | e :
{ PAVAR ] i 4 e o & o
| " A - cmr e i = ’ oams §
! ¢ 4
| S, ADJOINING PROPERTY easn : cmon
i o No.ZlabcHOLLAKD | ™™ | f;' i =
H hd n ROAD i @ ¥
i " DOUBLE STOREY 8 . - i ! H e
i BRICK H & .
} 1 owen
iy | | WP R = Er
it 8 ow \ { ADIONING Jrp— i % No. 7 CONSTANCE
] IE P— g PROPERTY PROPERTY i¥
W0, 3 CONSTANCE | Y
H I P | DOUBLE STORE
ROPERTY B Ho. § CONSTANCE
LH { . { STREET A i BRICK
5 | . - Na. 1 CONSTANCE | STREET |
i H i ros o8 STREET { SeLE STOREY DOUBLE STOREY \
§3 2 | SINGLE STOREY i WEATHERBOMRD  wecowy |
-v-n“ !! BRICK i i
racd |1 T ! ' ! :
i ? : : | :
i ! i i i i
| ! ADJOINING . : : :
i i PROPERTY [ i i i
: ADJONNG PROPERTY : No 1A 818 i i i i
i No. 29 HOLLAND ROAD ! CONSTANCE STREET : : i i
@ SITEPLANFIRSTFLOOR i SINGLE STOREY i DOUBLE STOREY [ 1 1 i
- ! WEATHERBOARD ; BRICK | 1 | 1
These plans, wqt:ﬁ zgso&mxx’{:mmtr;cf:nmlmm:; T " oz OR fmmonsg%mrm DEVELOPMENT
2% ihe property of 7 s Group Architects Pty Lt and must i ) = - &
e reproduced or copied holly of in part wihou! he wrtten “"‘;LuéerAn tects o 1SS AN e BLACKBURN SOUTH, VIC 3130
pemission of The EXs Group Arhitects Pty LI Al dimersions and Risem e, Jown PLY pLY PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR SITE PLAN
o g, Wctoks 305 gES OM-
levels to be checked on he job before commencing any work of Telephone 0] 9329 0806 Koxsimde ) 35294386 PURPO\ om. 270618 ome DL
shop drawings Do not Xale drawings. Sk ayy e, 2617 ScangAtAS indicated TPA103 B
L e PR _]

Page 10



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting 29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1. Advertised Plans

" { P TR Vi oo I e\ \ A Ao !

{ &l & i O IR TR < \ 0 AN ® |

o7 | o I e 1 o | | 14 4

i © gromiH) ¢ ) | (om omtp - ! usm 0z M { 0 | e DJONING

WPALIY | ' { ROPERTY

! ! ‘GARMo. 4 GISSING

/ ‘\/l\ pd
e an 7 ~SIGLE STOREY

/

HOLLAND ROAD

ewomm%ﬂ

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
25 HOLLAND

These plans, = N
2% the property of The Exis Group Architects Pty Lt and must rat N roup
nmummwnmnn'mm \ H'.',E..'-'-EG Architects BLACKBURN SOUTH, VIC 3130
pemission of ylid g -y - PROPOSED GROUND FLOOR PLAN
Telephone (€3] 919 0806 Focum e 03 31294386 Om. 270618 oma OL
shop drawings. Do not xale drawings. Enal ieiyo omas e, 2617 Scan@at 12100 TP A104 B
L P 1

Page 11



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting

29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1.

Advertised Plans

" / ! [ B
[ [ I o 1 0 X
{ [0 & i ol \ o A
[ Ho& ¢ Qﬁf; | .! uEm 057 & RN
. T BRICK
\\ GARMGE |
faags P ‘\\ !
LG 8
s
{ + 5 . PRIVATE
- - - ) OPEN SPACE
=) _ i
Us e laaaasaaasaaaes
- - [ - s
| T
/ I
g H
@ Flﬂ‘fl FLOOR PLAN (PART 8)
HORZONTAL BOARD PAUNGITMHGH | M6 207
2.5m HIGH \s‘& R 2 >
i WPkt [ Sy
1 [Eﬁ Lo N -.Zkﬁﬁm‘ ° To4'\
. b 2 oEm [
2 Q@ S A%
T p \ \ )
5 |
& | Bl: TS
N SEE| T
2 g8
= ’ s le
S, g B i
- / 2|l © A
g { -1
R gm"m &
N
3
,,,,,, 3
R
LI

CONCRETE
CROSSNG
: = g
g “ &
&y (IR
& [siv (ST &z -
@rmsmomm\(’qnu\m e ke ) WORIONTACHGRD | 7 panGimHGH | Wsm  Z0SZ ~ C 7 g m;E;” T 4TS fd
o s N SWALTREES ( & o\
| & R 25mHIGH & N = N SSHED DA A ? &
PROPOSED RE SIDENTIAL DEVEL OPMENT
These plans, designs and speciications and the copynight theren |oa OR 25 HOLLAND ROAD
gt ““:’;;;':.“;3,‘;’::’;‘2’“;",’;‘:;:’“‘ ot Q The ELLIS Group Architects - |SSUE ANNING BLACKBURN SOUTH, VIC 3130
permisson of T B8 Graup Arhtecs Py Lic. A dmensirs and Slsmmine, TOWN PLEC LY PROPOSED FIRST FLOOR PLAN
Jeves 10 be chacked on b job belore commencing any work or e — PURPOS! om. 270618 Ome DL
$hag deawings. D0 not xcale drawings [ e 2617 Samgat1: 100 TPA105 B
l- e i —]

Page 12



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting 29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1. Advertised Plans

r al
T
ROOF NOTES
IP(IiWMURl mumonwu-nomm
o < oown
PETSCOMCTED 10T ALFOR Of DSCHWRGE
STRIOGH | IORAA NGHIRS D10
PRI G DN ROFS N CHSUPLOCH M 0
s " :: !)J"K PROCUCTS :is:s(:sur:!nw S"K'V\V
L\‘IHIWOV\IVSR’OWBYUSL
u .A" | CLEAS
EASURE AL '('K‘MYK‘USA’D‘)IR!\OWR"SW
&, m 0 8RS
& YR 10 SERVCES LS DRAINGSS CR O
L oM.
\ PR LR A PR RNTERIES AL
ADJONHG PROPERTY EVANGELICAL CHURCH GROUNDS L S————
SINGLE STOREY. ey [P — R
WEATHERBOARD o s TYPICAL DESIGN
Mo, 19.23 HOLLAND ROAD - STRATCO BOXED, FLAT BOTTOM
&, EVANGELICAL CHURCH 0
£ i
& Flat Bottom | -~ ¥
SRALRORNTWAY (FB) //\
e &
o beud Intght »
BRI DI SAY (8) = 3Smen
(oA s oD AEICRD RIS e coorero s Cnsieamout e i comec tosrom ' "
Tes o & COLOWR ASPER SCHEDWRE JOCHNCPY. COLOUR TOMKTEH > CAPPHG AND FLISHAR OUERASUAN SSLITI0NMO X 10 KR TRSS ! HATLR ST 10CHL (NCAL - =
o ek | oyor, pan Py Sy 'f LR TOMRTCH WHLLS wmusrslwmlmm ROR S PR 3R Ok KITVORTY DE HS. S E @
0 #) ey 0onM) | liamig  pemwg oy L 'o QUR-AS PER SHEDULE X TRaE
() N b N L CRPROPERTY
- - No, 46 GISSING
< X et \, - STREET
LT i \ SNGLE STOREY
- s BRICK
. =
3 § e
& E onsma
g H
&,
- >
2 s by
=
X ~ lé e —
ADJOINING
. PROPERTY
T—— & > 5 ] No. 44 GISSING
: : s STREET
TEATUSE ENTRY FERGOA ‘COLORIOND FLASHINCS, CUTTERS FROPRIEARY ‘m-umm o — EAW QUTTER CONMECT 10 S10RM 04 SINGLE STOREY
COLOUR ASPER SOEDULE ROTWPPES SAEETINC LAY OVER MSLLATION WATER SYSTEN) 10 G\ ENCREER'S BRICK
- COLOUR: &5 FER SOHEDWE 0 13 10 TUAR TR BATTEN S TNTO DESIIAND LOCAL MITHORTTY DETALS. . e,
o - EUGETRSDISKHN COLOR A5 FLR SHEDAL ~COLOUR ASPIRSCHOAE - =] -
- e —- i T — &
o . N P e [ ! . T S ol
3 L@ . 2 & | e o -
b & 2 & { ey 3
& | vy £
v 1 | w0 & -
oo ‘ 2
A0 JONING PROPERTY - - (= -
! oo
&, No. 27abz HOLLAND { ;\' ovene | @ -
4 i ‘ i ¢
.
DOUBLE STOREY NP 1 o
BRICK o | s H vmsy
z ( { canoRy & |- ADJONNG
i § ! | ! o ] PROPERTY
? ] How i i NN G i No. 7 CONSTANCE
ADJOINING
e N ADJOINNG g PROPERTY PROPERTY : ! STREET
i 18 No,3 CONSTANCE | DOUBLE STOREY
g | PROPERTY 3 S o, § CONSTANCE BRCK
o . oz o1 CONSTANCE ! SIGE STOREY STREET™ |
N ! H vos ros { rr DOUBLE STOREY |
g! smctt svonﬁv H WEATHERBOARD  gycomy i
BRICK H t
ol . i | i
i i i i i
i ! : ; : :
| ! ADJOINING H H : :
i i PROPERTY ! ! ! !
! ADJONNG PROPERTY : No. 14418 i | | !
I No. 23 HOLLAND ROAD ! CONSTANCE STREET . : . :
| SINGLE STOREY i DOUBLE STOREY ! ! ! !
WEATHERBOARD ; i i i i
H
These pians, designs and sgecificatons and the copyright therein " 550 | cescasTION |oar €DF OR ;?gm%ns%mrm DEVELOPMENT
ammmmo’m&sc«ow,\mmwmu and must rot » Err— U
e 1The £38 G At L \ T!‘,.’,EHE Group Architects : = 2 1SS U BLAN NG BLACKBURN SOUTH, VIC 3130
permission umen Group Architects Pty Lid uamm and frprrtensy WY TOWL oES O Wy PROPOSED ROOF PLAN
fevels 0 be checked on he job befrs commencing any work e — PURPO®! om. 270618 oma OL
$hag deawings Danct cale draniegs. ik eielyg e, 2617 Sumgarl - 150 TPA110 B
L amtibamatda e oo b

Page 13



Whitehorse City Council

Ordinary Council Meeting

29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1.

Advertised Plans

r \ ) a
i !
i !
| CRRDENAREA
1 : 12« 4515%)
] I
gQE RANCARDEN AREA
gs CLr ' (NCLUDED IN OYERALL
i @ “ | CARDEN AREA
: | ADJONING
1] #, | PROPERTY
& | o, 48 GISSING
; ; i STREET
R > DOUBLE STOREY
14 ADJONHG PROPERTY EVANGELICAL CHURCH GROUNDS ‘ LEST
! s'm“mmo",;v vt ADJOINING PROPERTY |
Ui o
' WEATHE 0 No.13.23 HOLLAND ROAD SRS
i #, EVANGEUICAL CHURCH |
S
i ” |
s snacmemy I g
i E;
1
———
UNE OF CONCRITE ) POE. '.-—
ROCREEL &
COMPR O STE &
ws/DIOINING
waPROPERTY
] %0, 46 GISSING
STREET
SINGLE STOREY
-
2 o
] o
:
#
- Cl
] &
=
ADJOINING
PROPERTY
W0 44 GISSING
STREET
SINGLE STOREY
BRICK
FROOL
! [
! $d
" | '
] e i -
PN ey | | - R ] !
ADJOINING PROPERTY o) H : v
f'&i No. Z7abz HoLLAND | ™™ 1 | i - Lo
. . ROAD 3 ! o ¥ T -
i o ger e | o o . =
f H i i 5 i ADIONNG
g P i) H N 3 PROPERTY
g % £l | o | AJOMNG G # PR : No. 7 CONSTANCE
¢ 1 | ALJINNG 4 0.5 CORGTNICE | PROPERTY i OOUSIE STOREY
A i PROPERTY H No. 5 CONSTANCE BRICK
. . o H No. 1 CONSTANCE : STREET™
E ran nas i STREET | e TR | DOUBLE STOREY
g; { i SINGLE STOREY i i WEATHERBOARD  yucarr
i ‘ BRICK H 4
Ty | 1§ umuss — — - J | !
1% 1 ! ! ! :
! i ! ! ! !
1% i i 1 1 !
i ! ADJOINING i i i i
1 PROPERTY ! :
1 ADJONKNG PROPERTY : No. 1A% 1B ] ! ! !
i o, 29 HOLLAND ROAD ! CONSTANCE STREET ; i i i
: SINGLE STOREY 1 DOUBLE STOREY ! H !
1 WEATHERBOARD H H i i i
‘These plans, designs and specifications and the copyright therein N SSUE_| DESCAPTION |oa F OR ;mmse&ns%emm DEVELOPMENT
@ the property of The Eiis Group Architects Pty Lt and must not i D 2= i IOLLA
Do resrokoed of copkd uhallyof 1 pat wehou he witen \ The ELLIS Group Architects \SSUEL L HING BLACKBURN SOUTH, VIC 3130
peemission of The £ Group Architects Pty Lid. Al dimensioes and oo ger-saue SO JowN £ ONL GARDEM AREA
levels to be checked on hie job before commencing any work of Tephone 3] 3529 808 Aocimle 1 31290306 PURP om. 270618 ome DL
$hop deaudngs. 0ot ok dewinge s caifeliyap onas e 2617 sagant £ 150 TPAI20 A
L et G - N

Page 14



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting 29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1. Advertised Plans

o=
_I

sausonee
s

No. & CISSNG
STREET

@ SECTION 1 (PART B)

HOLLAND
ROAD

@gg‘o’u(?ﬂﬂ‘l

”
1]

|
o !
- - —rasZ g .
H
e " .
e o
-
; b
B
- o
ADJONING PROPERTY R G PROPTITY
Ne. 19 HOLLAND RORD No. 5 CONSTANCE | s
EVANCELICAL CHURCH SIREET } '
e ADIONNG PROPERTY
Ne. 13 HOLLAKD ROAD ADIOMING PROPERTY
ERNCELICAL CHURCH ¥e. 27 HOLUAND ROAD
@ SECTION 3 @ SECTION 2
These pians, designs and specifications and the copyright therein N 550z | cescasTon (o ;ﬁ?&%’*ggj‘%m"” DEVELOPMENT
@ the groperty of The Exis Grow Architscts Pty Lt and mast rot ects . T
ba regrodaced or copied whaly Of i part wehout he writen \ H‘fnﬂnuns-(;'m Archit Psisrea das BLACKBURN SOUTH, VIC 3130
pemissin of The EBs Group Achiects PlyLid. Al dimensors and e e sate it PROPOSED SECTIONS
Jevels o be checked on he job before commencing any work of e e 1 g 290308 om. 270618 ome DL
shap deawings. Do nat xcale drawings. L - ate. 2617 a1 1 100 TP A201 B
L P, 1

Page 15



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting

29 January 2019
9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1. Advertised Plans

WEATHEROMD WAL QLRORE FOPRETRYCORUCATED METAL FECHT LM (- MEATERMOASD WA
FEFER 10 FNSHES SOEDULE LOOR LEVEL.
SR 10 ANSHES SORTULL
SALMECHTIOZEAT | A
Lo - - = - [ 4 ROPERTY
E | GRS g - %o. % CISSING
2 e ——— =2 i | » 1 & B STREET
oLl , T [| T e | i
20 s \ L {
o0 A -} A h
SOUNDSRYF ENCE s R FINISHES SCHEOULE
- Be! RATED CLAZIMC AlL QU 05 -
E " 18, TRV COLOLR - ASPER SOROUE P ——
BERCYRAIEDCLING 0 COLOROAD WOOIAD
18 FRAE OO0 %! REY
YA
@ SOUTH ELEVATION © Cioon Uoil ey
0y APPUDRENOER S
! v
W 06 BROCHORK . GREYTONGS
WTATHE RBOARD WAL CORRUCAT ED METAL ROCF SETING. LAY PROPSSE TARY CORSUCATED ME LA RODF SHEETING, LAY
OVER BSLIATION SISLATON AYD X 10 TREER TRSS | PRAT S ON SSAATORAD FIX 10 TARER TRUSS |
REFER 10 FNISHES SORDULE. BT TEN SYSTEM 10 ENCREERS DESIN BATTEN SYSTEM10 ENCIEERS DESCA COLOUR A6 PE FACS GUTTER RS,
SOEAE SOEDUE % COOMOND SUSRST
06 TLTPAEL DOOR WHTE
0 CLEARDOELE QARG
2D JOINNG. P
PROPERTY WHTE
No 46 CISSNG
STREET B ) SELICTD MERLOK
HOLLAND
SLECIED BOHORK
<o «
SELECTED BRCIHRE
COLOUR 46 PER SOEDULE
@mmsmumx

PROPREL TARY CORSLCAT £D METAL SOCF SHEETA LAY-
OVER BSLLATION SISLATION A0 FOX 10 TREER TRUSS 1
RATFEN SYSTEM 10 ENGRELRS SESIGN. COLOUR AS FER

.
AOJOINNC PROPERT!
0.5 CONSTANCE Ky

B DIONNC PROPERTY
VANCELICAL CHURC ¥ | A B ¥ 27 HOLLAND ROAD
16D BRCKHORK o
R A5 FER SOEOAL PRI FdSH R AND HOOW
QR 45 AR ¥
DL

@ EAST ELEVATION

These plans, designs and speciications and the copyight theren
e the property of The EXs Group Architicts

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
: — 25 HOLLAND ROAD
b reprodaces or copied whayOr n part wehout e wrtten \ The ELLIS Group Architects BLACKBURN SOUTH, VIC 3130
permission of The EBs Group Achitects Pty Lid. Al dimensiors and - gov-scnss TP PROPOSED ELEVATIONS
levels 10 be checked on he job before commencing any work of Tleghone 03} 3529 0806 Focmle 11294306
shop deawings Do not scale drawings. ot omos
L

270618 o

T DRt gt TPA301 B

Page 16



Whitehorse City Council

Ordinary Council Meeting 29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1. Advertised Plans

I—’ e Vv 1
: OO

! = = ; B

i K - |

! \

] [ S P Y swona
. i —— Y
> ~ B Mo, % CISSNG

- R y i STREET
C: ‘ (il ol Eeees =
T " - | T

@ SOUTH ELEVATION (PART B)

€2
- J Y o 3

‘ sX o G ‘ ;
; e Vj’* :
H == i | "y P
t X g = ~
i == (. e | PO e P Q8=
e § ~ ~

. \’ < - : 1 ‘

Y = - \/

ROAD oo \ i I 4’
SOUTH ELEVATION (PART A) -

i

% MG
STREET

@ NORTH ELEVATION (PART B)

@ WIATHERIOWD
CLADONG LGAT CREY

@ APEDRENGER FMSH
Gy

H B ¢ BROCHORK - CREY TOWS

5 FASLONTER TS
COURBOND” SURTMST

®  TATPRMEL DOOR WHTE

B T EE— b @ cxsomacanme
T v ”/ » @ '&?rc]mc
z | "‘ | 4 e
et ) [N aanlaal e
—

®  SOLECTED IWBER (00K

— %
e
R ‘ Eyp—— - eDFOR PROPOSED RESDENTIAL DEVELOPUENT
\ The ELLIS Group Architects oo 158U ANNING BLACKBURN SOUTH, VIC 3130
o iadmire FoWN PLEC LY PROPOSED ELEVATIONS

Jevels fo be checked on he job befare commencing any work of Nghons 891255 408 o le D 9290386 URPOSE® om. 270618 oma OL

shop arawings Do not cale drawings. ol iy comos P!
L

oo, 2617

100 TPA302 B
4

Page 17



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting

29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1.

{72 EAST ELEVATION - ADJONING VIEW

/? ) WEST ELEVATION - STREET SCAPE

Advertised Plans

*
Al

P
(TR

HOLLAND ROAD

FINISHES SCHEDULE

ROGF SHEETAG
DAD WOOTLAD

VEATHERROMD
CLIOONG. LIGHT GREY

b ey

QIR S

D6 BROGIRT CREVTONS

TLTPASEL DOGR YH4TE

! CLIARDOUBLE GLATNG

These pians, designs and specifications and the copyright therein
3% Ihe property of The Exis Group Architects Pty LYl and must ot
be reproduced of copied whol art wihout e writlen

2 [

The ELLIS Group Architects
oy

, Worods 3081
Teephone 23] 339 0806 Kocsm e D) 91294306
£t solfellyyonp omas

VEHICLE
ENTRY / EXIT
S5 |
—~ D

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

25 HOLLAND ROAD

BLACKBURN SOUTH, VIC 3130

PROPOSED ELEVATIONS - ADJOINING VIEW
o orme. DI

ScangiAt |

L
100

TP A303 B
.

Page 18



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting 29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1. Advertised Plans

FINISHES SCHEDULE

WETAL ROOF SHEETIG
00D WOODLAD

w

@ SOUTH ELEVATION - ADJOINING VIEW M % SROGORK CREVTONS

05 TLTPAYE DOOR WHHTE

AR DOUBLE GLATNG

O COEA

o

No NG
STREET

@ NORTH ELEVATION - ADJOINING VIEW

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

s3UE | cescRPTION |oa cOR e
i > o c D FOR 25 HOLLAND ROAD
Q The ELLIS Group Architects S B \\‘~\‘\“ ARG BLACKBUR SOUTH, VIC 3130
2 am vt oW PLET LY PROPOSED ELEVATIONS - ADJOINNG VIEW
b bef iy e — »OSES O 70618 D
¥ ot 03} 939 & 0% 98 J - o 27.06 Oraen. L
shop drawings Do not 3l drawings. nat caifelogonp. om o ;:‘x Scan@arl 150 TP A304 B
L st s 1 G b __J

Page 19



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting

29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1. Advertised Plans

r 1
=
£eT-, == —mk .
AT 1 /R i | i
A LAY
(AR A T \ilLli—’_
B REF 1 WEST EEVARON
1] FENCE SCALE 120
E
i
|
@ WEST ELEVATION STREET SCAPE i
o i
1
i
H
H
i
i
i
_________________________________ — L B
]
H
ii;‘wHuLu SRR ANRERRANERENNS [}
i
h
|
i TIMBER PICKET FENCE TIMBER PICKET FENCE TO FRONT BLACK POWDERCOATED FINISH TO
! T0 FRONT BOUNDARY. BOUNDARY. REFER TO FINISHES SCHEDULE LETTER BOX
H REF 8. - PAINTED WHITE FINISH. !
i ALLPOST HOLES AND STRUCTURAL i
{ FOOTNGS TO BE HAND DUG. |
i i
i i
L R - - J
@ml(mmomrsms
These plans, designs and specifications and the copyright theren N SSUE | CESCRPTION (3 €D FOR ;‘mPOSE&ngENmL DEVELOPMENT
aw e groperty of The E4s Group Archicts Pty LI and must rct i n == oo ) . OLLA
be regroduced or capied Wholh Of in part wEhout he witen \ The ELLIS Group Architects - do \SS\’P‘ WG BLACKBURN SOUTH, VIC 3130
permissin of The Efis Group Architects Py Lid. A dimensions and e, 21 Jown ceg O wyY PROPOSED ELEVATIONS - FENCING
fevels o be checked on e job before commencing any work of e e .1 g ss230308 PURPQ‘:-Y_ om. 270618 ome SM
Shcp deaogs. 00 i st dviogs s caifelayap o e, 2617 scmgaihs indcated TP A305 B
l— et ¢ G mabatne o J

Page 20



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting 29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1. Advertised Plans

r . n
i
]
1 EXISTING FENCE
I SHADOW
ga l
NLH oo . PROPOSED
ll DWELLNG SHADOW
) ADJONING
f PROPERTY
2 No. 48 GISSING
i STREET
. DOUBLE STOREY
ADJONNG PROPERTY EVANGELICAL CHURCH GROUNDS BREK
s smmn‘:kv oaz ADJOINING PROPERTY
NEATHE 0 No. 19.23 HOLLAND ROAD bt
EVANGELICAL CHURCH
. AN -
H
TN
T ——
Ll
' l - @ DJOINING
aPROPERTY
§ o, 46 GISSING
STREET
SINGLE STOREY
o
2 -
8 NG
:
o]
] s
ADJOINING
PROPERTY
No. 44 GISSING
STREET
SINGLE STOREY
BRICK
FROOA
i i -
1 | 1 -
ADJOINING PROPERTY ! 1 T
{ : v
No. Z7abic HOLLAND 1 | | o pevery U7 SR
" o oo §i I . ! :
DOUBLE STOREY - P [,
BRICK H| one | — I ¥ vemanr
Hi i 3 o= 3 PROPERTY
| e | ADJONNG g ! £ No. 7 CONSTANCE
H 3 PROPERTY 1 jpione 8 STREET
| Jponme 4 No,3 CONSTANCE ! PROPERTY ? DOUBLE STOREY
! i Ho. 5 CONSTANCE
. . i No. 1 CONSTANCE L. : STREET BRICK
an o | STREET ! r ! DOUBLE STOREY
i SINGLE STOREY 1 1 WEATHERBOARD  yucan
H BRICK. H
....... .} — —— J ! {
1 | I 1
i 4 ! !
i SHADOWS CAST AT I 1
: N"ﬂ"‘ﬁ 9AM 22ND OF \ H
ADJONIG PROPERTY ! ::"‘:T‘B SEPTEMBER - i H
o, 23 HOLLAND ROAD ! CONSTANCE STREET QUINOX. i 3
SINGLE STOREY 1 DOUBLE STOREY ! :
WEATHERBOARD | BRICK i i i
Thesepms, s 2o m,,;“ copyight Cumin - ;mposa)onsg%mlm DEVELOPMENT
% the property of T Group Architects Pty Lt and must not
be regrodaced or copied whallyOf in part whout e wten \\ Au‘rsgg‘imw Architects BLACKBURN SOUTH, VIC 3130
pemission of The Exs Group Achtects Py LId. Al dimensions and -yt - SHADOW DIAGRAM - 9AM SEPTEMBER EQUINOX
levels o be checked on e job before commencing any work o Telephone €3] 9329 0806 Aol D) 3294386 Ome. 270618 oma DL
$hop arawings. Do nat xcale drawiegs. ] e 2617 Samgat : 150 TP A401 B
L TR el g

Page 21



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting

29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1.

Advertised Plans

-
EXSTING FENCE
SHADOW
AN PROPOSED
DWELLNC SHADOW
ADJONING
PROPERTY
No. 48 GISSING
STREET
DOUBLE STOREY
ADJONMNG PROPERTY EVANGELICAL CHURCH GROUNDS BRIK
SINGLE STOREY
VEATHERGOARD i .15 Z3HLLAD ROAD oo
EVANGELICAL CHURCH
e T -
s v :
ATMENCE l
" 2 ———
——
Ll
- 1
» ome o .
Y . o e o A - [ P " o . G " i o orume
ROPERTY
W0, 46 GISSING
n o STRE
SINGLE STOREY
! "
2 ]
8 i £ o
= 5 §
3
2
§ ADJONING
cror i Y
No.44 GISSING
e = STREET
SINGLE STOREY
BRICK
RO
—=
&
’ :
py - - 4 —
3 :  DUSTHGFENCESHADOW z i i - i PROPGRED DWELLING  EXISTING FENCE
1 2 H woure  © e SVDOW SHADOW .
o ! b UNPR s !
ADJONING PROPERTY | v ! 1= ! owre
, ey H : : -
No.Z7abcHOLLAND "o 1 | 1 .- — T
- 1 - OOUBLE STOREY i - : L ; | ]
BRICK ] s [/ E—— ! H T AD)ON
Hi ! ! ot 3 PROPERTY
1 s | ADJONNG G 1 £ No. 7 CONSTANCE
! % By . ADJOINING STREET
5 i ADJOINING ) No.3 CONSTANCE ! PROPERTY H DOUBLE STOREY
H PROPERTY REET i Ho. 5 CONSTANCE BRICI
L : Na. 1 CONSTANCE H : STREET™
oan - os i i SMGLE STOREY 1 DOUBLE STOREY
#2 i SINGLE STOREY H i WEATHERBOARD  yucarr
J - 4 i [
H 1 ! !
§ i 4 ! !
i SHADOWS CAST AT i 1
: ADJOINING 12PM 22ND OF I i
ADJONKG PROPERTY : Mo tx 418 SEPTEMBER - i i
No. 26 HOLLAND ROAD ! CONSTANCE STREET EQUINOX. H i
SHADOW DIAGRAM.- 12PM SINGLE STOREY 1 DOUBLE STOREY : ! !
WEATHERBOARD ; BRICK 1 1 1
These plans, designs e PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
. e | 25H
3% 16 property of The Exis Group Architects Pty Lt and must rat N Archite N
b regrocuces or caped WO OF n part WEOHA e witlen \ The ELLIS Group ects : BLACKBURN SOUTH, VIC 3130
pemission of The EBs Group Architects Pty Lid. A8 dimensiors and e o, 8¢ SHADOW DIAGRAM - 12PM SEPTEMBER EQUINOX
levels o be checked on he job before commencing any work of Telephone 03] 3729 0806 S2camle DI 1294386 om. 270618 oOma DL
$hop Grawngs. Do ot Kale drakings o ety o oo, 2617 Scamgarl - 150 TP Ad02 B
I_ Ut (s . o _]

Page 22



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting 29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1. Advertised Plans

r . A
i
]
! EXSTING FENCE
I SHADOW
£° |
: o PROPOSED
1 OWELLNC SHADOW
i ADJONING
i PROPERTY
T mal o, 48 GISSING
A STREET
3 DOUBLE STOREY
ADJONING PROPERTY EVANGELICAL CHURCH GROUNDS LESTORE
e smm“,; oo ADJOINING PROPERTY
NEATHE 0 Mo.13.23 HOLLAND ROAD bt
EVANGELICAL CHURCH
e s -
o E
TN
T— ———
P
w/DJOINING
wPROPERTY
o, 46 GISSING
STREET
SINGLE STOREY
o
2 e
8 AN PG
2
g
ADJOINING
§ PROPERTY
No. 44 GISSING
& STREET
93 SINGLE STOREY
& BRICK
gy ™
-}
ADJOINING PROPERTY o) it
No.ZiabcHOLLAND ™" a0 oo PP — e
-~y ROAD
o DOUBLE STOREY e
BRICK
ADJONNG
el H PROPERTY
£ No. 7 CONSTANCE
ADJOINING STREET
Ao pRopERY H DOUBLE STOREY
PROPERTY to. § CONSTANCE BRICK
No. 1 CONSTANCE ow:{?‘s?o;z[v
STREET
2 SINGLE STOREY WEATHERBOARD yucanr
. ! BRICK
------- = — - 4
! i !
: i
! : SHADOWS CAST AT
; ::g:gﬁ 3PM 22ND OF
ADJONNG PROPERTY i No. 1A 418 SEPTEMBER -
No. 29 HOLLAND ROAD : CONSTANCE STREET QUINOX.
SHADOW DIAGRAM - M SINGLE STOREY i DOUBLE STOREY H
WEATHERBOARD | BRICK i
—— gt “";\, — . ;mrose:‘)r’nssmmm DEVELOPMENT
% he property of T wchitects Pty LY and must not
e Yol e B Group Arhtscs P L \\ The ELLIS Group Architects BLACKBURN SOUTH, VIC 3130
permissin of The £ Group Kchitects Py LIG. Al dimensions and et waska 2t SHADOW DIAGRAM - 3PM SEPTEMBER EQUINOX
levels o be checked on e job before commencing any work of Telephone 03] 332 0806 ol 1) 3294386 Om. 270618 oma OL
$hag aings DO not 2l rawgs. S eiyap s e 2617 Seamgan) £ 150 TP A403 B
L F ¥

Page 23



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting

29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1.

Advertised Plans

L

These pians, designs and specifcations and fhe copyight ereh
ae the p

$hag Ceawings Do not K3l dranings

The ELLIS Group Architects
L aem sraet

, Wroda 3081
Tephone 23] 539 0806 Rocsm e D) 91294206
nat solfellayonp omas

ssue | cescaemo

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

25 HOLLAND ROAD
BLACKBURN SOUTH, VIC 3130
3D IMAGES 01

om. 270618 Oma DL
ot 2617 Saagat

TP AS01 B

Page 24



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting 29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1. Advertised Plans

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

sz | cescagmon |z 2 Rou
. T £5 " e —— t 25 HOLLAND R
remacesor c/ npart wehoud o \\ ufasnl'.l.‘lnsncmu” Architects e BLACKBURN SOUTH, VIC 3130
pemission of The EBs Group Achiects Ply LIG. Al dmensiors and e el it [ " 3D IMAGES 02
levels 10 be checked on e job befare commencing any work o Tlephone 23] 9529 0808 Rocimbe D 93294206 \ cm. 270618 ome DL
shep drawings Do nat cale drawings. St aiGehympon ' : vte. 2617 P TPA502 B
L amovesamaesdar® Somn st 1

Page 25



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting 29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1. Advertised Plans

ADJOINING PROPERTY
No. 19-23 HOLLAND ROAD
EVANGELICAL CHURCH

~

<« ADJOINING PROPERTY
; No. 27 HOLLAND ROAD

. PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
T e ey ot s Gao e Py L a5 et Y The ELLIS Group Architects SEara jE SuED FOR 25 HOLLAND ROAD
26 reQro4083 o cpied Wholy O I pan Wb e witen \\ A S e OTP \SSUEC AnING BLACKBURN SOUTH, VIC 3130
pemission of The Efis Group Architects Pty Lid. Al dimersions and e e et TOWN oS OF WY 3D IMAGES 03
levels 10 be checked on e job before commencing any work of o o S et g 5 s o\ JRPOS! om. 270618 ome DL
shap drawings Do not scale drawings. £ aiffellayong omos L e, 2617 ScangAt TP A503 B
L miretmesirt Son v N

Page 26



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting 29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 1. Advertised Plans

areginh
covrtat & T

oo il o

R n e e tamn_ .

7"“’:‘5" , -
e, iy mowd 7] ,{— M-:l B
" [ "
A i lllﬂﬂl ﬁm &Nl_ HAWAY L
/U N\ N\
e

O R

holland road /

Planting Schedule - notes lawn
P e S i 3277 AR G
Exiaing reprtanon

Groundcovers, huasncks, small i3 meds shrut 4
okt Pl . L g B bl e eV Vi e 373 b gt ot henS] garden edging

e s ‘ T m——
R e B e S e L - pebblesfuscan toppings
P i landscape
rigarisn '—_=‘( decking I
et T - n
LB 1 [~ S— pla
Ersieage 3] oomsimm comcrvs pavers 8 sy siorms project: 25 hollard roes, blacktum sou

cliont:

¥
T et o rehbachrs i 2 s

e fence scabe: 110080 date: w2018 sheet: 1061
aaa

Fes = —
s e 1o archleihr e o
-
e e et R b e T T s papa— @ r lanks o
e wate _
SR A
existing trees N 5
(,2, SHBMNGUOLS i habitat
—/ rainga landscape and exvironmental design consultants s 1272
i Bk o R e e

Page 27



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting

29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 2.

Without Prejudice Plans

CITY OF WHITEHORSE

L CHOSEN Y KCORORICT WTH W DG we I

HOLLAND ROAD

&
ADJONNG PROPERT'
SINGLE STOREY.
WEATHERBOARD

T WL B GVERTED TORMDS A MURGA O FOUR)

FANGIOCH WL € LAED AIDISTALLDATLEST o koot

R0 EOARY.
UTFLOUS FRON THE RAMCARIENS WL BE RELCISIDAT B LECAL MY OF
 CNSTE. T RANGARDEN WAL HELP FEDUCHC TH: CORISE N0

PO ST LEVE: 81T QUL

USEDFOR TORETFIUSHAR: BIAL TOWESES

BE ABLE 10 ECURELY PUAN SERBCVLE
YOUMMOFES GO OXPRIAT PUVSPACES. 1 W PROVCE FORA
YOLCF T LASTFVE 8YO SAECESFIOVOID R AESODATS MO0 THIR

EVANGELICAL CHURCH GROUNDS

ADJOINING PROPERTY
No. 13.23 HOLLAND ROAD
EVANGELICAL CHURCH

/—mm:u»u-c wEsto
DECRNG. REFER NEW 15m MO! TREER

LANDSCAANG|
— RS oL

T TRV
PROVED FOR % CELOPVENT B
nmm'ﬂs\mmmo BT 3 aLarCTI e
% B0 WAL MAEEH XSYTOR R ACSREATS o SO
Xt O e i 30
w.ma i I COLLECSOM 0N OCEAT t WT o mxms.o ©
TR 85 B FRON 0 T ICUBROUSES 10 ROTECT WSLAL

TR B FOR,

D
REOTE ALL BSCURE CUALDW: S0BE IWRSACTAED CLATRY: 01 Pl

PUNFOR

A
AREA ANALYSIS
SITE AREA 2000w
BURLDING AREA 9w 3358
FIRST FLOOR AREA Rd
PERMEABLE SURFACE e 435%
MPERMEABLE SURF ACE a2 20966
PRIVATE OPEX SPACE. seim
LANDSCAPNG o
uNT N0 CEAREA  TEAREA POS
UNITS 1 134 £ .
TS 2: e e veem
UNTS 3 e G
NS 4: e nm um
| wasss 2w e e

\ CARDEMAREA
a2 - a3y

RANCARDEN AREA~e
(NCLUDEDIN OYERALL pne
CARDEMARER)

No. 44 GISSING

y ) STREET
5No. DWELLING *| /,mlt 5‘?““
DEVELOPMENT { ) .
Ee——— /
- . .
- -
I T S—
No. Z7ab HOLLAND
00UELE SToREY ! | o
UBLE ST
BRICK § vy
ADIONNG
i L e H PROPERTY
oo £ No.7 CONSTANCE
fl ! STREET
E . sconsuuc: U SR
I —
wmuzmm o
]
13 T
H i ! !
i ! !
| ! ADJOINING :
PROPERTY
! ADJONRG PROPERTY ! Lhopes i i
i Ho 3 HOLLMD ROkD ! CONSTANCE STREET i i
SITEPLAN TOREY
bt ! WEATHERBOARD : DR e i i
i BRICK
PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
These plans, designs
OR 25 HOLLAND ROAD
T e S AL ot ot NN oSl Group Artitects 1sSUED G AU 00T v 3120
gemssin o T £k o Achiecs LI 4 dmrrs ra e ot et Town PLES oL PROPOSED SITE PLAN
checked commencng any work lephone 03] 353 0806 Focambe 01 3129306 puRPO om. 270618 Ome DL
shop Granings. Do not xcale dramings. e ] e 2617 Suegaihs indcaled TP A102 P1
O Vueg 1 Gt s rd _l

Page 28



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting 29 January 2019

9.1.1 - ATTACHMENT 2. Without Prejudice Plans

holland road )

- e - Bz Prrcewn, “
5 .
ATy cormml e g [T St
note - raingardens note - root control
S i B Prpariion s Maksienasce fowes
key Ak e et 3 e € e e S B8
e T T LI ST
: e e S e e e
S lawn T e e s ey g 2 e
notes it s st e et e
L= o it et P o e o e 1 T o 2 G s £ ey
-‘-a"""-.-'.e"".\-:. T —

AT s ek 1§ Ve 1 e 373 g Ths P [ garden edging e 4 e Pt et st et e e pr
gl

e Pt S T R dlad | 1 ‘--.—n-n-':.'—'_"-‘- M P e e . e e e
o P e | = ==
\ - | e » R -+ pebblesftuscan toppings
CITY OF WHITEHORSE B B e — = == landscape
& 1 H e —— b
et 1 H R o ek b, Sk i e 8 13 et b -
= 2= : rgetion ﬁ_j; decking
. —— = H e o T W e it e = I an
Date: 19th December 2018 i — U Y path p

w’lﬂ-ﬂum :_’-ﬂﬂ. H — et . e s PG O GG A ]
p = S B Draieage B Ccrs paves ok vy -

[ e S T et e st s s I s Project: 25 ol e tem ot

RECEIVED el L Tt maTiat #v o o s driveway clionts

. R . . S o o e ekl st o o ke

ey =E=vE.,. ¥ e scalo: 110931 date: w14 shoot 11

. =S £ 2 e e s e

e e = B £ B Sing Scins "

- —— Homee EmET D Y st s s e s water tanks L ¥

- |- = = -mn-'muu._we-.mmm“““‘m“"m‘ i oo 13 e g g plas .

e — - - = existing trees habi 3
Eoor == hy - e 1o o e e abitat - ;
o e " - tandscape and envicorenesial design consultants s
e — T Faingarden o
= - e s st s e

e e S e
AR w1 e o s e £ Y

Page 29



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting 29 January 2019

9.1.2 7 Patricia Road, Blackburn (Lot
32 PS 11426) Construction of
two double storey dwellings and
removal of vegetation

Attachment 1  Advertised Plans

Attachment 2  Additional Shadow Diagrams
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9.1.3 Residential Corridors Built Form
Study - Consultation outcomes
and recommended built form
controls

Attachment 1  Final Report

Attachment 2 Phase 2 Consultation Summary
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1.0 Introduction & Background Review

Development in the Residential Growth Zone

Development in the Residential Growth Zone

The City of Whitehorse implemented the new
residential zones through Amendment C160 on
14 October 2014. The application of the zones
was determined through the development of

a comprehensive Housing and Neighbourhood
Character Strategy 2014. Approval of the
Amendment by the Minister for Planning did not
incorporate all the Council's proposed provisions,
including some provisions in the schedules
proposed for the Residential Growth Zone

(RGZ). The proposed RGZ provisions that were
omitted from the approved amendment included
mandatory height controls of 3 storeys (11 metres)
for Schedule 1, and 4 storeys (13.5m) for Schedule
2

The zone provisions were subsequently changed
by a State-wide amendment (VC110 gazetted on
27 March 2017) to the Victoria Planning Provisions
(VPP) and accompanying Practice Notes to
specify mandatory and discretionary heights in all
zones, and the Council's ability to alter these.

Since introduction of Amendment C160, the
Council and community have become concerned
at the form and height of some developments
occurring along the main road corridors in the
Residential Growth Zone, and in particular the
interface with adjoining residential properties
in the General Residential and Neighbourhood
Residential Zones. The Council commissioned

Ethos Urban to develop appropriate built form
controls for these areas to better manage
outcomes consistent with the land use and
built form aims for these areas and the impact
on adjoining areas. These controls must be
consistent with the regulatory framework now
provided in the Victoria Planning Provisions.

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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The Study Area for this projectis focused on the To assist within the latter parts of the report, - Bennettswood: southern side between 200

Residential Growth Zone along the two major
east-west transport corridors in Whitehorse,
Whitehorse Road and Burwood Highway. The
study requires consideration of the impacts of

the entire study area has been divided into four
parts. The Study Areas are defined as follows, and
shown on the map overpage:

Burwood Highway and Station Street

- Burwood: both sides of the highway between
Station Street and Middleborough Road

¢ Study Area 1: Whitehorse Road, Mont Albert: - Burwood East: northern side of the highway

development in the Residential Growth Zone

on the adjoining residential areas which are

within the General Residential or Neighbourhood
Residential Zone. The map overpage shows the
Residential Growth Zone that is the subject of
this study. It is noted that the study excludes the
Residential Growth Zone within Burwood Heights,
Tally Ho and Box Hill Activity Centres, as these
have existing adopted controls that have been the
subject of separate studies. In addition, the ARRB
site at 490-500 Burwood Highway, Vermont
South is also excluded from this study as it is
undergoing a separate process, however future
built form controls for this site will have regard to
the outcomes of this study as well as neighbouring
development.

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review

The RGZ is on both sides of the road generally
between Elgar Road and Hood Street

Study Area 2: Whitehorse Road, Box Hill &
Whitehorse Road, Blackburn: The RGZ is

on both sides of the Whitehorse Road, Box

Hill generally between Miller Street and
Whitehorse Reserve and on both sides of
Whitehorse Road, Blackburn generally between
Middleborough Road and Williams Road

Study Area 3: Whitehorse Road, Nunawading:
The RGZ is on the northern side of the road
generally between Springvale Road and the
City of Whitehorse municipal building, and then
between Walker and Peel Streets

Study Area 4: Burwood Highway, Burwood,
Bennettswood, Burwood East & Vermont
South: The RGZ is on both sides of the highway
broadly between Elgar Road and Springvale
Road. Specifically, the study area includes:
- Burwood: southern side between
Cromwell Street and Mcintyre
Street/extension of Elgar Road

between Oakham Avenue and Blackburn
Road, and the southern side of the highway
between Burwood Heights Shopping
Centre and Witchwood Crescent. This also
includes both sides the highway between
Blackburn Road and Sevenoaks Road

Vermont South: northern side of

the highway between Springvale
Road and Livingstone Road and the
southern side of the highway between
Springvale Road and Hanover Road
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1.3.1 Planning Policy Framework

Many aspects of the PPF provide overarching
strategic context and support for this project.
The following objectives and strategies are
particularly relevant to the strategic urban design
and housing outcomes intended for the Study
Areas of this project.

11.06-2 Housing Choice

Objective: To provide housing choice close to jobs
and services.

Strategies:

e Facilitate increased housing in the established
areas to create a city of 20 minute
neighbourhoods close to existing services, jobs
and public transport.

e Support housing growth and diversity
in defined housing change areas and
redevelopment sites.

e Allow for a spectrum of minimal, incremental
and high change residential areas that balance
the need to protect valued areas with the need
to ensure choice and growth in housing.

* Provide certainty about the scale of growthin
the suburbs by prescribing appropriate height
and site coverage provisions for different
areas.

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review

11.06-4 Place and Identity

Objective: To create a distinctive and liveable city
with quality design and amenity.

Strategy: Strengthen Melbourne's network of
boulevards and create new boulevards in urban-
growth areas and selected existing road corridors
across Melbourne.

The PPF (at Clause 15 Built Environment and
Heritage) places emphasis on the importance and
role of a quadlity built environment in supporting
social, cultural, economic and environmental well
being of communities. It states that planning
should achieve high quality urban design and
architecture that:

¢ contributes positively to local urban character
and sense of place,

* reflects the particular characteristics of the
community,

¢ enhances liveability, diversity, amenity and
safety of the public realm,

e promotes activeness of cities within broader
strategic contexts, and

* minimises detrimental impact on neighbouring
properties.

15.01-1Urban Design

Objective: To create urban environments that
are safe, functional and provide good quality
environments with a sense of place and cultural
identity.

Strategies:

e Ensure transport corridors integrate land
use planning, urban design and transport
planning and are developed and managed with
particular attention to urban design aspects.

* Encourage retention of existing vegetation
or revegetation as part of subdivision and
development proposals.

Approval of Amendment C160 to the Whitehorse
Planning Scheme implemented the Council's
Housing and Neighbourhood Character Strategy
2014. Asnotedin section 1.0 not all of the
provisions proposed by the Council were approved
by the Minister for Planning. Significantly, the
height controls proposed as a result of the
Housing Strategy and Neighbourhood Character
Study were not included in the schedules to the
Residential Growth zone as requested. Itis noted
that Neighbourhood Activity Centre Guidelines
were dlso prepared in 2014, and complete the
package of intended building heights in the City
(outside Structure Plan areas).
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The height controls implemented for the
Neighbourhood Activity centres (commercial
zones) included some up to 6 storeys with rear
setbacks, while those in Burwood and Vermont
South are two storeys.

1.3.2 Victoria Planning Provisions Changes
since the introduction of Amendment C160

Since the introduction of the new residential zones
in Whitehorse a number of changes have occurred
within the Victoria Planning Provisions (VPPs),
including the reformed residential zones (VC110
gazetted on 27 March 2017), Better Apartments
Design Standards (VC136), and the Urban Design
Guidelines for Victoria and Apartment Design
Guidelines (VC139).

The implications of these changes need to be
understood in order to determine the most
appropriate approach to new built form guidelines
for the Residential Growth Zones along the
corridors of Whitehorse.

In addition, VC110 introduced mandatory minimum
garden area requirements and mandatory height
controls within the Neighbourhood Residential
and General Residential Zones (NRZ and GRZ).
The Residential Growth Zone (RGZ) is the only
residential zone that does not contain a minimum
garden area requirement. This is clearly in
recognition of the purpose of the zone.

Clause 58 — Apartment Development

Amendment VC136 (gazetted on 13 April 2017)
introduced the Clause 58 Apartment Development
to all planning schemes, to manage residential
development over 4 storeys. The new Clause
includes standards associated with siting and
building arrangement (building setback, communal
open space, solar access, landscaping and building
entry and circulation), building performance
(noise, energy efficiency, waste and recycling,
integrated water and stormwater management)
and dwelling amenity (functional layout, room
depth, windows, storage, natural ventilation,
private open space and accessibility). This is the
first time that any standards have been included

R

Am C160 Am VCNO AmVCI36  AmVCI33
Mew Residential Medifications  Intreduction PS Information
Zones to the of Better Manogement
residential Apartments System & Ministerial
zones Direction
Planning Scheme Amendment Timeline

in the VPPs for buildings over 4 storeys, and this
has fundamentally changed the way that these
developments must be designed and assessed.

Developments of 4 storeys and under will continue
to be assessed under the Clause 55 ResCode
provisions, which will result in a different built
form, particularity in relation to setbacks. The
differing requirements depending upon the

height of a building will potentially impact on
development decisions relating to yield, however
this would be quite site specific.

I I I

AmVCI39

AmGCT76 Am VC148

Intreduction of UDG Amended

Apartment DG

Reforms

and schedules to associoted with

the residential Smart Planning

zones to Program
oddress

discrepancies
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Urban Design Guidelines and Apartment Design
Guidelines for Victoria

Amendment VC139 (gazetted on 29 August

2017) referenced the Urban Design Guidelines
(UDG) and Apartment Design Guidelines for
Victoria (ADG). The ADG provides assistance

and additional explanation of the Clause 58
Apartment Development standards (in the
Interpreting the Standards section) and guidance
on matters to consider to meet the objectives of
the apartment standards (in the Design Guidance
section).

The ADG are dlso intended to support greater
consistency in the planning permit assessment
phase of an apartment development. The ADG
are complemented by the Urban Design Guidelines
which provide best practice knowledge and advice
toinform the design of buildings in relation to the
function and amenity of the public realm.

The culmination of the above changes warrants
a review of the development outcomes arising
within the Residential Growth Zone, and more
fundamentally, the application of controls that
promote housing change.

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review

1.3.3 Local Policy Framework
Municipal Strategic Statement (MSS)

The MSS contains numerous references to
neighbourhood character of the residential
areas, the importance of housing, environmental
sustainability and trees to the Whitehorse
environment.

This section of the MSS is substantially drawn
from the Housing and Neighbourhood Character
Strategy 2014. The Clause includes a Housing
Framework Plan that identifies Substantial,
Natural and Limited Change areas throughout all
residential areas. It also designates the various
categories of Neighbourhood Activity Centres.

Objectives for all the three change areas are
included in the strategy, including other key
housing principles relating to sustainability,
affordability, the mix of housing sought and
interface with the neighbourhood character
objectives of the scheme.

Clause 21.06, Housing, recognises the principles to
meet the broad housing vision including:

e Encourage housing that supports preferred
neighbourhood character objectives and urban
design aspirations for the City.

e Promote housing growth and diversity in
locations within walking distance of public
transport and local services such as shops,

parks and education.

* Ensure housing in substantial change areas
is designed to achieve and enhance sense of
place and identity, and facilitate neighbourhood
participation.
In Substantial Change areas the strategy
supports increased densities, facilitating a new
preferred character for these areas over time and
providing for space for planting to improve the
amenity and liveability of dwellings.

Clause 21.05, Environment, emphasises the
Council's strategy related to the natural
environment and environmental sustainability,
including objectives:

* Todevelop main thoroughfares as attractive
boulevards with improved advertising signage,
landscaping and building design.

* To achieve best practice in addressing the
principles of environmentally sustainable
development.

Strategies relate to providing adequate open
space and landscaping in development, requiring
planting of upper canopy trees, and high quality
development compatible with the character and
appearance of the area.
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Residential Development Policy (Clause 22.03)

This Policy was updated with the introduction

of Amendment C160 to include reference to the
Housing Change map and provide clear strategic
direction regarding the different change areas.
The Policy states for Substantial Change areas
that townhouses, units, flats and apartments are
encouraged. Itis policy to:

* Locate new development in the form of flats
and apartments in Substantial Change Areas
only.

* Provide a range of dwelling types, sizes and
tenures, including affordable housing, in larger
developments.

e Ensure buildings interfacing sensitive areas
and uses have a scale and massing appropriate
to the character and scale of their context.

* Create a new, higher density urban character in
areas located away from sensitive interfaces.

* Prioritise works to improve the appearance,
function and safety of the public realmin
locations subject to the greatest increase in
residential density.

¢ Ensure new development provides space
for planting, communal spaces and rooftop
gardens to improve the amenity and liveability
of dwellings.

* Ensure adequate infrastructure is in place to
support substantial change areas.

Tree Conservation Policy (Clause 22.04)

The Council's long-standing Tree Preservation
policy was updated with the introduction of
Amendment C160. It reflects the importance

of tree conservation set outin the MSS, and
establishes objectives and requirements relating
to protection of the existing tree canopy and the
regeneration of tall trees through the provision

of adequate open space and landscaping in new
development. The policy applies to all land inthe
City.

The policy contains performance standards
relating to tree regeneration that state new trees
should be sited to be separated from a building by
3 metres, and within the SLO (which applies to the
RGZ land) with a minimum of 50m? of open ground
with a minimum dimension of 5 metres.

It is advised that whilst this provides for tree
planting, this dimension is insufficient to provide
for large canopy trees as required by Clause 58
Standard D10.

Whitehorse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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1.3.4 Residential Zones
Residential Growth Zone (RGZ)

The purpose of the zone, as amended by
Amendment VC110, is:

To implement the State Planning Policy
Framewaork and the Local Planning Policy
Framework, including the Municipal Strategic
Statement and local planning policies.

To provide housing at increased densities

in buildings up to and including four storey
buildings.

To encourage a diversity of housing typesin
locations offering good access to services and
transport including activity centres and town
centres.

To encourage a scale of development that
provides a transition between areas of more
intensive use and development and other
residential areas.

To ensure residential development achieves
design objectives specified in a schedule to this
zone.

To allow educational, recreational, religious,
community and a limited range of other non-
residential uses to serve local community needs
in appropriate locations.

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review

MNRZS

Flanning Zenes Map - Study Area 01

Planning Zones Map - Study Area 02
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Implementation of the Planning Policy Framework
including the Local Planning Policy Framework

is clearly intended to promote growth within the
RGZ areas. Changes to the zone purpose now
provide for the inclusion of design objectives

for the RGZ in a schedule. The zone includes a
discretionary maximum height of 13.5 metres (4
storeys), with no mandatory maximum height. The
accompanying Practice Note on the Residential
Growth Zone states that Councils can introduce
an alternative mandatory maximum in the
schedule to the zone, but it must be at least13.5
metres.

Neighbourhood Residential Zone (NRZ)

The purpose of the Neighbourhood Residential
Zone (NGZ) is to recognise areas of predominantly
single and double storey residential development
and to ensure new development respects the
identified neighbourhood character or landscape
characteristics. The zone applies a mandatory
maximum height of 9 metres, and also requires

a minimum garden area of 25-35% of the site
dependent on site size.

The NRZ applies to residential land across the
municipality, and is particularly predominant i =
in suburbs including Mont Albert, Blackburn, Planning Zones Map - Study Area 04 - '

Mitcham, Burwood East and Vermont South. @

14 White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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General Residential Zone (GRZ)

The General Residential Zone (GRZ) encourages
development that respects the neighbourhood
character of the areq, as well as encouraging

a diversity of housing typologies and growthin
locations with good provision of public transport
and other services. The GRZ applies to residential
land across the municipality, and is particularly
predominant in suburbs including Box Hill North,
Blackburn North, Forest Hill and Burwood.

|
B Specid Buiding

Land Subject to bwndation
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The GRZ contadins maximum building height
requirements for dwellings, with a height limit of
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1.3.4 Overlays

Neighbourhood Activity Centres (Design and
Development Overlay- Schedule 4) (DDO4)

Introduced by Amendment C162 in 2015, Design
and Development Overlay — Schedule 4 (DDO4)
designates a number of Neighbourhood Activity
Centres (NACs) throughout the municipality. The
NACs range in size from small, medium to large,
with larger NACs located on wider main roads.
The NACs are categorised based on their location,

4

Planning Overlays Map - Study Area 02
15
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accessibility, size and retail and service role, and
this impacts on their ability to accommodate
residential use and higher built forms.

DDO4 aims to ensure that new development is
designed to facilitate lively, attractive and safe
local activity centres, as well as ensuring that new
developments incorporate high quality and visually
interesting design detadils.

Preferred maximum building heights and setbacks
are outlined as part of this DDO. Small to medium
NACs have preferred maximum height limits
between 11 metres (3 storeys) and 18 metres (5
storeys), dropping to 7.5 metres (2 storeys) where
a boundary adjoins a residential zone. Large NACs
have a preferred maximum building height of

21.5 metres (6 storeys). Preferred setbacks vary
across all NACs depending on building height, and
land use of adjacent properties.

It should be noted that Activity Centres with
adopted Structure Plans and Urban Design
Frameworks (UDF's) already have existing
guidance on built form, and the outcomes of this
study are not intended to apply to those areas.

Planning Overlays Map - Study Area 04

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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Blackburn Neighbourhood Activity Centre and
Megamile (West) Major Activity Centre (Design
and Development Overlay- Schedule 8) (DDO8)

Introduced in 2013 by Amendment C143, the
Design and Development Overlay — Schedule 8
(DDO8) outlines the design requirements for the
Blackburn Neighbourhood Activity Centre and
the Megamile West Mdjor Activity Centre. DDOS8
aims to ensure that developmentis consistent
with both the Megamile (west) and Blackburn
Activity Centres Urban Design Framework 2010
and Clause 22.09 Blackburn and Megamile (west)
Activity Centres. The activity centre is broken
into a number of precincts with different building
height and setback requirements.

DDO8 outlines the preferred maximum building
heights and street setbacks for each precinct
within the activity centre. Blackburn Station
Village and other identified residential interfaces
are designated the lowest preferred building
heights at 9-10 and 9 metres respectively.
Preferred building heights of up to 15 metres are
applied to areas within the Blackburn Activity
Centre (generally between Whitehorse Road
and Railway Drive), and at key sites within the
Megamile (fronting Whitehorse Road).

Preferred building front setbacks are generally
consistent across the precincts, with a
requirement ranging between 3-5 metres.
However, some precincts require setbacks to be
applied in accordance with ResCode standards.

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review

Mitcham Neighbourhood Activity Centre (Design
and Development Overlay- Schedule 5) (DDOS5)

Introduced on a permanent basis by Am C94

on 24/11/2011 (with interim controls applying
since 2009}, Design and Development Overlay

— Schedule 5 (DDOB) outlines the design
requirements for the Mitcham Neighbourhood
Activity Centre (NAC). DDO5 dims to ensure that
the height of any new development is compatible
with the existing character and future role of the
Mitcham NAC. The Schedule also encourages a
high standard of architectural design, as well as
consideration to preserving access to sunlight in
the public realm.

DDO5 outlines preferred maximum building
heights for individual properties within the NAC.
The maximum building heights range from 8m (2
storeys)-15m (4 storeys), with intention for the
taller developments to be located adjacent to
Whitehorse Road.

Tally Ho Activity Centre (Design and
Development Overlay- Schedule 9) (DDO9)

Introduced in October of 2015, Amendment C110
aims to ensure future development reinforces

a high quality built environment, contributes to
the uniform character and is consistent with

the Tally Ho Major Activity Centre Urban Design
Framework 2007, Landscape Guidelines 2013 and
Clause 22.08. DDO? outlines the design objectives
for the Tally Ho Activity Centre including but not
limited to; preferred maximum heights, building
interfaces, building setbacks and landscaping.

Significant Landscape Overlay

Amendment C191 introduced a municipal wide
Significant Landscape Overlay (SLO9) on an
interim basis until 31 December 2018. This
Amendment implements the recommendations
of the Municipal Wide Tree Study Options

and Recommendations Report June 2016 and
Whitehorse Neighbourhood Character Study,
April 2014.

The Neighbourhood Character Study states
that “vegetation character is generally the

most significant determinant of neighbourhood
character” in the city, whilst the Housing Strategy
(2014) aims to manage the significant population
growth and change that is anticipated over the
next 20 years. The community engagement
undertaken in late 2016 for the preparation of
the new Whitehorse Council Plan and Municipal
Health and Wellbeing Plan showed that residents
across all age groups highly value trees and the
leafiness across the municipality. Additionally,
the community identified that maintaining and
protecting trees through increased development
controls is a key priority for Council.

The application of a SLO requires a planning
permit to remove, destroy or lop a tree over 5m
and circumference of Tm. The SLO also triggers
the need for a planning permit for building and
works within 4m of any protected trees.

The interim SLO controls are implemented
while permanent SLO controls are concurrently
pursued by the Council.
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Whitehorse's Housing and Neighbourhood
Character Study (2014) sets a hierarchy of
preferred locations for growth- substantial
change, natural change and minimal change — and
preferred objectives and responses to ensure
that the desired housing outcome is achieved.
The content of these documents has now been
reviewed to ensure that they are still relevant and
provide appropriate direction for future housing
development.

The Neighbourhood Character Types are
classified in three ways:

* Garden Suburban Areas
* Bush Suburban Areas; and
e Bush Environment Areas.

All residentially zoned land within and adjacent to
the Residential Growth zone (within the defined
study areas) is within the Garden Suburban
character types, other than a small portion of
residential land south of Study Area 2 which is
within Bush Suburban character type.

Existing Whitehorse development

18 Whitehorse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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CHARACTER PRECINCT TYPES

3 Character Boundary

e
..............
"

'
...........

13 Whitehorse Planning Scheme C1 22,03 Mop 1: Neighbourhood Choracter Precincts
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The existing characteristics of each of the Study
Areas and the surrounding land, as noted in the
Neighbourhood Character Study, with the map
showing the scale of height controls within the
broader study areaq, as shown in the map below.
Itis noted that this shows both Activity Centres
and Neighbourhood Activity Centre heights
(annotated where applicable).

The Study Areas are described in turn below.
Study Area 1

This part of the study areais within the Garden
Suburban Precinct 2 which also covers the
adjacent Neighbourhood Residential Zone and
General Residential Zone and is described as:

¢ predominantly 1-2 storeys in height, mostly
detached with semi-detached (units, terraces
and townhouses) and attached (apartment)
infill throughout including heights up to 4
storeys;

¢ front setbacks generally range from 5-8
metres with 1-3 metres side setbacks (from at
least one boundary). Some new developments
have reduced front and side setbacks, or have
been built up to the boundary;

* front fences are low in height (up to 1.2
metres) and generally planted with shrubs, or
constructed of brick or timber;

20

¢ road treatments are sealed, generally within
upstanding kerbs and footpaths on both sides;
and

e streettrees are regularly planted along nature

strips.
Study Area 2

This part of the study area is within the Garden
Suburban Precinct 13 which also covers the
adjacent General Residential Zone and is
described as:

e predominantly 1-2 storeys in height, mostly
detached with semi-detached (units, terraces
and townhouses) and attached (apartments)
infill thought out including heights up to 3
storeys closer to Whitehorse Road;

e front setbacks generally range from 5-8
metres with 1-3 metres side setbacks (from at
least one boundary). Some new developments
have reduced front and side setbacks (3-5
metres to the street) and 0-1metres to the
side boundary;

front fences are non-existent, planted with
vegetation or low in height (up to 1.2 metres),
and usually constructed of brick or timber;

* road treatments are sealed, generally within
upstanding kerbs and footpaths on both sides;
and

* street trees are regularly planted with mixed
species and sizes.

Study Area 3

This part of the study area is within the Garden
Suburban Precinct 12 and 14 covers the adjacent
General Residential Zone and is described as:

e predominantly 1-2 storeys in height, mostly
detached with semi-detached infill (units) with
an interface with Nunawading/ Megamile Major
Activity Centre;

¢ frontsetbacks generally range from 3-8
metres with 1-3 metres from both side
boundaries;

¢ front fencing is mixed, usually low to average
height (up to 1.2 metres) fencing with some
open frontages and side fences are forward of
dwellings;

* road treatments are sealed, generally within
upstanding kerbs and footpaths on both sides;
and

* street trees are regularly planted with mixed
species and sizes.

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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Study Area 4

This part of the study areais within the
Garden Suburban Precinct 1, 4, 5 and 7 covers
the adjacent General Residential Zone and is
described as:

* GST

predominantly 1-2 storeys in height,
mostly detached with semi-detached
infill {units and townhouses);

front setbacks generally range from
5-6 metres with 1-3 metres usually
from both side boundaries;

front fences are generally open or low in height
(up to 1.2 metres) with side fences forward

of the dwelling. Fences are constructed of
materials appropriate to the dwelling;

road treatments are sealed, generally within
upstanding kerbs and footpaths on both sides.
Some recently developed areas consist of roll-
over kerbs with or without footpaths; and

street trees are regularly planted
with mixed species and sizes.

* GS4:

predominantly 1-2 storeys in height,
detached with semi-detached infill (units);

front setbacks generally range from 3-7
metres with 1-2 metres usually from both

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review

side boundaries. Some new developments
have smaller front and side setbacks;

- front fences are non-existent or low
(up to 1.2 metres), and construction
of brick or timber pickets;

- road treatments are sealed, generally within

upstanding kerbs and footpaths on both sides.

Newer subdivisions have roll-over kerbs; and

- streettrees are regularly planted
with mixed species and sizes.

GSb:

- predominantly single storey and
standalone with interfaces with vegetated
open space and Burwood Heights and
Tally Ho Major Activity Centres;

- front setbacks are approximately 5
metres, with at least 1 metre setbacks
from both side boundaries;

- front fences are non-existent or low (up to 0.8
metres) and generally constructed of brick;

- road treatments are sealed, generally
within upstanding kerbs and footpaths
on both sides, except in new courts
where rollover kerbs are used; and

- streettrees are regularly planted
with mixed species and sizes.

GS7:

- predominantly 1-2 storeys in height,
detached with semi-detached infill (units);

- front setbacks generally range from 3-7
metres with 1-2 metres usually from both
side boundaries. Some new developments
have smaller front and side setbacks;

- front fences are non-existent or planted with
vegetation. Where front fencing occurs, it is
generally low (up to 1.2 metres) and constructed
of materials suited to the dwelling;

- road treatments are sealed, generally within
upstanding kerbs and footpaths on both sides.
Newer subdivisions have roll-over kerbs; and

- street treesare regularly planted
with mixed species and sizes.

n
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Whitehorse's Neighbourhood Character Study
2014, provides preferred future character
statements for all character areas in the City.
Those relevant to the Study Areas for this project
are shown below. It is noted that the statements
include specific reference to areas of substantial
change and the outcome sought for these areas.

Study Area 1

Areas with good access to trams and train
stations will accommodate more dwellings with
slightly more compact siting than the remaining
residential areas, but with the continued
incorporation of trees and gardens, and high
quality, responsive design.

The broader area is a combination of heritage
and older style dwellings and well designed
contemporary buildings to form the key
characteristics of this area.

The vegetated character of the area will be
maintained by retaining consistent front setbacks
that allow for trees and shrubs.

Buildings will be set back from side boundaries
to provide a visual separation reflecting the
typical rhythm of the streetscapes. Low or open
style front fences will allow private gardens to
contribute to the leafy character of the area.

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review

Study Area 2

Areas with good access to the train stations at
Laburnum and Blackburn (Substantial Change)
will accommodate more dwellings with slightly
more compact siting than the remaining
residential areas, but with space for large trees
and gardens.

The broader area will retain its classic garden
suburban characteristics of low set, pitched roof
dwellings set in spacious garden settings, with a
backdrop of large native and exotic trees.

The established pattern of regular front and

side setbacks from both side boundaries will be
maintained, allowing sufficient space for planting
and growth of new vegetation.

Infill development including unit developments will
be common, however new buildings and additions
will be set back at upper levels to minimise
dominance in the streetscape.

Low or open style front fences will provide a sense
of openness along the streetscape, and allow
views into front gardens and lawn areas.

23
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Study Area 3

Areas in proximity to train stations will
accommodate more dwellings with slightly more
compact siting than the remaining residential
areas, but with space for large trees and gardens.

This precinct is adjacent to the Nunawading
Megamile Major Activity Centre, and the Mitcham
Neighbourhood Activity Centre.

The broader area will retain its classic garden
suburban characteristics of low set, pitched roof
dwellings set in spacious garden settings, with

a backdrop of large native and exotic trees and
tree-lined streets.

As contemporary infill development becomes
more common, including medium density and

low scale apartments buildings, new buildings
and additions will be set back at upper levels

to minimise dominance in the streetscape and
maintain the existing rhythm of front and side
setbacks from one side boundary. They will also
allow sufficient space for the planting and growth
of new vegetation, including trees.

Low or open style front fences will contribute toa
sense of openness along the streetscape, allowing
for views into private gardens.

24

Study Area 4

Along the tram corridor on Burwood Highway
(Substantial Change) infill development including
medium density housing and apartment
developments will be common, however new
buildings and additions will be set back at upper
levels to minimise dominance in the streetscape
and impact on nearby standard residential areas
while retaining space for landscaping including
trees.

This area is also adjacent to Burwood Heights
Structure Plan and Tally Ho Major Activity Centre
Urban Design Framework.

Areas with good access to trams and shops

will accommodate more dwellings, including
well designed medium density housing, with
slightly more compact siting than the remaining
residential areas, but with space for large trees
and gardens.

The broader area will retain its classic garden
suburban characteristics of modest, pitched
roof dwellings in formal garden settings. The
defined pattern of regular front setbacks and
side setbacks from both side boundaries will be
maintained, allowing sufficient space for planting
and growth of new vegetation. Low or open style
front fences will provide a sense of openness
along the streetscape, and allow views into front
gardens.

The areas at the eastern extent of the study
areq, in Vermont South east of Springvale

Road, present a different interface scenario

than the remainder. These RGZ areas were
originally identified in the Housing Strategy for a
maximum 3 storey built form, and directly abuta
Neighbourhood Residential zone with a maximum
height of @ metres or two storeys. Inthis locality,
the differing interface justifies a different
response in the adjoining RGZ areas.

Open Space Interfaces

The Residential Corridors along Whitehorse Road
and Burwood Highway include public spaces along
the main corridors including:

* Study Area 1: Kingsley Gardens

e Study Area 2: Box Hill City Oval, Whitehorse
Reserve & Elmhurst Basin Reserve

* Study Area 3: Walker Park

* Study Area 4: Local History Park, Newbigin
Street Reserve, Benwerrin Kindergarten,
Clyden Ct- Witchwood Crescent Playground,

Travers Crescent Reserve, East Burwood
Reserve, Billabong Park

Whitehorse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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A review has been undertaken to assess controls
that other metropolitan Councils have introduced
toresolve built form issues within Residential
Growth zones or at the interface of high density
development and other residential zones. Both
Darebin and Moreland City Council have included
mandatory provisions through Design and
Development Overlays addressing:

e Overall building height

e Street- wall heights (in relation to heritage
streetscapes)

* Setbacks from the front boundary
¢ Building design and lot width

Itis useful in considering these controls, to
understand the context within which they were
introduced and the issues considered by the
independent panel (Planning Panels Victoria)

in assessing the suitability of the controls. The
Planning Panel reports for Amendment C159
(Moreland) and Amendment C136 (Darebin) have
provided commentary on these issues which have
been used in this analysis. Itis noted that these
Amendments were both introduced prior to the
most recent amendments to the residential zones
through Amendment VC110, which introduced the
ability to specify maximum heights, but not less
than 13.5m (4 storeys).

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review

Moreland Neighbourhood Centres

Amendment C159 to the Moreland Planning
Scheme introduced consistent built form
controls for the city's 11 neighbourhood activity
centres in December 2017. The controls were
applied through a new Design and Development
overlay schedule 24, and apply to land within the
Commercial, Mixed Use and Residential growth
Zones.

The design parameters are discretionary with
the exception of where they are specified as
mandatory as follows:

* Height controls (up to 13.5 metres) with 8 out
of the 10 precincts mandatory;

¢ Site dimension requirements including a typical
width of 12 metres, and depth of 35 metres
(development site of a minimum of 420m?);

* Front setbacks of 3 metres to protect
residential amenity at ground;

¢ Side setbacks, including a minimum of 4.5
metres where there is a primary outlook
(living/ balcony) and as little as 2 metres for a
secondary outlook (bedroom) and abutting the
General or Neighbourhood Residential Zone
must comply with the setback requirements of
Rescode (Standard A10 or B17);

* Scaled rear setbacks (based on overall height)

of:

- 3 metres (4 metresin height) to enable
rear access where none is provided,

- 6 metres (in excess of 4
metres in height), and

- 8.6 metres (in excess of 10.5 metres
adjacent to a property in the
Neighbourhood Residential Zone); and

* Design requirements regarding active

frontages, awnings, building articulation, car
parking and vehicle entry, site services, and
landscaping.

3
=
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Rear Setbacks (Mereland Planning Scheme - DDO Schedule 24)
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Darebin Amendment C136 — MSS review and
corridor plans for St Georges Road and Plenty
Road

Amendment C136 to the Darebin Planning
Scheme introduced mandatory height controls
to areas along the St Georges Road corridor and
Plenty Road, West Preston, in September 2016.
The controls affect land within the Mixed Use
Zone, Commercial 1 Zone and Residential Growth
Zone.

The design requirements include:

¢ Height controls ranging from 3 storeys to 6
storeys (mandatory);

¢ Minimum frontage widths in the Residential
Growth Zone should have a minimum frontage
width of 20 metres (where land is consolidated);

o A requirement for the upper levels of
development to be setback from the front and
side boundaries a minimum distance to create
a visual delineation and more human scale to
the development interface;

e Front setback of 3 metres, and additional
setbacks for higher storeys to create visuadl
separation between the lower levels and upper
parts of the building;

26

Scaled rear setbacks (based on overall height)
of:

- Ground floor: 3 metres including
a laneway where applicable,

- Firstfloor: 5.5 metres including a
laneway where applicable, and

Any other upper level must be setback
from the boundary of the adjoining
residential site so as to be contained
within a 30 degree setback envelope
(refer to adjacent Figure); and

Design requirements regarding building design
and access and parking, including objectives
regarding limiting the amount and width of
vehicle crossovers onto the main road.

Street edge and rear setbacks (Darebin Planning Scheme - DDO
Schedule 18)

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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In order to understand the issues arising in

the Study Area through the permit approval
process, including the types of applications being
received, Council's considerations in determining
applications and relevant Victorian Civil and
Administrative Tribunal (VCAT) determinations,
data was provided by the Council.

These are discussed in turn below.

An extensive review of permit decisions over the
last five year period has been undertaken. The
permit data, at the time of the review, revealed
that of the permit decisions, seventeen (17) are
within the broader study area which includes land
within the Commercial 1 Zone and Mixed Use
Zone, with a total of fourteen (14) applications
within the Residential Growth Zone (RGZ). Itis
advised that of the total within the RGZ, two (2)
are undetermined and one (1) was withdrawn.

Of the 14 permit applications analysed (5
permits issued by Council or a delegate of
Council, 6 permits issued at the direction of
VCAT, 1 withdrawn and 2 applications yet to
be determined, at time of review, the following
was found (and graphically represented on the
adjacent page):

¢ The minimum front setback is b metres;

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review

¢ The permitted height within the corridors
averages 19 metres (6 storeys) and heights
within the RGZ include 9 applications at
5 storeys in height and 2 applications at 6
storeys in height;

* The average site coverage is 60%;

¢ Side and rear setbacks generally comply with
standard B17 (ResCode standard for side and
rear setbacks);

* The majority of car parking is provided in
basements (not at or above ground level);

¢ Direct access to main roads, managed by
VicRoads, is generally not allowed;

e Onlytwo (2) applications are affected by
Clause 58 (Residential Apartments) and remain
undetermined (one is being considered by VCAT
at time of review);

e The frontage width is generally 50 metres;

e The site depth is generally 45 metres; and

¢ Site consolidation was demonstrated in half of
the applications, consolidating a minimum of 2
sites.

Refer to Appendix A for further details.

Of the permit decisions made within the study
area (and within the Residential Growth Zone)
there is a total of six (6) decisions made by the

VCAT and one (1) application where the VCAT
decision has not been issued.

The VCAT decisions are consistent in that they
acknowledge that there is clear identification of
the Residential Growth Zone as being suitable
for a higher form of residential development
than what currently exists on the site and in the
surrounding neighbourhood.

The study areas of both Whitehorse Road and
Burwood Highway are consistent with the local
planning policies in the planning scheme and are
nominated for ‘substantial change’

This is also consistent with the Planning Policy
Framework in the planning scheme that support
increased housing in locations with good access
to publictransport, activity centres and other
services.

Other decisions reviewed development and its
interface with the adjacent Neighbourhood
Residential Zone. [t was determined that the use
of articulation and change in materials at the
lower levels assisted in the upper levels being
considered as visually recessive without the need
for a specific setback.

Lastly, landscaped setbacks were considered to
be consistent with the character of the area and
of importance.
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Clause 58 Apartment Development Standards
apply to residential buildings of 5 storeys and
above. The fullimpact of the introduction of
Clause 58 in early 2017 is still being assessed and
understood. In Whitehorse only two planning
applications utilising the provisions of Clause 58
have been received to date within the Study Area
for this project. Itis evident from an examination
of these applications that the outcomes

achieved vary significantly from those for similar
developments prior to the introduction of the new
Clause b8 provisions.

Key requirements in Clause 58 and their effects
are discussed in turn below:

28

Clause 58, Standard D25 (Clause 58.07-2) relates
to room depth, and the depth of an open plan,
habitable room may not exceed 9 metres (refer
to Figure 16). This requirement can resultin
amaximum floor plate width of 20 metres (9
metres + 9 metres + internal corridor, as depicted
in Figure 17) without provision of a light court, or
setback of some form to provide primary access
to daylight to any habitable room.

As aresult of the depth limitation, narrow sites
cannot comply with this requirement, which is
supported with the recommended introduction of
4.5 metre setbacks to side boundaries, which will
require a separation distance of a minimum of 9
metres to avoid screening of opposing windows.

Itis noted that development not exceeding 4
storeys will not be affected by Clause 58 and

is instead assessed against Clause 54 and 55
(ResCode) . The most significant change that
has occurred in apartment building design (over
4 storeys) is the application of Clause 58. As
demonstrated in Figure 17, it significantly reduces
the floor plate depth in order to comply with the
maximum depth requirement. This is in contrast
to very wide floor plates with heavy reliance on
light courts as depicted in Figure 18.

CEILING HEIGHT = MINIMUM 2.7 METRES

OPEN PLAN LAYOUT
HABITABLE ROOM

9 METRES MAXIMUM

Extract from Apartment Design Guidelines for Victeoria

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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Clause 58, includes Standard D25 (Clause 58.07-2)
relates to room depth, and the depth of an open
plan, habitable room may not exceed 9 metres.
The standards do not specify any specific setback
to side or rear boundaries. | |

e
J_-

As part of this review, a rear setback is critical
to ensuring adequate greening, deep soil areas
and landscaping of interfaces with an adjacent
Neighbourhood Residential Zone and/or General
Residential Zone and to alleviate overlooking. R R T o —f—

=
]

#

The permit data analysis reveals that a number i ' T
of applications which rise above 4-storeys in L
height, simply extrude any additional levels using | ‘ I|
the maximum required setback of Clause 55 = = H ]
(Standard B17) without any further setback (refer '-.-‘-,"H.-‘QI]‘I?.-'c'-'-’;'; o .

to Figure 19). Elevation Draw
Architecture

362-364 Burwoeod Highway, Burwood - West
Mo, TP15B prepared by Popapetrou Rice

By contrast a single rear setback can assist in
alleviating visual bulk as a stepped form can

be more dominating than an element which is
setback further and does not allow for significant
buffer landscaping.

3o Whitehorse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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Clause 58, Standard D10 (Clause 58.03-5)
encourages development that maintains and
enhances the surrounding environment and
habitat for plants and animals. This requirement
focuses on maximising deep soil areas for the
planting of canopy trees on development sites.

Standard D10 Landscaping, provides the adjacent
table, which refers to the minimum size (square
metres) required for deep soil areas.

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review

750 - 1000
square metres

5% of site area
(minimum dimension of 3

metres)

1small tree (6-8 metres) per 30 square metres

of deep soil

1001 - 1500
square metres

7.5% of site area
{minimum dimension of 3

metres)

1 medium tree (8-12 metres) per 50 square
metres of deep soil
or

1large tree per 20 square metres of deep soil

1501 - 2500 square
metres

10% of site area
{minimum dimension of 6

metres)

1large tree (at least 12 metres) per 90 square
metres of deep soil

or

2 medium trees per 90 square metres of deep

soil

>2500
square metres

15% of site area
(minimum dimension of &

metres)

1large tree (at least 12 metres) per 90 square
metres of deep soil

or

2 medium trees per 90 square metres of deep

soil

MOTE:  Where an existing canopy tree over B metres can be retoined on alot greater than 1000 square metres without domaoge during the

construction peried, the minimum deep soil requirement is 7% of the site area.

3
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The analysis as outlined within the remainder of
Chapter 1above indicates:

¢ Trees and other vegetation provide an

32

important character context for all Whitehorse
residential areas;

Canopy trees can provide a successful visual
screen between apartment development and
adjoining lower scale residential areas. The
provision of alarge rear setback that can
accommodate deep soil planting as envisaged
by the Clause 58 requirements, for large
canopy trees should be explored;

Case study examples demonstrate that
mandatory height controls have been
implemented into the Darebin and Moreland
planning schemes for higher density
development. However, having reviewed a
number of built form amendments throughout
the State there is no evidence where a planning
scheme amendment has allowed setbacks
greater than those specified in Clause 55
through the schedule to the zone.

Ground Floor interface:

- Lack of setback to the street resultsin
poor opportunities for landscaping;

- Lack of activation results in services
sitting away from the building face
and within this limited setback due to
servicing authority requirements;

- Vehicular entrance (basement car
parking) results in large setbacks to
address car queuing and ramp grades
into the basement with large exposed
blank walls adjacent to these spaces;

Side setbacks: Limited side setbacks to
adjacent properties (combined with poor
internal layouts) results in poor internal
amenity (daylight and outlook), visual bulk
when viewed from the street and limited
opportunities for tree planting between
buildings;

Rear setbacks: The stepped rear setbacks
required by ResCode provisions (‘wedding cake
appearance) result in poor articulation of this
interface, do not allow for more meaningful
landscaping to occur from ground and also
result in poor internal amenity (daylight and
outlook);

A singular setback versus stepped setbacks
(wedding cake) should be explored to
understand whether it addresses the desired
character and vision for these areas, more
appropriately assists with mitigating visual
bulk and delivery of improved landscaping
outcomes.

Whitehorse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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Existing Whiteho
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2.0 Community Engagement

The community engagement process for this

project includes two phases of engagement. The
first phase focused on an online survey, with the
second phase consisting of two drop-in sessions.

Further detail from the Phase 1 and 2 consultation
sessions can be found in Appendix B.

The objectives for this phase of community
engagement were to:

e promote the project and opportunities for
community input and feedback;

¢ build the community's understanding of the
planning controls and issues impacting the
design of residential corridors located in the
RGZ;

e gaininsights about what issues the community
thinks should be considered in this review and
why;

e gaininsights about what the community thinks
are positive or negative housing development
examples; and,

¢ promote the next steps for the project.
This first phase of community engagement
involved two engagement tools: a newsletter

36

and an online survey. The newsletter that was
distributed to all properties within and adjacent
to the RGZ corridor. It included information about
the project and a web link to the online survey.
The online survey was open for four weeks and
received a total of 397 responses.

In this Phase, participants identified a number

of concerns arising from development and

its potential impacts. Principally, the visual
appearance and bulk of development occurring

in Whitehorse. Respondents indicated that
development should be respectful of existing
character, and must consider the resulting
increased demand on infrastructure and services.
The inclusion of adequate green space and
parking was also identified as a priority.

The objectives for this phase of community
engagement were to:

¢ promote the project and opportunities for
community input and feedback;

¢ inform the community about how their
feedback has been incorporated into the study;
and

o present and test the draft Residential Corridor
Built Form guidelines.

Two drop-in sessions were undertaken for this
stage of engagement. Each session provided
residents with an opportunity to learn more about
the project and provide feedback on the draft
report. A total of 92 attendees were recorded
between the two sessions.

Whitehorse residents were invited to take partin
a survey that provided them the opportunity to
comment on the draft controls. This survey was
available at the drop-in sessions and at Council's
online website. A total of 66 survey responses
were received.

From this Phase it was evident that the draft
principles and controls were able to address
some concerns raised in Phase 1. Respondents
supported the proposed setbacks and
maximum building height, but approximately
30 respondents thought they should be more
conservative to further reduce visual bulk,

and overlooking/overshadowing concerns
persisted. Recommendations for green space
and vegetation in setbacks were supported, as
were the controls relating to lighting, pedestrian
access, wind effects and good design.

Whitehorse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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Overall, the design and potential impacts of

new residential buildings along road corridors is
important to residents. While there is not one
specific design that new developments should
adhere to, it isimportant to residents that the
built form of new structures minimise impacts to
nearby properties.

Height limits, quality design, setbacks, vegetation,
and attractive streetscapes were identified as

important design features thatimprove residents’
perceptions and acceptance of new developments.

According to survey responses, residents are
divided in their support for the draft principles.
Approximately half of survey respondents support
the principles overall and expect they will deliver
better built form outcomes for current and future
residents. The other half do not believe the draft
principles/controls will allow too much medium-
and high-density development that will negatively
impact the community.

There is strong opinion that new development
should not come at the expense of green space or
existing character. Respondents want Council to
ensure that new developments do not reasonably
overshadow adjoining properties, restrict access
to naturdl light, or affect the privacy of existing
residences. In this regard, proposed building

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review

setbacks and height limits remain an area of
concern. Two-thirds of survey respondents would
prefer a height limit of four or fewer storeys.

Car parking and management of traffic and
access to properties along the road corridors was
a popular theme throughout the engagement
process. Many respondents want to see more on-
site car parking and less overflow to neighbouring
streets. Respondents suggested this concern
could be more explicitly addressed in the draft
controls.

Respondents questioned how Council would
enforce built form principles and controls, and
whether or not developers will successfully be held
to them. Some added that it is especially difficult
to enforce controls on landscaping, in particular
the maintenance of private gardens.

Respondents expressed the need to link the
increase in population growth to additional
support infrastructure and services, as well as to
balance the needs of existing and new residents.
Future work should also consider noise and light
pollution, wind effects, and specific locations most
appropriate for new development.

The following urban design principles and built
form controls have been refined to reflect the
feedback received during both Phase 1and 2 of
consultation.

37

Page 82



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting 29 January 2019

9.1.3 - ATTACHMENT 1. Final Report

Page 83



Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting 29 January 2019

9.1.3 - ATTACHMENT 1. Final Report




Whitehorse City Council
Ordinary Council Meeting

9.1.3 - ATTACHMENT 1.

29 January 2019

Final Report

3.0 Vision and Urban Design Principles

The following vision draws from the State and
Local Planning Frameworks in considering
Whitehorse Road and Burwood Highway forming
the boulevards of Whitehorse. These corridors
are key thoroughfares, acting as exemplars of
the City and as gateways to the remainder of the
City's residential areas.

The Residential Corridors along Whitehorse
Road and Burwood Highway will showcase

the best of contemporary design, reflecting

the quality and key landscape attributes of

the surrounding suburbs. The interfaces with
adjoining residences will be sensitively managed
with space for substantial landscaping and
careful attention to minimising potential
amenity impacts.

40

The following design principles have informed the
development of more detailed recommendations.

Principle 1: Require Architectural Excellence
Across All Developments

Architectural excellence goes beyond the skin

of the building; itis critically about how the
building responds to its context, including the
future character of the area, the street, and

how it integrates best practice environmentally
sustainable design techniques. It is important
that excellence is achieved in some way on all
developments, not just those that are in the most
prominent location or those that propose the
greatest height.

Detailed design objectives and preferred
development outcomes are required to ensure
architectural excellence is achieved on dll
development.

Standard

Itis recommended that a professional review of
developments is undertaken including referral to
the Victorian Design Review Panel for significant
developments, and/or engagement with the
Department of Environment, Land, Water

and Planning Design Advisory Service Better
Apartments.

Whitehorse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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Principle 2: Enhance Sensitive Interfaces -
Residential and Open Space

The Residential Corridors interface with adjacent
low scale residential areas (which are affected by
the General or Neighbourhood Residential Zone).
The scale and character of the Whitehorse Road
and Burwood Highway corridors being within the
Residential Growth Zone allows and encourages
apartment developments up to 4 storeys. The
permit data analysis demonstrates that based on
lots sizes and consolidation, greater heights (5-6
storeys) are being permitted.

The height of buildings in the RGZ where they
interface with residential areas in other zones

is a key issue in this study, and a key issue of
concern to the Whitehorse community. In general,
itis considered that a 5-6 storey form can be
accommodated in most cases, with sufficient
setbacks (discussed below). Itis considered a
preferred height;, less than a mandatory maximum
of 6 storeys, would provide a nuanced preferred
character adjacent to the residential zones

which allow a maximum height of 3 storeys in the
General Residential Zone.

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review

Protecting the amenity of the adjacent existing
residential properties is required both in the short
term and long term.

Clause 55 (Standard B17) of the planning scheme
aims to protect residential amenity through its
side and rear setback provisions, and overlooking
and overshadowing provisions.

Consideration of alternative setbacks is
warranted to respond to the changing nature of
development including the application of Clause
58 (Apartment Developments) which applies

to development of 5 or more storeys, and also
the lack of response to the desired landscaping
character of the area.

A large rear setback from adjacent residential
properties adjoining the RGZ corridor is
considered appropriate as it not only overcomes
the need for screening of windows as the new
development will include setbacks greater than
the distance where screening is required, but also
enables large canopy planting to this interface
with the ability for 12 metre tall canopy trees (as
per Clause 58 Standard D10, Landscaping of the
Whitehorse Planning Scheme). This also requires
deep soil to ensure that the landscaped areas
around the development will thrive.

Standard

Itis recommended that in general a preferred
maximum height of 5 storeys (with the exception
of the areas adjoining the Neighbourhood
Residential Zone east of Springvale Road where
a preferred maximum height of 4 storeys should
apply) and a maximum height of é storeys should
apply to development within the RGZ in the Study
Areas to provide a better interface with adjoining
development.

Development proposed greater than the
preferred maximum heights should demonstrate
excellence in design, compliance with all principles
and standards in this report, and methods used to
minimise impact on adjoining residences.

4
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Principle 3: Provide for Equitable Access to
Amenity

Development across the Whitehorse Road and
Burwood Highway corridors are likely to be
sporadic with potential for new, taller buildings to
be located adjacent to existing, low scale buildings
for a substantial period of time. It is important

to have measures in place to ensure the future
development potential of adjoining sites is not
compromised by the earlier development.

A key consideration is equitable access to amenity
to ensure adjoining buildings within the corridors
have sufficient separation, to limit overshadowing
and ensure adequate privacy for apartments and
access to daylight.

Standard

Itis recommended that a mandatory minimum
separation distance between buildings of 9 metres
(achieved with a 4.5 metre setback to common
side boundaries and an offset of windows) where
the separation does not require the reliance on
screening.

42

Principle 4: Reinforce the Sense of Human
Scale to the Street

The built form along both the Whitehorse

Road and Burwood Highway corridors include

a mix of low scale detached houses, units and
townhouses and the beginnings of widespread
apartment developments. The existing character
is changing over time, based on recent approved
developments, permit applications and planning
policies encouraging further intensification of
development along these corridors.

It is important that new, taller buildings are
designed in a way that integrates them with
existing lower scale dwellings and do not dominate
the streetscape. This is possible by providing

a lower scale building towards the street and
setting taller elements further behind.

A four-storey building height towards the streetis
recommended as this will reinforce a human scale
and also assists in mitigating wind downdraughts.

Standard

It is recommended that buildings should be
setback 3 metres to the street above 4-storeysin
height to reinforce a sense of human scale to the
street.

It is also recommended that wind effects are
considered for any development over 4 storeys in
height.

- o l
"l
Principle 5: Maintain Solar Access to Public
Open Spaces

Maintaining sunlight to these key spaces support
the vitality of the area and the landscaped
character of the area.

Sunlight access is usually measured at the equinox
(22 September) in Planning Schemes across
Victoria. Limiting shadowing to the equinox is dlso
considered to provide a balance between good
solar access at key times of the day whilst not
unduly limiting development opportunities along
the residential corridors.

Standard

[tis recommended that solar access be measured
for shadows cast at the equinox (22 September)
to key open spaces between 12pman 2pm on 22
September.
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Principle é: Provide for Integrated Frontages

The resolution of the ground floor frontages of
new apartment buildings can contribute to a
positive pedestrian experience including passive
surveillance. Frontages should avoid:

¢ blank walls,

* car parking areas,

e wide car park entrances,
* services, and

¢ highfences.

Standard

Itis recommended that all buildings are
constructed with larger floor to ceiling heights
at ground floor, capable of supporting home
based businesses or retail as allowed for in the
Residential Growth zone (subject to permit). This
will allow for buildings to be adapted in future

as allowable in the zone, and providing passive
surveillance of the street.

Additionally, consideration of lower fence heights
and landscaping within the front setback will
assist in integrating the new buildings with the
desired landscaped character of the area.

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review

Principle 7: Ensure Adequate Servicing of
Existing and New Developments

As the Whitehorse Road and Burwood Highway
corridors develop, so do the service and access
requirements for buildings. This includes access
to car parking for residents, access for service
vehicles, pedestrian and cycle access, and
emergency service and waste collection access.

It is important that new development
takes advantage of existing service access
arrangements. Where possible, driveway
crossovers should be located on secondary
frontages and minimised in width.

Another key consideration is ensuring that new
development can be accessed adequately by
pedestrians and cyclists.

Standard

It is recommended that buildings at ground
floor resolve vehicle access and services and not
dominate the streetscape/public areas.

43
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4.0 Buvilt Form Testing

The case studies are drawn from applications
received and permits issued within the Study
Areas over the last 5 years. The case studies
were selected by Council officers to demonstrate
the range of higher density applications received,
with some determined by Council and some
through a VCAT process. The case studies were
tested against the proposed standards and
demonstrates the alternative outcome should the
proposed standards have been applied to the site.

The testing assumed floor to floor heights of 4
metres for ground floor and 3 metres for upper
levels.

The testing includes details regarding:

e Total site area

¢ Gross floor area

* Site coverage (%)

¢ Overall building height
¢ Side setbacks

¢ Rear setbacks

e Upper level setbacks

* Open Space

46

¢ Large Tree Planting Areas
¢ Building Depth
¢ Internal Amenity

e Tree pit depths

Within the four study areas, six existing

permits were selected with varying site sizes,
orientation and street context (main road,
service road and a local court). The permit
application outcomes in terms of site coverage,
open space, small to medium tree planting areaq,
and gross floor area are compared with those
achieved by a combination of the Proposed
Built Form Standards and Clause 58 Apartment
Development requirements. By this comparison
itis possible to determine whether the proposed
standards are achieving a better built form

outcome, while not overly restricting the housing

objectives of the zone.

Comparisons were drawn between site occupation

and greening and internal amenity. This included
site coverage, provision of open space, provision
of large tree planting areaq, building depth and
building entry and circulation as required under
Clause 58.03-5.

Clause 58, Standard D10 (Clause 58.03-5) refers
to deep soil areas, but does not give a measure of
the minimum required depth of a 'deep soil' area.

Depths have been sourced from the Sydney
Landscape Code, 2016 and the Bartlett Tree
Research Laboratories Technical Report, to
ensure trees of small, medium and large heights
are provided with adequate deep soil area.

The table on the following page applies the
minimum required depths to the minimum deep
soil areas of Clause 58.

SMALL

Minimum deep scil area requirements diogram

MEDIUM LARGE

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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Table 2.4.1. Tree stze w0 soll volunc relationships (Trbaw 1992).
gLﬁ,mat;»TnmSIZB 750 - 1000 5% of site area 1 small tree (5-8 metres) per 30 square metres 800mm
Sproad Ciameter square metres (minimum dimension of dee il
p soi
g;m;‘: Mc"% Exacaple: A 15 inch/406 mm diameler of 3 metres)
1200 24 Wp@lﬂl 1000 cu W28.3 mJ of soil.
1m #10 / 1001 - 1500 7.5% of site area 1 medium tree (8-12 metres) per 50 square 1000mm
1000 square metres {minimum dimension metres of deep soil
02 é& of 3 metres)
1 [ or
73 206|=T1" ——vﬁ 1large tree per 90 square metres of deep soil 1200mm
<] 12 | 4
] 305 | g\ﬂ’
%0 8 W 15?“:];92500 10% of site area 1large tree (atleast 12 metres) per 90 square 1200mm
12 203 0‘ o | n:‘etrea {minimum dimension metres of deep soil
150 4 dﬂbudy‘ of 6 metres)
14 102 Co? or
L 2 medium trees per 90 square metres of deep 1000mm
200 400 000 800 1 4 soil
587 113 170 227 340 33.7 453
Soil Volume Requlrﬂd% >2500 15% of site area 1large tree (at least 12 metres) per 90 square 1200mm
Minimum soil velume required. square metres (minimum dimension  metres of deep soil
Source: Bortlett Tree Research Loborotories of 6 metres) or
2 medium trees per 90 square metres of deep 1000mm
soil
MOTE:  Where an existing canopy tree over & metres can be retoined on alot greater than 1000 square metres without domaoge during the
construction peried, the minimum deep scil requirement is 7% of the site area.
White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review 47
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9m Fm
"~ 1 -
Height 6 storeys (1% metres) | 6 storeys I
StreetSetbacks B metres (3m upper level setbock above 4 storeys) : 4.5m 4.5m :
Side Setbacks 45 metres [to enable § metre separation) | e !
[45m upper level setback above 4 storeys) : :
Rear Setbacks 9 metres [toensure adequate area for deep soil and large 1&-5m 4.5m,
tree planting and landscaping) and avoid overlocking/ '|' |
screening
The results of the following Built Form Testing
. ; — T ' AT T —
informed the subsequent Draft Built Form 800mmi .- ] s to-— 1 B00mm e— mu_: ;u 1Ht| ee
. ' . ' 3.5 35 Itdepths
Guidelines and Controls in Section 5.0. sem g g
Front Elevation - Pro
6 storeys 3m
3m 3m
4 storeys 3m
3m
3m
4 5m
e " ST L
Minimum tree —s 1m i : 800mm |;:
pit depths R 3.5m E
REAR EOUNDARY
vation - Proposed Front and Rear Setbock Standards
White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review 4%
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41 Built Form T g

801 WHITEHORSE ROAD, MONT ALBERT
WH/2016/718

5STOREYS

27 APARTMENTS

REAR ZONE INTERFACE: GRZ4 and RGZ2

SITE AREA: 3,254M?

SITE DIMENSIONS
Frontage - 94.3m

Existing Site Conditicns

C ) 7% T oy T

South Elevaotion - Clarke Hopkins Clarke Architects (Permit Application) Ground Floor Plan - Clarke Hopkins Clarke Architects [Permit Application) @
50 Whitehorse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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PERMIT APPLICATION

71 m_l_ 5 storeys ]

toreys

PROPOSED BUILT FORM STANDARDS

(with Cl. 58 requirements)

l 6 storeys I
4.5mf Bm |4.5m 8m
4storeys L 4 storeys 4 storeys | 4 storeys
4.5m 45m
=)

£y R
Front Elevation - Diogrammatic Representotion - 801 Whitehorse Rood Permit Application Front Elevaotion - Proposed Side Setbock Stondards
6 storeys }
wem [ 5storeys J_ 12m _LB—
—Tm om__, 4 stareys
5.4mi 8m,
6mi 9m ' I E
EE TREET
HTEHORSE RI .
aticn - Diogrammatic Representation - 801 Whitehorse Rood Permit Application sed Front and Rear Setbeck Standards
N.B. Only large and medium trees are depicted in the diagrammatic representations
‘White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review 51
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SITE COVERAGE AND GREENING

PERMIT APPLICATION PROPOSED BUILT FORM STANDARDS

(with CI. 58 requirements)

~ ~
5 ]
o 5
2] w
[ —
m m
=< =
w
Q _ &
ﬁ L — ":f ﬂ h—"_.. ta --' — - ﬁ
WHITEHORSE RD o WHITEHORSE RD w
Large Tree planting area
Plon (Diagrammatic Representation) - 801 Whitehorse Road Permit Application Plan (Proposed Standards for Testing Diagram) - 801 Whitehorse Road
N.B. Only large trees are depicted in the diagrammatic representations
Site Coverage - 1,522m? (47%) Site Coverage - 1,400m? (43%)
Open Space - 1,614m? (49%) Open Space - 1,675m? (52%)

774m? (249%) of the total site area can

2 Q, i
Om? (0%) of the total site area can be used be used for large tree planting (Provides

Large Tree Area - ZTrE)IgrOgge_gee planting (non-compliant with | Large Tree Area - 14% additional large tree area than what
T is required under cl. 58.03-5)
52 White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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PERMIT APPLICATION PROPOSED BUILT FORM STANDARDS

(with Cl. 58 requirements)

2 g g | g AE
APT. {15 e = |!
] » L
=0 111 —  E—
=10 | | Igl =
APT.101 N [
LOBBY E E _Q BaLc. 1014
g g

E—— 2

Cl. 58.05-2 Building Entry and Circulation Objectives- Due
to excessive building depth the design does not comply with
Standard D18 - Provide corridors with at least one source
of natural light and natural ventilation

Building Depth of a maximum
of 20m ensures compliance with
Clause 58 Internal Amenity

GFA - 6,321m? GFA - 7,134m?

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review B3
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40 WHITEHORSE ROAD, BLACKBURN
WH/2016/622

5STOREYS

70 APARTMENTS

REAR ZONE INTERFACE: RGZ2 and GRZ2 south of the rail line
SITE AREA: 1,633M”

SITE DIMENSIONS
Frontage - 30.5m
Depth - 53.4m

)

A S— ARTLPHTLy
i0TED

B o
or

Morth Elevation - IDLE Architecture Studio (Permit Application) Ground Floor Plan - IDLE Architecture Studio (Permit Application) @

54 White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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PERMIT APPLICATION

7m 7m

2.5m 5 storeys 2.5m
—_— 3

4 storeys

4.5m 4.5m,

#

Front Elevation - Diogrommaotic Representotion - 40 Whitehorse Rood Permit Applicaotion

STREET WALL

25m 5 storeys 5.3m

—

4.5m 6m

PROPOSED BUILT FORM STANDARDS

(with Cl. 58 requirements)

9m

6 storeys

4.5m 4.5m

| — 3

4 storeys

I
o
3

Bl

.t

STREET WALL

Front Elevotion - Proposed Side Setbock Standaords

6 storeys

4 storeys

STREET

=vation - Diagrammatic Representation - 40 Whitehorse Road Permit Application

N.B. Only large and medium trees are depicted in the diagrammatic representations

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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SITE COVERAGE AND GREENING
PERMIT APPLICATION PROPOSED BUILT FORM STANDARDS
(with CI. 58 requirements)
3 P 3
i 3
[] 1] 4,
A
4./5m| 5m
7m -Fl m ]
=i
L |7
T
Large Tree planting area
Plan (Diogrammaotic Representotion) - 40 Whitehorse Rood Permit Applicotion Plan (Proposed Standords for Testing Diogram) - 40 Whitehorse Road
N.B. Only large trees are depicted in the diagrammatic representations
Site Coverage - 917m? (56%) Site Coverage - 850m? (51%)
Open Space - 585m? (35%) Open Space - 769m? (479%)
2 Q, i
0m? (0%]) of the total site area can be used 275m’ (17%) of the total §|te area can be
. . . used for large tree planting (Provides 7%
Large Tree Area - for large tree planting (non-compliant with | Large Tree Area - e .
cl. 58.03-5) addl’glonal large tree areathan whatis
required under cl. 58.03-5)

Bé White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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PERMIT APPLICATION

Cl. 58.07-3 Windows Objective
- Snorkel windows with a depth
greater than 1.5 times the width
and not clear to the sky does not

Cl. 58.05-2 Building Entry and
Circulation Objectives- This
internal building layout does not
comply with Standard D18 - Provide

corridors with at least one source of comply
natural light and natural ventilation
GFA - 3,727m?

GFA -

PROPOSED BUILT FORM STANDARDS

(with Cl. 58 requirements)

4.bm Hm
> [
r — — — — - -
Om oOm
> —
L | _—— _—— _— _— L

Building Depth of a maximum
of 20m ensures compliance with
Clause 58 Internal Amenity

4,314m?

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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9 FRANKCOM STREET, BLACKBURN
WH/2016/1172

5 STOREYS

35 APARTMENTS
REAR ZONE INTERFACE: RGZ2
SITE AREA: 3,277M?

SITE DIMENSIONS

Frontage - 61.6m

‘ Depth - 60.9m
Existing Site Conditions -

Morth Elevation - David Watson Architect (Permit Application) Ground Floor Plan - David Watson Architect (Permit Application) @

BB White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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PERMIT APPLICATION PROPOSED BUILT FORM STANDARDS

(with Cl. 58 requirements)

9m
10m | 6 storeys
| I
5 storeys —l : | 4.5m |
|
4 storeys —|2.4m : | 4 storeys 4 storeys
145m
| e
I
I
| '
4.1m il
ST T AL L L TR LINE STR T WAL
—_—
Front Elevotion - Diogrommaotic Representotion - 9 Frankcom Street Permit Application Front Elevaotion - Proposed Side Setbock Stondards
6 storeys
I 5st |
5m storeys ‘0_.'?'m am
4 storeys

5m

e —|
ion - Diogrammatic Representation - @ Frankcom Street Permit Application n-Pr =d Front and Rear Setbock Stondards
N.B. Only large and medium trees are depicted in the diagrammatic representations
White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review 57

Page 104



Whitehorse City Council

Ordinary Council Meeting 29 January 2019
9.1.3 - ATTACHMENT 1. Final Report
PERMIT APPLICATION PROPOSED BUILT FORM STANDARDS
(with Cl. 58 requirements)
Large Tree planting area N /
. Ti.rl
13 12
Sm R

-
A
b
=
~
o]
[®]

- <

: z

s .

S J

= —

w o]

= a
o
=
[
o
=
o
£
5
w
g

Plan (Diogrammaotic Representation) - @ Frankcom Street Permit Application Plan (Proposed Stondords for Testing Diogram) - @ Frankcom Street

N.B. Only large trees are depicted in the diagrammatic representations

Site Coverage - 520m? (159%) Site Coverage - 1,123m? (34%)
Open Space - 2,380m? (72%) Open Space - 2,198m? (66%)
Due to an extensive flood easement Due to an extensive flood easement

applied to the rear of the site, thereis a applied to the rear of the site, thereis a
significant area for the planting of large significant area for the planting of large
trees trees

Large Tree Ared - Large Tree Ared -

&0 White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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PERMIT APPLICATION PROPOSED BUILT FORM STANDARDS

(with Cl. 58 requirements)

Cl. 58.05-2 Building Entry and Circulation
Objectives- Due to excessive building

depth the design does not comply with Building Depth of a
Standard D18 - Provide corridors with maximum of 20m ensures
at least one source of natural light and compliance with Clause 58
natural ventilation Internal Amenity

GFA - 4,253m? GFA - 6,130m?

*Inclusive of area under cantilevered Ground Floor

&1

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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; SUBJECT SITE
T W 262 BURWO00 HGHWAY

260 - 262 BURWOOD HIGHWAY, BURWOOD
WH/2015/131

5 STOREYS

44 APARTMENTS

REAR ZONE INTERFACE: GRZ3 and PPRZ

SITE AREA: 1,577M?

‘V_, - -,m 0 ,\ 3

Morth Elevation - Ascuri & Co. Architects [Permit &pplication)

62

SITE DIMENSIONS
Frontage - 34.8m
Depth - 45.5m

Pl el |
| = 5k {

3 # |

] ‘h—’} ;

= !

- - 1l E !
o I[ ta : 1

_%_ L lheE 5 i

= ! |

3 ! F

&

B

il

/

|

]

1

SRR Rorcne s WA O3 S i SR |

Lewvel1Plan - Ascuri & Co, &rchitects (Permit Application) @

Whitehorse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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PERMIT APPLICATION PROPOSED BUILT FORM STANDARDS
(with Cl. 58 requirements)
8.5m 8.5m 6 storeys
; 5storeys | 4.5m 4.5m
I | 2
| E;I |
| 2.5 4 storeys ESm | 4 storeys
I |
1 |
1 |
1 |
Eul °m)
STREET wWAaLL STREET WALL
Front Elevotion - Diogrommaotic Representotion - 260-262 Burwood Hwy Permit Application Front Elevaotion - Proy i sethock Standar
6 storeys
1.8m Sstoreys 5.5m
—> — 3m
2 I
i 4 storeys
|3m
STREET STREET
Sic vation - Diogrammaotic Representation Hwy Permit Applicaotior on - Proposed Front and Re k Star
N.B. Only large and medium trees are depicted in the diagrammatic representations
White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review 63
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PERMIT APPLICATION

BURWOOD HWY

Large Tree planting area

/; ~
I.\ ’ F; 3
e E A
' gm
— e
5/5m
8/5m

f i iy

\‘ [ LY
i I
! L) 1
A b

Plan (Diagrammatic Representation) - 260-262 Burwood

N.B. Only large trees are depicted in the diagrammatic representations

ELESG

wood Hwy Permit Application

PROPOSED BUILT FORM STANDARDS

(with Cl. 58 requirements)

BURWOOD HWY

a

3 o
5m .5m

om .I
L - B
I’_-“\ . I’ '\\ _——t ’f’-‘\‘
l LRVl N 0 Mho \
1 i AN 3 v AT ]
] 1 (R} i 1 i
A L) LY L) ) i’
~ v N\ ’ . Ed \ ] ~ #
) R, N e ~ ghe TS

Large Tree planting area

Plan (Proposed Standards for Testing Diagram) - 260-262 Burwood Hwy

941m? (60%)

Site Coverage -

889m? (56%)

Site Coverage -

Open Space -

495m? (31%)

Open Space -

548m? (35%)

Large Tree Ared -

120m? (7.6%) of the total site area can be
used for deep soil planting (non-compliant
with cl. 58.03-5)

Large Tree Area -

313m? (20%) of the total site area can

be used for large tree planting (Provides
10% additional large tree area than what
is required under cl. 58.03-5)

b

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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INTERNAL AMENITY

PERMIT APPLICATION PROPOSED BUILT FORM STANDARDS

(with CI. 58 requirements)

Cl. 58.05-2 Building Entry and Circulation
Objectives- Due to excessive building
depth the design does not comply with
Standard D18 - Provide corridors with

at least one source of natural light and
natural ventilation

GROSS FLOOR AREA (GFA)

GFA - 3,886m? GFA - 3,710m?

Cl. 58.07-3 Windows Objective

- Snorkel windows with a depth
greater than 1.5 times the width
and not clear to the sky does not
comply

Building Depth of a maximum
of 20m ensures compliance with
Clause 58 Internal Amenity

‘White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review 65
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254-258 BURWOOD HIGHWAY, BURWOOD

WH/2015/505

5 STOREYS

69 APARTMENTS
REAR ZONE INTERFACE: GRZ3
SITE AREA: 2,044M?

SITE DIMENSIONS
Frontage - 44.8m
Depth - 45.5m

L der e A
fiment "
AT pt 3¢ ssfbic oy suman
— y / pach snr Gopys
w \ -
w1 y E—
. ®
v !
RN e e
1 , |
w . o] e
I ;
= ] 3
-
= i,
b A

5

Morth Elevation - Ascuri & Co. Architects [Permit Application)

b6 White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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PERMIT APPLICATION

PROPOSED BUILT FORM STANDARDS

(with Cl. 58 requirements)

6.4m

m

6 storeys 6 storeys

3.4m
——|

4.5m

4 storeys 4 storeys

4.5

STREET WALL STREET

BENNETT STREET
Diagramm atic

Representotion - 254-258 Burwood Highway Permit Application Froent Elevotion - Propesed Side Setbock Stondords

6 storeys

13m J 6 storeys

6.4m 4 storeys
|

4 storeys

—
13m @

STREET
BENNETT STREET

STREET
BEURWOODR HAY
Sit tior iogrommotic 254-258 Burwood Highway Permit Application Side Elevation - Proposed Front and Reor Setk Standar

N.B. Only large and medium trees are depicted in the diagrammatic representations

STREET
BEURWOOD HWWY

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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SITE COVERAGE AND GREENING

PERMIT APPLICATION

BURWOOD HWY

BASEMENT LINE

G,

BENNETT ST

Plan (Diogrammaotic Representotion) - 254-258 Burweod Highwaoy Permit Application

N.B. Only large trees are depicted in the diagrammatic representations

PROPOSED BUILT FORM STANDARDS

(with CI. 58 requirements)

BURWOOD HWY

BENNETT ST

s
L4
3 eyl
.5 4.5m
—|
fm
o"'-.“
! el
‘ }
. ’
AX. #
-~——
e AP -
S e ~ -t
. e L; v - -
e r ra iy e T M e
' ] 4 3 i i ’ v
! i el A i 1 '
Ly ’ [ 1 A\ Fi ! i
e k) L P2 s P ’ - ‘]
—— A - & e T

Plan (Proposed Standards for Testing Diogram) - 254-258 Burwood Highway

Large Tree planting area

Site Coverage -

1,157m?* (57%)

Site Coverage -

938m? (46%)

Open Space -

795m? (39%)

Open Space -

1,090m? (563%)

Large Tree Ared -

0m? (0%]) of the total site area can be used
for large tree planting (non-compliant with

cl. 58.03-5)

Large Tree Ared -

574m? (28%) of the total site area can
be used for large tree planting (Provides
18% additional large tree area than what
is required under cl. 58.03-5)

1]
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INTERNAL AMENITY

PERMIT APPLICATION PROPOSED BUILT FORM STANDARDS

Cl. 58.07-3 Windows Objective - (with Cl. 58 requirements)
Apartments should preferably letin
direct sunlight. Light courts are not a
preferable outcome for habitable room
windows

Cl. 58.07-3 Windows Objective \

- Snorkel windows with a depth Cl. 58.05-2 Building Entry and

greater than 1.5 times the width Circulation Objectives- Due - .

and not clear to the sky does not to excessive building depth Building Depth of a maximum
comply the design does not comply of 20m ensures compliance with

with Standard D18 - Provide Clause 58 Internal Amenity

corridors with at least one
source of natural light and
natural ventilation

GROSS FLOOR AREA (GFA)

GFA - 5,939m? GFA - 5,093m?

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review &%
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467 BURWOOD HIGHWAY, VERMONT SOUTH
WH/2016/314
5STOREYS

54 APARTMENTS

REAR ZONE INTERFACE: NRZ5
SITE AREA: 1,921M?

SITE DIMENSIONS

Frontage - 58m
Depth - 33.3m

Existing Site Conditions

5 = S
Ediv b wpuswturnots ity it o C ——y 4
1 3 I r:!l.mw-v'-s‘_l-. i i "'i’.".‘.‘.T ‘L:"}L A
- T S i 4G -l-- i
=
_ B §o- = o -

. I : = = ) 1

East Elevation - David Watson Architect (Permit Application)

Ground Fleor Plan - David Waotson Architect (Permit Application) @
70
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PERMIT APPLICATION

13.5m

5 storeys

3.8m|

3 storeys

4.5m
l—s]

PROPOSED BUILT FORM STANDARDS

(with Cl. 58 requirements)

om om

6 storeys

4.5m — 4.5m

4 storeys 4 s{::_r_eys

&
n
3

&
w
3

___@.

H

STREET WALL

Front Elevotion - Diogrommaotic Representaotion - 467 Burwood Highw

5 storeys

w
w
3

3.2m)| 1.6m
—

2'@, 4m|

STREET

LIVINGSTOME =D

ay Permit Applicaticn

STREET
BURWOOD HIAY

vaotion - Diogrammaotic Representaotion - 467 Burwood Highway

Permit Application

N.B. Only large and medium trees are depicted in the diagrammatic representations

STREET WALL

Front Elevation - Propeosed Side Setbock Standards

6 storeys

4 storeys
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SITE COVERAGE AND GREENING

PERMIT APPLICATION

-h -
3 |o
: C
<
3 Z
4.5m Am | o
1 0]
o=t
\ e
8. 'J]' IEI
[ 8
13.5m o
rge [lree
pluntirrg area
.3m
3

BURWOOD HWY

Plan (Diogrammaotic Representotion) - 467 Burwood Highway Permit Application

N.B. Only large trees are depicted in the diagrammatic representations

PROPOSED BUILT FORM STANDARDS

(with CI. 58 requirements)

Large Tr_ele planting area

Pl

a4y ANOLSDNIAIT

BURWOOD HWY \
Large Tree planting area

Plan (Proposed Stondards for Testing Diagram) - 467 Burwooed Highway

Site Coverage - 928m? (48%)

Site Coverage - 913.5m? (47.5%)

Open Space - 856m? (44.5%)

Open Space - 991m? (529%)

36m? (1.9%) of the total site area can
be used for large tree planting (non-
compliant with cl. 58.03-5)

Large Tree Ared -

586m? (30.5%) of the total site area can
be used for large tree planting (Provides
20.5% additional large tree area than
what is required under cl. 58.03-5)

Large Tree Ared -

72

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review

Page 117



Whitehorse City Council

Ordinary Council Meeting 29 January 2019
9.1.3 - ATTACHMENT 1. Final Report
PERMIT APPLICATION PROPOSED BUILT FORM STANDARDS

(with CI. 58 requirements)

Cl. 58.05-2 Building Entry and
Circulation Objectives- This
internal building layout does
not comply with Standard D18 -
Provide corridors with at least
one source of natural light and
natural ventilation

GROSS FLOOR AREA (GFA)

GFA - 3,940m? GFA - 4,994m?

Cl. 58.07-3 Windows

Objective - Snorkel windows

with a depth greater than 1.5
times the width and not clear
to the sky does not comply

Building Depth of a maximum
of 20m ensures compliance with
Clause 58 Internal Amenity

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review 73
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Final Report

DMEA

3 storeys

g

-5 ATTE

40 WHITEHORSE ROAD, ELACKBURN

1&
15

|5

ANYTH A

9 FRANKCOM STREET, BLACKBURN

Large Tree plantingarea

‘.

WHITEHORSE RD

s

WHITEHORSE RD “ |
L —
— ===1]
Site Coverage - 1,522m? (47%) Site Coverage - 917m? (56%) Site Coverage - 520m? (15%)
Open Space - 1,614m? (49%) Open Space - 585m? (35%) Open Space - 2,380m? (72%)
*easemnent allows for significant
Large Tree Area- 0m?(0%) Large Tree Area-  0m?(0%) Large Tree Ared - .
area for large tree planting
GFA - 6,321m? GFA - 3,727m? 4,253m?
HIT EHORSE A P
P 7
s
{\.:" (g ) o \
T —= ) o
am am| z 6 storeys |I
?E 3|
1.5 et
Wi & storeys 41 \
- i
i & storeys ; gj "7“‘! ||
@ H g
_Bm, 4 storeys ) H ||
Is - g
g L]
i

Large Tree planting area

Large Tree planting area

Site Coverage -

1,400m? (43%)

Site Coverage - 850m?2 (51%])

Site Coverage -

1,123m? (34%)

Open Space -

1,675m? (52%)

Open Space - 769m? (47 %)

Open Space -

2,198m? (66%)

Large Tree Area -

774m? (24%)

Large Tree Area-  275m? (17%)

Large Tree Area -

*easement allows for significant

area for large tree planting

GFA -

7,134m?

GFA - 4,314m?

6,130m?
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260-262 BURWOOD HWY, BURWOOD 254-258 BURWOOD HWY, BURWOOD 467 BURWOOD HWY, BURWOOD
BURWOOD HWY BURWOOD HWY
Large Tree planting area
'."’ E:“T‘T“ ) 2 -
& Spm Ham &3 E
L Efsm [ B, m
' 6 storeys 35m 3
5 storeys E 5 storeys ;r:fm
= BURWOOD HWY 3
3
Site Coverage - 941m? (60%) Site Coverage - 1157m? (67%) Site Coverage - 928m? (48%)
Open Space - 495m? (31%) Open Space - 795m? (39%) Open Space - 856m? (44.5%)
Large Tree Area- 120m? (7.6%) Large Tree Area -  0m? (0%) Large Tree Area - 36m?(1.9%)
GFA - 3,886m? GFA - 5,939m? GFA - 3,940m?
BURWOOD HWY
BURWOOD HWY
7 TeRlE Largs Tree planting area
G = =,
hs 4.5 “} H | ! .:,\&:}
| & storeys A = - -
I3 4.5m %
E 9rn ﬁ
a . =}
il : | -
- L Pt I G|
AT i e BURWOOD HWY )
T e e Large Tree planting area
_ T -
Large Tree planting area Large Tree planting area
Site Coverage - 889m? (56%) Site Coverage - 938m? (46%) Site Coverage - 913.5m? (47.5%)
Open Space - 548m? (35%) Open Space - 1,090m? (53%) Open Space - 991m? (52%)
Large Tree Area- 313m? (20%) Large Tree Area - 574m? (28%) Large Tree Area - 586m? (30.5%)
GFA - 3,710m? GFA - 5,093m? GFA - 4,994m?
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The built form testing demonstrates that a
minimum site size is required in order to develop
the sites with buildings over 4 storeys in height.
Specifically a minimum frontage of 30 metres
and a minimum depth of 35 metres (1,0560m?) is
required.

Study Area 1 includes permitted development
of 5 storeys in height, and is adjacent to Box

Hill Institute and developments which are

taller; including an approved development
(WH/2016/1109) to the corner of Whitehorse
Road and Elgar Road, in the Commercial 1 Zone,
which is 16 storeys (51.4 metres) in height.

This study area includes a number of
development sites, which due to their

fragmented nature (ie. multi units or apartments

on site) are less likely to be redeveloped.

Stud
developn
&

7

It is advised that the analysis to follow does not
consider the potential for site consolidation,
which could occur.

The development opportunities, given the extent
of existing development is limited, however itis
advised that the maps below do not consider the
potential for site consolidation, which could occur.

The adjacent diagrams demonstrate what the
proposed development could look like adjacent to
the existing permit and adjacent Neighbourhood
Residential Zone.

LEGEND
Permit Approvals - yet to be developed

4 storeys

G storeys
15-20 storeys
20-25 storeys
25-30 storeys
+31storeys

36-37 storeys

b
=3

18-37 storeys
26-36 storeys
Potential development sites

(without requiring consolidation)

i 0Hecollllll

Sites with

existing development
(apartment typologies or 5 or
more dwellings per lot)

1- Permits, development sites and sites with existing medium to large scale

AXO diogroms depict la

and shrubs could be pro
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Study Area 2 includes permitted development 5 The adjacent diagrams demonstrate what the

storeys in height. proposed development could look like adjacent to
the existing permit and adjacent developments.

This study area includes a number of

development sites which due to their fragmented

nature (ie. multi units or apartments on site) are

less likely to be redeveloped.

The development opportunities, given the extent
of existing development is limited, howeveritis 40 Whitehorse Road
advised that the maps below do not consider the HEOIemE

potential for site consolidation, which could occur.

3 SERGEANT ST

LEGEND L
Permit Approvals - yet to be developed

I Sstoreys
® 2-5 storeys

B Fotential developmentsites
P
[without requiring consclidation)

B sites with
existing development
[apartment typologies
or 5 or more dwellings per lot)

. . . . . . AXO diogram depicts large tree planting areas enly. Smaller trees
Study Arec 2 - Permits, development sites and sites with existing medium to large scale development and shrubs could be provided in other landscaping areas.
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Frankcom Street

The site testing for Frankcom Street and the
analysis demonstrates that there are sites that
are already developed and there are limited
remaining development opportunities without
consolidation.

In addition the introduction of Clause 58 to

the planning scheme has introduced additional
requirements that will improve the outcome for
the remaining site/s. Therefore change to the
built form requirements for this area are not
warranted.

Strategically given the street's close proximity to
transport, it should remain within the Residential
Growth Zone however, resolution of vehicle turns
at the end of the street and improved access to
the railway is required.

Resolution of this issue will require investigation
to determine whether aturning circle can be
accommodated on public land or whether a
portion of private land would be required. There
may be an opportunity to negotiate an outcome in LEGEND

the latter circumstance. Per mit Approvals - yet to be developed
I Sstoreys

B  Fotential development sites
[without requiring consclidation)
P Sites with

existing development

[opartment typologies

orb or more dwellings perlot)

Frankcom 5t - Permits, development sites and sites with existing medium to large scole development

78 Whitehorse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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435-43%9 Whitehorse Road

Study Area 3 includes no existing permits or
permit applications.

The development opportunities, given the
required lot size is limited, however itis advised
that the maps below do not consider the
potential for site consolidation, which could occur.

The adjacent diagrams demonstrate what the
proposed development could look like adjacent
to the existing permit and adjacent General
Residential Zone.

435-43% Whitehorse Rood

LEGEND

Bl Fotential development sites
[without requiring consolidation)
B sites with
existing development
{opartment typologies
or 5 or more dwellings per lot)

AXO diograms depict large tree planting areas only. Smaller trees
Study Area 3 - Development sites and sites with existing medium te large scale development and shrubs could be provided in other landscaping areas.
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Study Area 4 includes permitted developments

of 5 and 6 storeysin height, and is adjacent to This study area includes a number of There are development opportunities available
Tally Ho Activity Centre and Burwood Heights development sites which due to their fragmented along the Burwood Highway corridor, however it
Activity Centre, where proposed development nature (ie. multi units or apartments on site) are is advised that the maps below do not consider
(WH/2017/646) is 10 storeys in height (31 the potential for site consolidation, which could

QCCcur.

less likely to be redeveloped.

metres).

L;\
_?,g

[ ] ! 9

" ] il
i anny
[ ]
' 3 I » e B
. ’ 'l'“ .. .
—) T
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Study Area 4 - Permits, development sites and sites with existing medium to large scaole development
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LEGEND
The adjacent diagrams demonstrate what the Permit Approvals - yet to be developed
proposed development could look like adjacent 3 storeys | F’D‘Ezﬂtiuldevelopment 5i|t§5 : 976978 Burwood Hiahwoy
. . . without requiring consolidation £fB-sfo burwood Highway
to the existing permit and adjacent General B 4storeys N quiring
. . I siteswit
Residential Zone. [0 s storeys e;is‘gnwgl development
P 6-9 storeys (apartment typologies
B 10-15 storeys or 5 or more dwellings per lot)

—— Tally Ho Activity Centre &

I

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review Bl
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and shrubs could be pre

e tree plantin
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5.0

The following Design Objectives and Built

Form Outcomes are derived from the built

form testing in Chapter 4.0 of this report, best
practice design principles and were refined using
feedback from community consultation sessions.

The controls reinforce the importance of
increased front, side and rear setbacks to allow
for deep soil planting, significant vegetation
and landscaping. Increased setbacks also allow
for greater overall building height without
compromising on aspects of amenity including
overshadowing, visual bulk, overlooking and
character of the surrounding area.

The Built Form Guidelines and Controls within
this study should be considered in conjunction
with the Whitehorse Planning Scheme (where
appropriate):

¢ Clause 58 - Apartment Developments

¢ Whitehorse Significant Landscape Overlay
(sLO)

* Whitehorse Landscape Guidelines, 2012

¢ Neighbourhood Character Study, 2014 and
Clause 22.03, Residential Development Policy

Oakleigh: & storey development with upper level setback

B4 Whitehorse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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o~ s STUDYAREA2  ruDY AREA 3

\ ne =
STUDY | . i SORPNDN 1 ;
. ARFA1 G ‘ B
¢ To ensure development achieves 4 ey | o

a high quality of pedestrian ! BOX HILL NORTH
amenity in the public realm in I
relation to human scale and

. . e f
micro-climate conditions such r

as acceptable levels of sunlight ! : e ] 18
access and wind effects. L. ! E::g THTEhoRee ny
. C . FHITFMORSE 30 : T T e o

* To ensure that new buildings
and additions provide equitable
development rights for adjoining
sites. |

DLACKOURN NORTH

EiGan ag
STATion sy
"'I"“'Mc,, <

VATCHAN RD

n
STATION 5y

c“"'[n“‘-ﬁ’vr_y

buildings provides an acceptable
built form interface with pox I
adjoining heights of development Loa SouTh SOREST HILL —

in other zones. i : Son,

I
* To ensure that the height of new ! &3
i d
I

MIOCLE a0k Vo

N BLACKBURN
% SOUTH L, 7

* To maintain the visual
prominence of landscaping,
particularly to the rear interface
to and ensure space for
medium-large trees on site.

¢ To protect sunlight access
to key public places and open
space areas so as to provide a
comfortable, pedestrian-friendly STUDY AREA 4 LN 8
urban environment. TERLLLS = @
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Height 4 storeys (13 metres) * The maintenance of a mid-rise scale of e ___
preferred maximum east of development. | mandatodf maxieun | |
Springvale Road » To enhance the sense of openness, maintains ! :
access to expansive sky views along the corridor i R e
5 st (16 metres) and maximises solar access from/to the low scale
( storeys tio metres J residential development of the adjacent areas. @ @
preferred maximum . . o
elsewhere ¢ The visual impact of taller buildings, above the | |

preferred building height, is alleviated through T
increased upper level setbacks. S
6 storeys (19 metres)
(mandatory maximum)

4 storeys [13m) preferred maximum

I 5 storeys (16m) l
preferred maximum

SETREET FROMTAGE

5 storeys (16m) preferred maximum

L]

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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grc‘atrgt K Minimum 5 metres with an * Buildings are setback from the front boundary to: I
etbac "
additional 3 metres to upper - ensurethey do not visually dominate the streetscape o
levels above 4 storeys (total of ide od N ctration at street level 3 I%"
8 metres) (mandatory) - provide adequate sun penetration at street leve
- assist with mitigating wind down-draughts
- allow for landscaping and tree planting
within the front setback area
giqt% K Minimum of 4.5 metres with ¢ Buildings are setback from the side boundaries to:
etbacks e
an additional 4.5 metres - provide adequate sunlight, daylight, privacy —om . | —9m
to upper levels above 4 and outlook from habitable rooms, for both | l :
storeys (total of 9 metres) existing and proposed developments. ! ml lﬂ»ﬂ |
(mandatory) . . ) ! :
- provide adequate daylight and sunlight to streets. | |
- ensure buildings do not appear as a continuous m @1‘
wall at street level or from nearby vantage points
and maintain open sky views between them. | |
- allow for landscaping and tree planting L ARAG o P s
within the side setback area :
White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review 87
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Rear Minimum of ¢ metres to * Buildings are setback from the rear boundary to: STREET
Setbacks d + f
€nsure adequate area tor - provide adequate sunlight, daylight, privacy
large canopy trees and and outlook from habitable rooms, for both
landscaping) (mandatory) existing and proposed developments.

- ensurethey do not visually dominate or
compromise the character of adjacent
existing low-scale development areas.

- allow for landscaping and tree planting, in
particular large tree canopy to assist with a
visual break between the lower scale built form
of the adjacent areas outside of the RGZ. p—— —

e

Pedestrian Buildings at ground floor must Buildings should ensure that the ground floor

Interfaces

present attractive pedestrian frontages add visual interest and contribute to the

orientated frontages which street.

minimise vehicle access and » Access to car parking and service areas should

services. These elements minimise impact on street frontages.

should be integrated within ) o

the landscaped front setback.  * Windows at ground level should be maximised to
provide passive surveillance.

» Visible service areas (and other utility requirements)
should be treated as an integral part of the overall
building design and fully screened from public areas.

BB White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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Shadowing No significant shadowing * Additional overshadowing of adjoining open space will
to adjacent public open only be considered appropriate where: r —
space between 12.00pm and - thearea of remaining sunlit space exceeds \
2-Q0Pm.0” 22 September the area of shadowed space
(discretionary) ) )
- thereis no adverse impact on the natural
landscaping, including trees and lawn or
turf surfaces in the public space.
- the existing and future use, quality and amenity o e
of the public space is not compromised. I
| — - -
Wind Effects Developments over 4 * The wind analysis must:

storeys in height must be

accompanied by a wind tunnel
assessment to determine that

the development would not

cause unsafe wind conditions

in publicly accessible areas
(mandatory)

- explain the effect of the proposed development on
the wind conditions in publicly accessible areas.

- model the wind effects of the proposed
development and its surrounding buildings

STREET FROMNTAGE

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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Landscaping Provide for a minimum deep * Ensure the green character of the area is enhanced
soil area relative to tree height  with deep soil plantings in the front, side and rear
which is a minimum depth of setbacks
800mm (for small trees) to e Utilise appropriate native plant species in accordance
a maximum of 1200mm (for with Council Guidelines
large trees)

0.8- 1.2m[ 5

20 White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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Consideration of Practice Note 46, Strategic
Assessment Guidelines for preparing and
evaluating planning scheme amendments

has been undertaken. The guidelines includes
questions regarding whether the amendment
makes proper use of the Victoria Planning
Provisions and whether the amendment seeks to
duplicate or contradict other provisions.

It is recommended for clarity, that the proposed
built form provisions are contained within a
schedule to the Design and Development Overlay,
and applied to all land within the study area within
the Residential Growth Zone (RGZ) excluding
land affected by structure plans, such as Box Hill
Activity Centre, Tally Ho and Burwood Heights.

The inclusion of all matters related to the design
outcomes sought, which also include streetscape
presentation, and details regarding landscaping,
are appropriately referenced within Clause 43.02-
2. Itis not recommended to include variations into
the schedule to the RGZ as these are limited to
standards of Clause 54 and 55 (ResCode).

The proposed schedule to the Design and
Development Overlay, also enables the
consideration of setbacks for applications

affected by Clause 58 (Apartment Developments).

The decision guidelines at Clause 58.04-1 (Building
setback objectives) specify that the Responsible
Authority must consider any urban design
objective, policy or statement set out in this
scheme.

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review

The evidence based approach of this reportis to
support the application of mandatory controls to
guide the future development of these corridors.

The establishment of clear parameters, informed
by the principles as well as the built form outcomes
sought, will strengthen consideration of building
height above the preferred maximum, including:

* minimal amenity impacts (wind effects,
overshadowing),

* resolution of the proposed developments
relationship to scale of the surrounding areaq,

e design excellence,

e exceeding landscaping requirements.

Consideration of further policy support within the
Planning Policy Framework will also be required. It
is advised that with the Smart Planning reform,
policy will only be required where there is an absence
of guidance within the Planning Policy Framework.
It is considered that updates to Clause 22.03
(Residential Development) is required to reflect the
application of Clause 58 and provide strengthened
policy objectives associated with design excellence,
service integration and presentation of frontages
along the corridors.
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The built form testing demonstrates reasonable ¢ Greater setbacks to side and rear boundaries
development capacity is maintained and are required to provide adequate amenity
potentially increased within the Residential to apartments as required under Clause 58
Growth Zones, with proposed built form (Apartment Developments).
typologies reflecting a varied built form response . .
to provide greater opportunities for deep soil The site testing for .Franktfor'.n Street also
planting, large canopy trees and landscaping. demonstr.a.tes that.lt.has Ilml.ted develc.rpment.
. ' i opportunities remaining and is appropriately sited
Specifically, the built form testing also within the Residential Growth Zone. Development
demonstrates that: in the street includes many unit developments
» The overall gross floor area between the and an approved 5 storey development. However
permitted developments and the built form resolution of vehicle turns at the end of the street
testing (with proposed controls) is comparable; and improved pedestrian access to the railway is
required.

e The introduction of larger setbacks provides
lesser site coverage and greater opportunities
for deep soil planting and landscaping. This is
consistent with the Neighbourhood Character
Study which states that “vegetation character
is generdlly the most significant determinant
of neighbourhood character” in the City of
Whitehorse;

¢ Significant lot size achieved through site
consolidation is required to pursue heights of 6
storeys; and

2 Whitehorse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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Description

Site Coverage [m2)

Site Coverage (%)

Total Site Area (m2)

WH/20e/718

40 Whitehorse Rood BLACKEURM VIC 3130

Construction of a five storey building with basement, reduction in car parking and atteration of occess to
arcad in a Rood Zone, Cotegory 1

w7

B652%

161

WHf2MS270

173-175 Whitehorse Rood BLACKBURM VIC 3130

Use of the land for dwellings and buildings and works to construct a five storey building with bosement
car parking comprising two offices, o cafe and forty-three (43) aportments, waiver of the loading bay
requirements and atterotions to access to o rood in o Rood Zone, Category 1

1055

B7.B4%

12m

WH/204/568

3 Whitehorse Road BLACKEURM VIC 3130

Buildings and works to construct 115 dwellings comprising 12 double storey dwellings, and twe five storey
buildings (plus twe levels of basement car parking), and associated alteration of access o two roads ina
Road Zone Category 1

310B5

41.89%

4N

WH/2MeA172

%-13 Frankcom Street BLACKBURN VIC 3130

Construction of a five-storey building

143

35.02%

3264

WH/206130

33B-342 Burwood Highway BURWOOD VIC 3125

Construction of twenty dwellings, reduction of visitor cor parking spoces and olterotion of access to a
rood in a Rood Zone Category 1

%65

4256%

2222

WH/205/605

254 Burwood Highway BURWOOD VIC 3125

Construction of a part four, part five storey building comprising 66 dwellings plus two levels of bosement
parking and alteration of occess to o rood in a Rood Zone Category 1

13m

61.31%

122

WH/201AB7

379 Burwood Highway BURWOOD VIC 3125

Construction of a part three (3), part four [4) storey building [plus bosement) comprising 32 dwellings,
reductionin the standard cor porking requirement and alteration of occess toa rood in a Rood Zone,
Category 1

553,52

62.20%

14367

WH/2MEA31

260 Burwood Highway BURWOOD VIC 3125

Construction of a part four, part five storey building comprising 44 dwellings plus two levels of bosement
parking, a reduction incar parking and alteration of access toa rood in o Rood Zone Category 1

041

BR.&7T%

1877

WH/206/743

210 Burwood Highway EURWOOD VIC 3125

Removal of easement and development of land for a 4 storey building comprising of 13 dwellings with
bosement car park

36175

B652%

WH/2O7 /6

266 Burwood Highway BURWOOD VIC 3125

Construction of a six storey building containing sixty-cne [61) apartments, three (3) commercial premises
and a reduction in cor porking requirements

1200

67.57%

1728

WH/2O7/67%

362 Burwood Highway BURWOOD VIC 3125

Construction of a five storey apartment building above basement, reducticn in parking and alteration of
occessto o roodin arood zone category

10352

6347%

1637.2

WH207 /646

378 Burwood Highway BURWOOD EAST VIC 3151

Construction of a ten-storey building, reduction in car parking and alteration of occess to arcod ina
Rood Zone Cotegory 1

197

3B4B%

WH206/487

* %

315-31% Burwoed Highway BURWOOD EAST VIC 3151

Buildings and werks for the construction of a six [6) storey building and vse of land for retail and serviced
opartment

4437

73B0%

6012

WH206/622

BO1-803 Whitehorse Rood MONT ALBERT WIC 3127

Construction of o part three and part five storey [plus two bosement levels) apartment and townhouse
development and associoted alteration of access toa reod in o Rood Zone Category 1

1522

45.53%

3073

WH20e110%

B13-823 Whitehorse Rood MONT ALBERT VIC 3127

The construction of buildings and works for a 16 storey building [comp risin%hB‘? dwellings, retail tenancies
and office tenancies), with bosement levels, use for dwellings, reduction of the car parking requirements
of Clause 52.06, variation to the looding bay requirements of Clorse 52.07, and alteration of accessto a
Foad Zone Category 1

7B6.B

7515%

God

WH/20Me/30

431-43% Burwood Highway VERMONT SOUTH VIC
3133

Construction of two or more dwellings ona lot in the Residential Growth Zone comprising apart 4,

part 5and part & storey building and two levels of bosement parking including; use of the lond os a feod
and drink premises [cofe)as it is more than100 metres from a commercial or mixed use zone and the
leasable floor area exceeds 100 square metres in the Residential Growth Zone; reduction in the stondard
car parking for the café and residential visitors; and waiver of the loading bay requirement for the cafe

2487

54.54%

WH/2Me/314

467 Burwood Highway VERMOMNT SOUTH VIC 3133

Construction of a part four and part five storey apartment building (plus bosement) and removal of

easement

1068

B4.71%

1952

MB. Informatien runs acress the four pages
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App No. Gross Floor Area [GFA) Frontage (m)  Plot Ratio [GFA/site area) Height [above ground) (storays & m) Strast Wall Height (m) No. of Units Unit Sizes
WH/206/M18 3727 152 2311 B storeys (16.53m) 1372
WH/2MB/370 3200 679 2.66:1 B storeys (15.216m) 10.64 to Whitehorse Rd 46 (43 dwellings, 1
%.B1to Surrey Rd cafe, 2 offices
WH/204/568 Apartment - 6465.6 1768 Apartment - 08751 Apartment - & storeys (15.6m) B 15103 apartments, Mot specified
Townhouses - 2647.8 Townhouses - 0.36:1 Townhouses - 2 storeys (6.2m) 12 townhouses)
WH/2MeA172 37B7EB 612 1161 B storeys (1B.38m) 1025 35
WH/206A30 3463 BB.4 1561 4 storeys (123m) G912 0
WH/205/605 9722 606 471 B storeys (16.4mj) 10.06 to Bennett 5t & Mot specified
12.2 to Burwood Hwy
WH/20MAB7 24523 none 1711 3 storeys (F.6m) S6 32
WH/2MEA31 2745 7.3 1871 B storeys (15.4m) BS 4
WH/206/743 16085 163 2,511 4 storeys [11.6m) n.é 13
WH 2076 4250 7B 2,481 & storeys (16.31m) 1451 6l + 3 shops 1 bedroom - 47-4%
2 bedroom - 60-74
WH/2O7/67% 3344600 BB7 20441 & storeys (16.Bm) 5 4 1 bedroom - 53-66
2 bedroom - £7-105
3 bedroom - B7-%6
4 bedroom - 126
* WH/2O7 j6d6 22322 B3.6 4481 10 storeys (31m) 12.4 Mot specified Mot specified
* WH/ 206 /487 16267 166.3 2,544 6 storeys (24.06m) 240510 Maheneys Rood el
7.4 to Burwood Hwy
WH/20é/622 6321 10B53 2.064 B storeys (15.3m) 44 70
7\% WH/2Me 1109 16665 1087 1661 16 Storeys (51.4m) 45.2 B%+retail and
offices
WH/20Me/30 16665 140.8 361 B storeys (14.5m) 9537 n3
WH/20e /314 43590 201 2,251 B storeys (15.5m) "10. 1o Livingstone Rd B4 1 bedroom - 50-51
10.36 to Burwood Huwy" 2 bedroom - 63-78
MB. Infermation runs across the four pages * Permits cutside the RGZ
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App No. No. of Car Parking Spaces ~ Type of CarParking  Depth (below ground) Front sethack [range, m)  Side sethocks (range, m)  Rearsethack  Vehicle Access Depth of Site Width of Site
[storeys & m)
WH 206718 [reduced) Basement 2 levels [5.9m) & 2.82 348 5334 30.48
WH2ME270 Basement 1level Built to Boundary Built to Boundary 2815 Surrey Rood irregulor shape irregular shape
Min: 3156 Min: 281
Max: 4B.77 mox: 30.43
WH/204/568 162 Bosement 2 levels [5.5m) 6.2at northend, 4 ot 3.5 4 Whitehorse Rood, irregular shape irregular shape
south end Middleborough Road- min: 2412 min: 4576
Mew occess from these  maw 54.86 max: B0.47
roods
WH2MeN172 38 Bosement 3levels 13.6 45 45 56.62
WH/206130 [reduced visitor) Ground level MfA 278 & 273 Finch Street 3962 521
WH/20E,508 24 Bosement 2 levels ($m) 75 3 west), 2B [east) 3 Burwood Highway 46,42 45,72
WH20MAB7 38 Bosement 1 level & 4.025 3776 Burwood Highway 393 3686
WH2M5131 Bosement 2 levels 7 296 [north), 3 (south) 3 Burwood Highway 45.57 34.83
WH20E743 15 Bosement 1level (3.Bm) & 1 24 495 15.24
WH207 /6 &7 Bosement 2 levels 3.82 2.78 (west), 3 [eost) 205 Burwood Highway 45.57 378
WHZM7 /677 b6 Bosement 2 levels [61m) 4.0 "31 [north) 209 LaFrank Street 50.06 3B.63
1,45 [south)”
*— WH 207 /646 Not specified Bosement 4 levels & 5 [west), 6.7 [east) 5 Burweed Highway 62 B3.63
WHf206/489 170 Ground+Level1 1049 "1.67 [west) 17 Burwood Highway, 733 BO.76
*‘ 10 [east)" Mahcneys F?Dud
WH20&/622 94 Bosement 2 levels 25 45 544 irregular shape irregular shape
min: 18.2% min: 4572
max: 48.77 mao: 7144
*— WH2men109 103 Bosement 5 levels (16.2m) Built to Boundary Built to Boundary 125
WH206/30 183 Bosement 2levels 3.433 Built to Boundary 265 6715 7B.04
WH/206/314 65 Bosement 2levels [B.63m) 657 2.68 45 Livingstone Rood 5B.47 3353

MB. Informatien runs acress the four pages
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App Mo. Date lodged Date decided Type of decision Motes
WH2016/718 3/0B/2016 20-Oct-2017 WCAT Permit
WH/2015/370 1B/05/2015 23-May-2016 Council Permit
WH/2014/568 177062014 22-Dec-2015 Delegate Permit
WH2016M 72 211272016 1A22my VCAT Permit
WH2016130 4-May-2017 Delegate Permit Possibly incorporates 340 and 342
Burwood Hwy as well.
WH/2015/805 2%/06/2015 13-dan-2016 Delegate Permit
WH201187 11/03/20M1 23-Dec-2015 WCAT Permit 379-3681
WH20151131 5/03/2M5 25-Aug-2015 Delegate Permit
WH2016/743 1B/0B/2016 Withdrawn Withdrown en 151118
WH2017/6 10/02007 Decision Pending Amendment Request ledged and
received by council
WH2017/ 677 3008207 Awaiting VCAT Failure - To be confirmed

cision

S WHD17/646 13/08/2017 Decision Pending
* WH2016/487 1/06/2016 19-dun-2017 Delegate Permit
WH/2016/622 4/07/2016 aompzmy VCAT Permit Council permit issued 26/617
* WH2016M 0% 212/2016 13-Oct-2017 VCAT Permit
WH2016/30 20-Jul-2017 VCAT Permit
WH 20167314 22/04/2016 B-May-2017 Delegate Permit
MB. Infermation runs across the four pages * Permits cutside the RGZ
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The community engagement process for this
project includes two phases of engagement.

The objectives for this phase of community
engagement were to:

¢ promote the project and opportunities for
community input and feedback;

¢ build the community's understanding of the
planning controls and issues impacting the
design of residential corridors located in the
RGZ;

e gaininsights about what issues the community
thinks should be considered in this review and
why;

* gaininsights about what the community thinks
are positive or negative housing development
examples; and,

¢ promote the next steps for the project.

The first phase of the community engagement
involved two engagement tools.

100

The newsletter was distributed to adll properties
within, and adjacent to the RGZ corridor. The
newsletter included information about the project
and a web link to an online survey.

The survey was open for four-weeks and
respondents were encouraged to submit their
responses by 22nd March 2018.

There were 397 responses to the online survey.

The online survey took between 5-10minutes to
complete and asked the following questions:

Q1. When thinking about the design of new
apartments and units in your neighbourhood,
what do you think are the three most important
issues to be considered in this review and why?

Q2. What does success look like? Is there an
example of what you think is an appropriate
apartment or unit development in your local
area or somewhere nearby? What streetis this
apartment or unit located in?

Q3. Any other comments?

Overall, the design of new residential buildings
along road corridors is important to residents.
While there is not one specific design that new
developments should adhere to, residents want
high quality design that complements the style of
existing residential structures and neighbourhood
character and limits the impact on nearby
properties.

Carparking and management of traffic and
access to properties along the road corridors
was a popular theme. Many respondents want to
see more on-site car parking and less overflow to
neighbouring streets. This includes resident and
visitor car-parking.

There is strong opinion that new development
should not come at the expense of green space or
landscaped areas. Participants want Council to
ensure that new developments do not overshadow
adjoining properties, restrict access to natural
light or affect the privacy or safety of existing
residential areas.

Height limits, quality design, setbacks, space
between buildings and the incorporation of more
landscaped space in and around buildings were
identified as important design features that
improve residents’ perceptions and acceptance of
new developments.

Whitehorse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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Respondents dlso expressed the need to link

the increase in population growth to additional
support infrastructure and services, while
balancing the needs of existing and new residents.

The responses have been reviewed and grouped
into key Issues of;

* Appedarance & design

e Scale & density

* | andscape

¢ Vehicle parking, access & traffic
e Existing character/heritage

* Population growth and increased demand on
services and infrastructure

¢ Balancing the needs of existing and future
residents.

Generally, residents are concerned about

the appearance, quality and design of new
developments. Respondents strongly oppose
development that they do not believe is
aesthetically pleasing. They advocate for
consistency between developments, including
quality design and building material. New
developments should blend in or complement the

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review

existing environment rather than appear “stark”.

There were some comments about lack of spaces
for washing lines, bike storage, rubbish bins

and that this negatively impacts the look and
appearance of the street.

Examples of quotes:

e ‘“appearance must harmonize with
neighbourhood, not eye catching colours or
too futuristic building because it will ruin the
scenery”

* ‘design should complement existing houses (ie
no 'boxes')"

¢ ‘| can't stand seeing rubbish bins full and
washing hanging off balconies”

The majority of respondents commented on the
scale and density of development in Whitehorse.
Most believe building heights should not surpass
3-4 storeys, but some participants do not support
anything above 2 storeys. There is a perception
that new development is too dense, and belief
that Whitehorse should not resemble the central
business district of Melbourne. Respondents are
especially concerned about new developments
overshadowing existing residential areas and

affecting access to light and privacy.

There was some explicit rejection of “high-rises”
and “skyscrapers’, which residents believe are

not appropriate for the area. Some suggest that
more variety of medium-density developments
would be appropriate including townhouses and
smaller unit developments. In addition, they
suggest setbacks and increased open/green space
between and around buildings would improve
perception of new development.

Examples of quotes:

* “Setback and street appeal with some
vegetation to break the starkness”

e “A mix of townhouse and apartments along the
zone, not just all apartment blocks. Lots locals
been in area 40 years would like to downsize to
smaller townhouse, which area lacks”

Respondents suggest that developments

should incorporate green spaces around

buildings. Setbacks could include trees and

other landscaping responses to make larger
developments appear less stark. Overall, existing
and new green space and landscape should not

be sacrificed for the building footprint. Residents
advocate for protecting native landscape and tree
canopy cover in residential areas.

m
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Examples of quotes:

¢ “Proper gardens not token greenery. Where
once was a garden with canopy trees and
lawn for the rain to soak into now it is all hard
surfaces concrete and boring minimalist
greenery”

e ‘| oss of green areas and consequent loss to
native wildlife"

* ‘tree protection”

This is the topic that received the most attention
from respondents. There are significant concerns
regarding how sufficient parking and access to
development will be provided to accommodate
residential growth. Comments focused towards
the lack of on-street parking, the perceived

lack of parking included with new apartment
developments, and a perceived lack of access

or adequacy of access for residents of new
developments.

Examples of quotes:

* “The traffic along the major road/intersection
will be affected”

e “Off street parking must be included for ALL
apartments/dwellings and businesses”

02

Residents wish to preserve the existing character
of Whitehorse residential corridors. Respondents
believe that rather than contrast with existing
residential development, new development should
fit the overdll aesthetic and not detract from the
heritage, suburban atmosphere of Whitehorse
communities. There is fear that new development
will occur through destruction of existing
character that they feel makes Whitehorse
unique.

Examples of quotes:

e “The 'feel’ of the suburb needs to be
maintained if possible - there are important
heritage areas that must be protected”

e ‘“Avoid destroying the character of the suburb,
because the people already living in the suburb
have chosen to live there because they like the
character”

Respondents are concerned about negative
amenity impacts resulting from population
growth. They believe this will further strain
drainage, rubbish collection, water, sewerage,
electricity, and other community infrastructure
and services in residential areas. There was adlso

concerns about safety and a perception that
increased densities will increased crime.

Examples of quotes:

* “We need more services to cater for influx of
population”

e ‘ytilities - can the infrastructure meet the
demands of all the new people. sewerage,
water, electricity, internet/NBN"

There is sentiment that this policy is not balancing
the needs of current residents with future
residents. Some suggest that council should do
more to meet the needs of current residents
above others, because they have lived in the area
longer than new residents. Some respondents
believe Council is powerless against the processes
of VCAT and developers.

Examples of quotes:

* ‘“Existingresidents. Council is there to
represent residents first and foremost”

* ‘“Residents already living in the area and
their opinion: inappropriate building is rift in
Whitehorse and we lose every time we go to
VCAT"

Whitehorse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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Respondents identified several characteristics of
good, or poor quality, existing development in the
residential corridors.

Of those who responded to this question (395
responses),

About one third of respondents (33.67% 133
respondents) provided examples of good
design,

Two thirds (66.33% 262 respondents) provided
examples of poor quality design.

incorporate vegetation and green open space
around buildings;

consider scale and design of development that
was appropriate to their surroundings;

be no more than 3 storeys; and

provide sufficient vehicle parking and access
to avoid adverse impacts on the existing
residential areas.

not provide sufficient parking;
caused traffic congestion;

overlooked or overshadowed existing housing

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review

or impeded access to sunlight or privacy;

were of an inappropriate scale and height to
their surrounding area; and

were considered to be poorly designed and/or
comprised poor construction quality

There is a prevailing sentiment against
overpopulation of the area and the concern
that the study areas will experience change
similar to Box Hill.

103
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The objectives for this phase of community
engagement were to:

e promote the project and opportunities for
community input and feedback;

¢ inform the community about how their
feedback has been incorporated into the study;
and

¢ present and test the draft Residential Corridor
Built Form guidelines.

Two drop-in sessions:

* Wednesday 25 July; East Burwood Hall, 31
Burwood Hwy, Burwood East

e Tuesday 31 dJuly, Willis Room (Whitehorse Civic
Centre), 379-397 Whitehorse Rd, Nunawading

Question 1: What do you think about the seven
draft principles?

Approximately half of respondents appreciate
the greater level of certainty the principles aim to
give residents and developers regarding the ways
in which growth will take place in the municipality,
and expect that the principles will deliver better

104

outcomes for both current and future residents.
They note that with the growth taking place in
and around Whitehorse, a strategy such as this is
urgently needed.

There is doubt regarding how the principles will be
enforced; some respondents do not believe that
Council will be able to hold developers accountable
if challenged at VCAT. Respondents suggest that
some of the principles may be too loosely worded
and will not provide enough clarity and certainty
to be enforced as intended.

The other half of respondents do not think the
principles are conservative enough. Thatis,

they believe that the principles will allow for too
much medium- to high-density development

at inappropriate heights that will negatively
impact the existing character of Whitehorse.
Some respondents cite concerns around the
obstruction of views and sunlight, overlooking, and
unattractive visual bulk of developments over two
storeys.

Approximately one-tenth of respondents
suggested that additional principles focussing on
traffic and parking concerns and/or delivery of
infrastructure and services are required as these
are directly related to growth and larger scale
development.

Example comments:

* ‘“lagree with the 7 principles since it forms
more certainty about balancing appropriate
built form with the available land.”

* “The proposed draft guidelines of 6 storey
maximum height is totally unwanted and out
of character for this area. This is too high and
does not fit into the character of the area and
will cause over development and congestion.”

¢ ‘“Good guidelines - am not clear how they can
be enforced or how | can be assured that they
will be adhered to."

¢ “Theydo not address peripheral issues like
increased residential capacity = more traffic
and congestion”

Question 2: What do you think about each of the
draft controls?

This section provides a summary analysis of
responses to each of the proposed draft controls,
with example comments.

Of the 54 respondents who commented on this
draft control, 23 (43%) voiced support for the
proposed setbacks. Respondents believe the

Whitehorse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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proposed setbacks are appropriate and adequate,
and many believe this will encourage more
opportunities for vegetation/trees around new
developments.

Approximately 16 respondents (30%) felt that
the setbacks need to be greater to address
privacy and overshadowing concerns and suggest
that anything above two storeys should take

on a“wedding cake" form, with each ascending
facade further set back into the site. Another
group of four respondents would prefer more
flexible controls that allow for setbacks to be
determined on a case-by-case basis, depending on
what is most appropriate for the specific site. For
example, where there is a railway line rather than
residences abutting a property, a larger setback
may not need to be imposed.

Example comments:

¢ ‘“Agree the new setbacks would provide decent
space between existing residential homes and
new development

e ‘“Bigger setbacks are welcome but privacy
controls/screening/barriers still need to be
considered to protect privacy of neighbouring
properties. If there is nothing in between you
stillhave no privacy even if a few metres back”.

e ‘| donot support the current proposal in
regards to rear, front and side setbacks, they

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review

are not sufficient for any useful purpose. |
would prefer front setbacks of 8 metres, rear
setbacks of 12 metres and side setbacks of

6 metres would allow for landscaping and
recreation.

A total of 57 respondents addressed this issue.

Support for the proposed building height is mixed.

While approximately one-third of respondents
believe a 6-storey height limit—or higher—is
appropriate, almost two-thirds would prefer
the maximum building height to be reduced to 4
storeys, or even 2-3 storeys, especially adjacent
to existing single- and double-storey residential
areas.

¢ A small minority group of respondents
(approximately 5%) argue for heights
greater than 6 storeys or no limit at all, to
accommodate future growth and match
the high-rise development that has already
occurred.

Example comments:

¢ “More than 6 level is acceptable as population
increases fast may need amendment again
soon”

¢ “Not in favour of anything over 4 storeys.
Consideration should be given to the
character and existing buildings in the area/

neighbourhood.”

* ‘I feelredlly disappointed. This is too high for a
local suburban area.”

A total of 50 respondents addressed this principle.
Respondents support the inclusion of landscaping
controls, but several (6 respondents) note that
the proposed controls do not explicitly address
landscaping requirements or desired outcomes.
There are some questions as to how Council

may enforce private landscapes, particularly
maintenance. According to respondents, a major
priority in landscaping controls should be that
setbacks allow enough space for substantial,
mature vegetation roots and canopy. Adequate
vegetation can reduce energy costs, prevent
urban heatislands, and act as privacy screens.
Respondents also encourage the protection and
creation of shared green spaces and innovative
greening solutions such as vertical planting and
rooftop gardens.

Example comments:

* ‘“Excellent!! Encourages more vegetation.”
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¢ “Pleased to see it mentioned. Mature trees
need to be planted, but who will ensure they are
protected and cared for?”

* “These controls need to be refined to make
sure they are enforced”

Of the 42 respondents to this principle, almost
one-third explicitly support the draft controls
regarding streetscape, or pedestrian interfaces;
streetscapes should be active, attractive,

safe, and functional. Approximately 24% of
respondents (10 individuals) suggested that
streetscape is negatively impacted by high rise
buildings, but three respondents noted that Box
Hill still has a‘good’ streetscape with the presence
of high rises. Most agree that vegetation, quality
design and materials, lighting, and pedestrian
access are important contributors to a positive
streetscape.

Example comments:

¢ “The proposal of large setbacks and
landscaping is good, but also to be conscious
of the visual effect with quality of materials
and design to blend in with existing residents
surrounding these new developments.”

¢ “Once again, very good guideline to encourage
thought about the visual impact the built form
will have on the neighbourhood.
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¢ ‘The streetscape would be more welcoming
and less like a concrete tunnel if developments
were kept to and below 3 storeys (8 meters)
with front, sides and rear setbacks from the
boundaries to dllow for residential use and
landscaping, trees and gardens.”

The commentary on this draft control suggests
that respondents agree that shadowing is

an important aspect to consider with new
development. Approximately 10 (22%) of the total
46 responses to this principle voice support for
this draft control. Nine respondents suggest
that Council should limit shadowing of private
spaces as well, not only public open spaces. A
small group (4 respondents) proposes evaluating
overshadowing impacts on surrounding homes
on a case-by-case basis with the planning
application.

Another issue raised with the draft control was
the specific sunlight requirement; 7 residents
questioned whether the 11am — 2pm sunlight
period is a large enough window to assess the
extent of overshadowing. This proposed control
also gave rise to more comments suggesting
stricter setback and height controls to address
shadowing concerns.

Example comments:

* “The variable of shadowing between 11am and
2pm should be increased as more people are
out either earlier in the day or later, particularly
with school children and adults returning from
work!

e “Only a mention of shadowing on open spaces.
What about adjacent homes and gardens?”

* ‘“Highrise buildings will create unwelcome
shadows.

Of the 41 responses to this principle,
approximately one-third expressed approval for
its inclusion, noting that wind is important to
consider. Another 9 respondents suggest that
this control is too vague, that it is unclear how a
wind assessment is conducted, or that this control
should be extended to all developments over a
single storey. A smaller group (7 respondents)
pointed out that wind effects would not be
necessary consideration if stricter height and
setback controls were implemented.

Example comments:

* “This is crucial. Wind tunnel testing is
important. It should be applied not just to the
Height of the development, but the site”

Whitehorse Residential Corridors Built Form Review
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¢ ‘| believe this is very important. Walk past ¢ light and noise pollution

some of the new buildings in box hill and you are

¢ provision of infrastructure and services
almost swept off of your feet on a calm day”

¢ protection of existing character; and

* “The effects of wind would be negligible if environmental impacts of development.

developments were kept to and below 3 storeys
(8 meters). Landscaping and trees would also
act as natural wind breaks.”

Question 3: Additional comments

A total of 56 responses addressed additional
comments that speak to the full range of

issues around built form in Whitehorse. Most
respondents used the opportunity to provide
additional feedback to re-emphasise their earlier
comments regarding the draft controls and
principles, especially those that opposed aspects
of the proposals. Again, some respondents
expressed the sentiment that Council's attempts
to control development will ultimately be futile.

Other issues related to the built form that
respondents recommend be addressed moving
forward include:

¢ building design
¢ location of new development
e traffic and parking

White horse Residential Corridors Built Form Review 107
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1.1 Background

The City of Whitehouse is currently undertaking the Residential Corndors Built Form Study to determine built
form guidelines for those areas of the municipality along key road corridors where land in the Residential
Growth Zone (RGZ) interfaces with land in the Neighbourhood Residential Zone (NRZ) and the General
Residential Zone (GRZ).

In particular, it is intended for the guidelines to assist in the design of new development along W hitehorse
Road and the Burwood Highway and guide various planning issues such as:

- height and overshadowing

- how the building will look and interact with adjacent and nearby properties

- setbacks from the street and adjacent properties boundaries

- landscaping and where trees and plants should be planted

- overlooking

- managing views into adjoining properties and

- Interface and streetscape - how the apartments and units look like from the street.

1.2 Engagement Framework

The project has included two phases of engagement:
Phase 1. (March/April 2018)
The objectives for this phase of community engagement were to:

- promote the project and opportunities for community input and feedback;

- build the community’s understanding of the planning controls and issues impacting the design of
residential corridors located in the RGZ;

- gaininsights about what issues the community thinks should be considered in this review and why;

- gaininsights about what the community thinks are good or bad housing development examples; and

- promote the next steps for the project.

Phase 2: (July/August 2018)
The objectives for this phase of community engagement were to:
- promote the project and opportunities for community input and feedback;

- Iinform the community about how their feedback has been incorporated into the study; and
- present and test the draft Residential Comidor Built Form guidelines.

Ethos Urban | [123] 2
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1.3 Engagement Approach for Phase 2

Two drop-in sessions were undertaken for this stage of engagement, one in the northem corridor and one in
the southern corridor.

The drop-in sessions included:

- Iinformation boards that presented the key issues, information and draft recommendations.

- technical experts to provide feedback and answer questions; and

- opportunity for residents to learn more about the project and provide comment/feedback on the draft
report.

The sessions were promoted by Council through

- multiple advertisements in the Whitehorse Leader;
- Council’'s website; and
- anewsletter distributed to all owners / occupiers within the study area

Date Time Address Attendees
Wednesday 25 July 4pm-7pm East Burwood Hall (310 Burwood 45 attendees
2018 Hwy, Burwood East)

38 registered and 7 people
who did not want to provide
their contact detailed.

Tuesday 31 July 2018 |4pm-7pm Wills Room, Whitehorse Civic 47 attendees
Centre (379-397 Whitehorse Road,
Nunawading) 42 registered attendees and 9

people who did not want to
provide their contact detailed.

At each drop-in session participants were invited to read through a series of infformation posters (see
Appendix 1) outlining key issues and information about the draft recommendations, as well as discuss any
questions or comments with Council staff or the consultants. Participants were there invited to take part in a
survey which asked several key questions-

1. What do you think about the seven draft principles?
2. What do you think about the draft controls relating to:
building setbacks?
building height?
landscaping?
the streetscape?
shadowing?
* wind effects?
3. Do you have any additional comments?
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1.4 Participation rates

In total, 66 responses to the survey were received:

- 21 were provided through Council's online website
- 45 were hard copy surveys or submissions.

Information provided as a submission has been included under the relevant theme.

1.5 Purpose of this report

Social Fabric Planning supported Ethos Urban by assisting with the community engagement activities for the
project.

This report provides a summary of the second phase of community engagement and presents the feedback
received as a series of key themes.

21 Question 1: What do you think about the seven draft principles?

Approximately 50% of respondents appreciate the greater level of certainty the principles aim to give residents
and developers regarding the ways in which growth will take place in the municipality, and expect that the
principles will deliver better outcomes for both current and future residents. They note that with the growth
taking place in and around Whitehorse, a strategy such as this is urgently needed.

There is doubt regarding how the principles will be enforced; some respondents do not believe that Council
will be able to hold developers accountable if challenged at VCAT. Respondents suggest that some of the
principles may be too loosely worded and will not provide enough clanty and certainty to be enforced as
intended.

The other half of respondents do not think the principles are conservative enough. That is, they believe that
the principles will allow for too much medium- to high-density development at inappropriate heights that will
negatively impact the existing character of Whitehorse. Some respondents cite concerns around the
obstruction of views and sunlight, overlooking, and unattractive visual bulk of developments over two storeys.

Approximately one-tenth of respondents suggested that additional principles focussing on traffic and parking
concerns and/or delivery of infrastructure and services are required as these are directly related to growth and
larger scale development.

Example comments:

* ‘| agree with the 7 principles since it forms more certainty about balancing appropriate buift form with the
available land.”

* “The proposed draft guidelines of 6 storey maximum height is totally unwanted and out of character for
this area. This is too high and does not fit into the character of the area and will cause over development
and congestion.”

* “Good guidelines - am not clear how they can be enforced or how | can be assured that they will be
adhered to.”

* “They do not address peripheral issues like increased residential capacity = more traffic and congestion”
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23 Question 2: What do you think about each of the draft controls?

This section provides a summary analysis of responses to each of the proposed draft controls, with example
comments.

Building setbacks: Of the 54 respondents who commented on this draft control, 23 (43%) voiced support for
the proposed setbacks. Respondents believe the proposed setbacks are appropriate and adequate, and many
believe this will encourage more opportunities for vegetation/trees around new developments.

Approximately 16 respondents (30%) felt that the setbacks need to be greater to address privacy and
overshadowing concerns and suggest that anything above two storeys should take on a “wedding cake” form,
with each ascending fagade further set back into the site. Another group of four respondents would prefer
more flexible controls that allow for setbacks to be determined on a case-by-case basis, depending on what is
most appropriate for the specific site. For example, where there is a railway line rather than residences
abutting a property, a larger setback may not need to be imposed.

Example comments:

= “Agree the new setbacks would provide decent space between existing residential homes and new
development.”

*  “Bigger setbacks are welcome but privacy controls/screening/barriers still need to be considered to protect
privacy of neighbouring properties. If there is nothing in between you still have no privacy even if a few
metres back”

* ‘I do not support the current proposal in regards to rear, front and side setbacks, they are not sufficient for
any useful purpose. | would prefer front setbacks of 8 metres, rear setbacks of 12 metres and side
sethacks of 6 metres would allow for landscaping and recreation.”

Building height: A total of 57 respondents addressed this issue. Support for the proposed building height is
mixed. While approximately one-third of respondents believe a 6-storey height limit—or higher—is
appropriate, almost two-thirds would prefer the maximum building height to be reduced to 4 storeys, or even
2-3 storeys, especially adjacent to existing single- and double-storey residential areas.

A small minority group of respondents (approximately 5%) argue for heights greater than 6 storeys or no limit
at all, to accommodate future growth and match the high-rise development that has already occurred.

Example comments:

* “More than 6 level is acceptable as population increases fast may need amendment again soon”

. “Not in favour of anything over 4 storeys. Consideration should be given to the character and existing
buildings in the area/neighbourhood.”

. “I feel really disappointed. This is too high for a local suburban area.”

Landscaping: A total of 50 respondents addressed this principle. Respondents support the inclusion of
landscaping controls, but several (6 respondents) note that the proposed controls do not explicitly address
landscaping requirements or desired outcomes. There are some questions as to how Council may enforce
private landscapes, particularly maintenance. According to respondents, a major priority in landscaping
controls should be that setbacks allow enough space for substantial, mature vegetation roots and canopy.
Adequate vegetation can reduce energy costs, prevent urban heat islands, and act as privacy screens.
Respondents also encourage the protection and creation of shared green spaces and innovative greening
solutions such as vertical planting and rooftop gardens.
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Example comments:

* “Excellent!! Encourages more vegetation.”

*  “Pleased to see it mentioned. Mature trees need to be planted, but who will ensure they are protected and
cared for?”

= “These controls need to be refined to make sure they are enforced”

The streetscape: of the 42 respondents to this principle, almost one-third explicitly support the draft controls
regarding streetscape, or pedestrian interfaces; streetscapes should be active, attractive, safe, and functional.
Approximately 24% of respondents (10 individuals) suggested that streetscape is negatively impacted by high
nse buildings, but three respondents noted that Box Hill still has a ‘good’ streetscape with the presence of high
nses. Most agree that vegetation, quality design and materials, lighting, and pedestrian access are important
contributors to a positive streetscape.

Example comments:

* “The proposal of large setbacks and landscaping is good, but also to be conscious of the visual effect with
quality of materials and design to blend in with existing residents surrounding these new developments.”

*  “Once again, very good guideline to encourage thought about the visual impact the built form will have on
the neighbourhood.”

* “The streetscape would be more welcoming and less like a concrete tunnel if developments were kept to
and below 3 storeys (8 meters) with front, sides and rear setbacks from the boundaries to allow for
residential use and landscaping, trees and gardens.”

Shadowing: The commentary on this draft control suggests that respondents agree that shadowing is an
important aspect to consider with new development. Approximately 10 (22%) of the total 46 responses to this
principle voice support for this draft control. Nine respondents suggest that Council should limit shadowing of
private spaces as well, not only public open spaces. A small group (4 respondents) proposes evaluating
overshadowing impacts on surrounding homes on a case-by-case basis with the planning application.

Another issue raised with the draft control was the specific sunlight requirement; 7 residents questioned
whether the 11am — 2pm sunlight period is a large enough window to assess the extent of overshadowing.
This proposed control also gave rise to more comments suggesting stricter setback and height controls to
address shadowing concerns.

Example comments:

* “The variable of shadowing between 11am and 2pm should be increased as more people are out either
earlier in the day or later, particularly with school children and adults returning from work.”

*  “Only a mention of shadowing on open spaces. What about adjacent homes and gardens?”

*  “High rise buildings will create unwelcome shadows.”

Wind effects:- Of the 41 responses to this principle, approximately one-third expressed approval for its
inclusion, noting that wind is important to consider. Another 9 respondents suggest that this control is too
vague, that it i1s unclear how a wind assessment is conducted, or that this control should be extended to all
developments over a single storey. A smaller group (7 respondents) pointed out that wind effects would not be
necessary consideration if stricter height and setback controls were implemented.
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Example comments:

*  “This is crucial. Wind tunnel testing is important. It should be applied not just to the Height of the
development, but the site”

= ‘I believe this is very important. Walk past some of the new buildings in box hill and you are almost swept
off of your feet on a calm day”

*  “The effects of wind would be negligible if developments were kept to and below 3 storeys (8 meters).
Landscaping and trees would also act as natural wind breaks.”
Question 3: Additional comments

A total of 56 responses addressed additional comments that speak to the full range of issues around built form
in Whitehorse. Most respondents used the opportunity to provide additional feedback to reemphasize their
earlier comments regarding the draft controls and principles, especially those that opposed aspects of the
proposals. Again, some respondents expressed the sentiment that Council’s attempts to control development
will ultimately be futile.

Other issues related to the built form that respondents recommend be addressed moving forward include:
* building design

* |ocation of new development

* ftraffic and parking

* light and noise pollution

* provision of infrastructure and services

* protection of existing character; and environmental impacts of development.

In summary the pimary issues of concern to submitters, based on the frequency of response are:

* The potential impacts of buildings in the RGZ of up to 6 storeys

* Car parking and traffic management around higher density development
* Enforcement of landscaping requirements

* Shadowing impacts on private land

There was support for.

* The setbacks proposed from front, side and back boundaries
* Tree planting and vegetation in setback areas

* Controls relating to lighting, pedestnan access, wind effects and good design

Next steps

* Council to review draft document
* Make any changes as required

* Issue final report.
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