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ANNEXURE 6 
 
DCP related matters raised during the consultation process for the Draft LEP 
Of the 70 submissions Council received, 51 submissions (73%) raised issues which are 
relevant to the unendorsed Draft DCP.  The issues are categorised into the following 
groupings so similar issues can be collectively addressed. 

DCP issues 
% submissions 
that raised issue 

A.  Character of the Double Bay Centre 
• Inconsistent with the village character of the area  
• Scale/overdevelopment of the site  

31%

B.  Economic impact on the Double Bay Centre 
• Anticipated development will split the commercial heart of Double Bay 
• Questions about the economic contribution and flow on effects of a 

supermarket to the wider retailing area in Double Bay 

7%

C.  Layout and street pattern 
• Closure of roads to provide a footprint to accommodate a supermarket 
• Breaks the fine grain street and pedestrian network 

4%

D.  Building height 
• Reduce building height 

19%

E.  Building envelopes 
• Does not provide for an appropriate interface between the commercial 

and residential zones 
• Setbacks at the zone interface are inadequate 
• Environmental impacts and diminished residential amenity 
• Traffic, carpark and loading dock design (Refer to Item F) 

59%

F.  Traffic, carpark and loading dock design 
• Carpark design (require an underground carpark) 
• Location of carpark entries and exits 
• Ramp design and location 
• Location of loading docks 
• Hours of operation, noise, vibration and light spill 
• Bicycle and motorbike parking 
• Visual amenity and treatment of the open roof carpark 

47%

G.  Trees 
• Loss of significant trees 

39%

H.  Public domain 
• Questions about the practical operation of the shared zone, and the 

effective function of Kiaora Lane and the plaza 

13%

I.  Heritage  
• Development adjacent to the Golden Sheaf Hotel 
• Recognition of the site’s association with tennis  

10%

J.  Environment 
• Environmentally sustainable design 
• Flood levels 

1%
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A. Character of the Double Bay Centre 

Council received 22 submissions (31%) identifying concern that the unendorsed Draft DCP 
will accommodate development that represents an overdevelopment of the site and is not 
compatible with the village character of the Double Bay Centre.  

This sentiment is reflected in the following submissions— 

“When will it become apparent to council that the reason for living here and being the envy 
of Sydney is not because Double Bay is a high rise shopping precinct but because, there has 
been control over these issues, it has a shopping precinct that relates to the human senses of 
size, aesthetics and open space.” (Submission 15, Tinant) 

“What people want is a renovated supermarket and some presentable streets.  They do not 
want or need another giant megastore”.  (Submission 19, McCarthy)  

“The charm of Double Bay lies in its village atmosphere and scale.” 
(Submission 28, Dr Lazer) 

“The proposed site… is substantial, in fact, it is huge and will completely override the 
existing village atmosphere in Double Bay.”  (Submission 31, Magnus) 

“The horizontal scale of the proposed development is substantially greater than that of any 
other building in the Double Bay Centre… The footprint of the proposal is totally out-of-
scale with its context… and does not belong in the Double Bay Centre.” 
(Submission 33, Baker)  

“Double Bay has always been unique, it is a village and for the Kiaora Lands site it is 
worthy of a ‘class’ development…“I am concerned when I see the proposed block shaped 
shopping complex, that could have been plucked out of any other outer lying areas of Sydney 
and plonked onto the site.”  (Submission 55, Gow-Gates) 

Planning response 

The objectives of the unendorsed Draft DCP provide for an expanded supermarket and 
additional public carparking. It is expected that such redevelopment of the land will enhance 
the commercial role of the Double Bay Centre and provide a catalyst for increased business 
activity. 

Although the unendorsed Draft DCP provides for a large building footprint for the 
supermarket, this does not preclude the redevelopment of the land from making a positive 
contribution to the character of the area.  In particular, we have developed building envelope 
controls, edge conditions and requirements for articulation, which are informed by, and 
respond to, the existing character of built form in the Double Bay Centre.  

For example, the building envelope controls proposed in the unendorsed Draft DCP establish 
height and setbacks that are consistent with the controls that apply to land throughout the 
Double Bay Centre.  In particular, the low rise future desired character of the Double Bay 
Centre is maintained. 

The unendorsed Draft DCP also establishes edge conditions for the frontages on Kiaora Lane 
and Kiaora Road that are consistent with the frontage requirements in the Double Bay Centre 
DCP and the traditional frontage profile of the existing retail and commercial buildings in 
Double Bay.   
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However, in response to the submissions, we agree that stronger building articulation controls 
for the built form south of Kiaora Lane are required to ensure that the building is 
appropriately articulated and reflects the scale and proportioning characteristic of 
development on smaller lots throughout the Double Bay Centre.  
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n Amend the Draft DCP to include an additional control— 

 
A2.5.3 Built form south of Kiaora Lane  
Control 
 The building frontage facing Kiaora Lane is to be articulated so as to break up 

the length of the built form and reflect the vertical proportions of development in 
the Double Bay Centre.   

B. Economic impact on the Double Bay Centre 

Council received 5 submissions (7%) that questioned the economic contribution and flow on 
benefits of a supermarket to the wider retailing area of the centre.  

This sentiment is reflected in the following submissions— 

“This development will split the commercial heart of Double Bay.”  
(Submission 9, O’Donnell) 

“The full development of the Mall as a major retail precinct has the potential of changing the 
retail centre of Double Bay from Knox Street to this lane to a very significant degree, as it 
will draw people across New South Head Road – park, shop and never return.” 
(Submission 54, Berry) 

“It is erroneous to contend that the proposal will significantly rejuvenate Double Bay as a 
destination, and may have the converse effect of drawing business away from the established 
town centre north of New South Head Road.”  
(Submission 58, Daniel McNamara Planning Solutions) 

Planning response 

Council’s support for a supermarket on the Kiaora Lands site is long-standing, and was 
identified in the previous masterplan concept in 2002.  It is expected that the redevelopment 
of the Kiaora Lands will protect and enhance the commercial role of the Double Bay Centre 
both locally and generally throughout Metropolitan Sydney. 

The economic benefits for the Double Bay Centre resulting from an expanded and modern 
supermarket have been documented in reports by Dimasi Strategic Research1 (2003) and  
Hill PDA2 (2003).  Both reports conclude that a modern supermarket associated with 
convenient parking will provide significant economic stimulus for increased business activity 
and private sector development across the Double Bay Centre.  

                                                 
1 This report formed part of the documentation for DA 955/2003/1, the comprehensive proposal for the Kiaora Lands site, 
which comprised a mixed retail, commercial and community facility development. 
2 Kiaora Lands Woolworths and Solotel Economic Appraisal 
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In particular, the Hill PDA report highlighted the significant undersupply of food retailing in 
Double Bay.  The report concluded that whilst a new and expanded supermarket alone would 
not resolve the undersupply of food retailing, it would provide a strong retail anchor which 
would attract other food retailers, including those in the specialty fresh food areas.   

To that end, the redevelopment of the Kiaora Lands site is seen as a catalyst for increased 
business activity and private sector development in Double Bay.  It will enhance the existing 
distinctive mix of small scale shops, boutiques, cafes and commercial premises that 
characterise the centre, and improve connections between both sides of the Double Bay 
Centre through the new arcade and plaza. 

Notwithstanding, in response to submissions we recommend that an economic impact study 
should be submitted as part of the development application for the Kiaora Lands. 

Recommendation No change to the unendorsed Draft DCP in response to this issue. 
However, we recommend that Council requires an economic impact 
statement with the development application.  
(Refer to the Strategic and Corporate Report recommendation E) 

C. Layout and street pattern 

Council received 3 submissions (4%) that raised concerns about the closure of roads and the 
loss of pedestrian connections, which form part of the fine grain street network that is 
characteristic of the Double Bay Centre.   

This sentiment is reflected in Submission 33— 

“The proposed development requires the closure of portions of two public streets – the 
northern two thirds of Anderson Street and the eastern half of Patterson Street. This would 
remove a significant part of the fine grain street network which is a fundamental element of 
the special character of Double Bay Centre. It would also reduce connectivity and public 
accessibility through the Kiaora Lands.” (Submission 33, Baker) 

Planning response 

Kiaora Lane and the new arcade 
The unendorsed Draft DCP establishes significant pedestrian connections by way of the 
shared zone in Kiaora Lane and the new arcade between New South Head Road and 
Kiaora Lane. 

These pedestrian connections are central features of the public domain controls in the 
unendorsed Draft DCP and seek to enhance the permeability of the Double Bay Centre and 
strengthen the links between New South Head Road and Kiaora Lane as shown in Figure 1.  
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Development south of Kiaora Lane 
A key element of the layout and street pattern, as set out in section A2.3.1 of the unendorsed 
Draft DCP, is to allow the enclosure of public roads to provide a large building footprint to 
accommodate an expanded supermarket and carparking south of Kiaora Lane. 

The unendorsed Draft DCP provides for a pedestrian connection across the site by requiring a 
dedicated through-site footpath linking Kiaora Lane and Anderson Street (section A2.5.5 
Carpark design).  We acknowledge that the quality of this pedestrian link is diminished 
because the pedestrian link is through the carpark, but consider this to be a justified 
compromise to allow for the large building footprint.   

However, we do identify that the pedestrian connections south of Kiaora Lane could further 
be improved, and recommend that dedicated pedestrian access and egress points are provided 
between the streets and the carpark.   
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n Amend the Draft DCP to include an additional control— 

 
A2.5.6 Carpark and loading dock design 
Control 
 Ensure dedicated pedestrian entry and egress points to the public carparking 

are available from the plaza, Kiaora Lane, Patterson Street, Anderson Street 
and the supermarket entry. 

 

Fig. 1: Map illustrating required pedestrian connections across the site 
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D. Building height3 

Council received 13 submissions (19%) that raised concerns with the maximum building 
height of 16.5 metres.  Submissions commonly suggested that a height limit of 10 metres or 
12 metres is more appropriate, and would be largely consistent with the height of the building 
shown in the redevelopment concept plans.   

This sentiment is reflected in the following submissions— 

 “The proposal has potential for a tower (unknown height) with roof top parking.” 
(Submission 13, Brown) 

 “16.5 metres is too high and the fact that it is non-binding is ridiculous.  A height control of 
12 metres should be the maximum to maintain the beauty and ‘villagey atmosphere’ of the 
area.” (Submission 16, Grant) 

“16.5 metres should be reduced and not exceed 10 metre, to stop over development of the 
site.” (Submission 27, Jebken) 

Planning response 

New South Head Road frontage 
The built form envelope controls in Part 5 of the Double Bay DCP establish a maximum 
height of 16.5 metres for properties fronting New South Head Road, between Manning Road 
and Kiaora Road.  Further to this, section 6.3.2 of the DCP also states that redevelopment 
should achieve the maximum prescribed height along the primary street frontage to reinforce 
the built definition of the streets. 

It is therefore appropriate to also provide a 16.5 metre height limit to the New South Head 
Road frontage of the Kiaora Lands site to ensure a consistent street wall height. 

We do not recommend any change to the height proposed in the unendorsed Draft DCP in 
relation to this part of the site. 

Development south of Kiaora Lane 
For the part of the site south of Kiaora Lane it is understandable that the submitters seek a 
reduced height, particularly given that the building shown in the concept plans is significantly 
less than 16.5 metres.   

We have investigated the opportunity for reducing the height, but identify that a height of 
16.5 metres is required to accommodate articulated structures and landscaping associated 
with the screening and treatment of a rooftop carpark.4   

It is also important to note that the building height is just one element of the overall built 
form envelope control that applies to the site.    

                                                 
3 See also Annexure 5 2E (Include height control in LEP) 
4 In response to submissions we have prepared controls for the roof design.  Refer to Item F.  
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The built form envelope illustrates the limits of permissible building height, depth and 
location. As shown in Figure 2, the envelope control provides for a graduated height across 
the site— 

 lower building height at sensitive locations, such as the interface with adjoining 
residential land, 

 greatest building height at locations where the height will not have significant adverse 
impact, such as the centre of the site, and  

 street wall height of 14 metres at Kiaora Lane, similar to the street wall height of  
13.5 metres in the Double Bay DCP that applies to properties immediately opposite,  
on the northern side of Kiaora Lane.  

 
Fig. 2: Cross section from Kiaora Lane to the boundary at the Court Road residential properties 

The Double Bay DCP uses built form envelope controls as a principal mechanism for 
controlling the built form.  We are comfortable with continuing this approach for the Kiaora 
Lands site, and to retain a maximum building height of 16.5 metres across the site as 
proposed in the unendorsed Draft DCP. 

Recommendation No change to the unendorsed Draft DCP in response to this issue.  

E. Building envelopes 

Council received 41 submissions (59%) that raised concerns related to the building envelopes 
and the edge conditions.  These submissions request, among other things, an increased 
landscaped buffer zone between the business and residential areas. 

Many of the issues raised were made by the owners of the adjoining residential land.  This is 
understandable, as these residential properties will be most affected by future redevelopment 
on the Kiaora Lands.  The issues have been separately identified and addressed below in 
response to each edge condition. 
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E1. Court Road 

The key issues raised were— 

• Interface with the Court Road residential properties that directly abut the development 
site. Refer to Figures 3 and 4.  This included concern with the size of the setback, 
overshadowing, loss of privacy and amenity. 

• Location of the carpark ramp, location of the carpark entry and exit at Anderson Street, 
and concerns about noise and light spill from the carpark. 

This sentiment is reflected in the following submissions— 

 “The proposed development site is located a minimum of 5m-10m from residential buildings 
principle living areas, balconies and windows, and noise and vibration generated will impact upon 
amenity of neighbouring residents.” (Submission 13, Brown) 

 “There must be a substantial buffer/green zone between homes and the Woolworths development, 
which would need to be set back 15 metres from residential boundaries.” (Submission 17, Rafi) 

“The interface between this large commercial development and our home falls well below any 
reasonable planning standard.  It means that cars, in an open carpark with no enclosure at all will 
be two paces from our rear boundary…The promise of landscaping should not be relied upon to 
mitigate unacceptable planning, in this case represented by the unusually close proximity of a 
major commercial development to residents’ back fences…The enclosure of the open car parking 
on the ground floor is vital…The position of the ramp is a grave imposition…the ramp is set back 
a mere 7 metres from our fence at first floor level dramatically exacerbates the problems.”  
(Submission 21, Joel and Mason) 

“Under the current planning regime, the adjoining owners in Court Road should have an 
expectation of a townhouse style development with a setback of approximately 12 metres 
representing 25% of the length of the property as per Council’s Residential DCP.”  
(Submission 22, Moody) 

“The carpark is much too close to the rear boundary of 14/16 (and also 12) Court Road…We 
strongly suggest that the proposed first row of car spaces on the ground floor of the southern side 
of the development be removed and the area be rezoned as open space…while an enclosed carpark 
is preferable we would be prepared to have it open if the 8 metre buffer was put in place.” 
(Submission 25, Forster) 

 “The residential properties along Court Road should not be placed in a position that is adverse to 
the current impact of the zoning of the properties in Patterson Street.”  (Submission 29, Rundle) 

“There will be likely conflicts of noise, fumes, overshadowing in addition to the visual impositions 
arising from its greater scale, bulk, utilitarian function, and proximity. Such a development is 
wholly incompatible for an established residential precinct.” 
(Submission 43, Anthony Rowan Pty Ltd) 

“The current Design Concept Plans prepared by Woolworths are the most insensitive 
interface/transitional zone that I have observed in my professional career” 
(Submission 44, Moody) 

“Woolworths is proposing that this extremely substantial commercial development should be built 
closer to residents’ homes than would be allowed under present zoning conditions if a very 
significantly smaller residential property was constructed. Residents should not be more adversely 
affected than under the existing zoning… Set back at the southern interface between residential 
boundaries and the commercial development of 14m.” 
(Submission 53, Double Bay Residents’ Association) 
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Planning response 

Rear setback at the edge condition to Court Road residential properties  

In response to the submissions we have further considered the edge conditions to the 
residential properties in Court Road and agree that the controls could be strengthened to 
provide a more sympathetic design response as follows— 

• Increase setback at the southern boundary adjacent to the Court Road properties from  
0 metres to 7.25 metres 

• Setback to be landscaped and free of any development, including carparking or carpark 
ramps. 

The dimension of 7.25 metres is based on the setback required if the site was a residential 
zone and developed for a residential flat building. In residential zones a 25% rear setback  
is required, and for sites 29 metres deep (as the Court Road properties are) the setback is  
7.25 metres. 
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Amend the Draft DCP to: 

Insert text shown in italics— 

A2.4 Built Form Envelopes 
Figure 5 and Edge condition 
 A – 32° inclined plane springing 3.5 metres south of the boundary, and a  

building setback of 7.25 metres from the boundary. 
 
Include an additional control— 

A2.5.3 Built form south of Kiaora Lane 
Control 
 Building setbacks included in edge conditions A, B and C are to accommodate 

deep soil landscaping to mitigate the impact of the built form.  

Fig. 3: Rear of properties at  
12-14 Court Road at the interface 

Fig. 4: Location of edge/interface with Court Road 
residential properties 
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Location of the car park ramp, location of the carpark entry and exit at Anderson Street, and 
concerns about noise and light spill from the carpark 

These issues are addressed in Item F (Traffic, carpark and loading dock design).   

E2. Kiaora Road 

The submissions raised concern that the unendorsed Draft DCP would provide for 
development that would significantly change the character of Kiaora Road.   

The key issues raised were— 

• Interface of the proposal with 8 Kiaora Road.  Refer to Figures 6 and 7.  This included 
concern with the size of the setback, overshadowing, loss of privacy and amenity. 

• Location of the carpark entry and exit at Kiaora Road, location of the loading dock at 
Kiaora Road, and concerns about noise and light spill from the carpark and loading dock. 

• Size of building setback to Kiaora Road to provide for increased street planting.  

This sentiment is reflected in the following submissions— 

“I question the lack of setback or 
landscaping in front of the development 
fronting Kiaora Road, which completely 
changes the nature and character if the 
residential landscape [and request] that 
Council allow a reasonable setback from 
the Kiaora Road footpath with some 
shielding landscaping…Light pollution 
from the buildings is a likely problem, 
especially if there are extended hours of 
operation.” (Submission 12, Phelps) 

 “For the northern side of 8 Kiaora Road, 
the residents will lose direct sun light on 
their units.  Residents could lose privacy as 
a result of the development.”  
(Submission 56, Hui) 

  
Fig. 6: 8 Kiaora Road Fig. 7: The view north along Kiaora Road from 
 1 Leura Road 

Fig. 5: Location of edge/interface with 8 Kiaora Road
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Planning response 

Side setback at the edge condition to residential property at 8 Kiaora Road 

The residents of 8 Kiaora Road are concerned about the form of development that will occur 
at their northern side boundary.  We have further considered the controls at this interface. 

The proposed controls in the unendorsed Draft DCP establish an inclined plane on the side 
boundary adjacent to 8 Kiaora Road at an angle of 64o (Figure 8a). We identify that the 
control would be strengthened by requiring a setback of 1.5 metres in addition to the inclined 
plane (Figure 8b).   

This revised side setback is consistent with the side setback that would be required if the land 
was zoned Residential 2(b) and redeveloped for a residential flat building5. 

 

                 
Fig. 8a: The edge condition before the  Fig. 8b: The edge condition after the proposed 
proposed amendment proposed amendment 

 

                                                 
5 Detailed analysis of overshadowing impacts will also be assessed at the development application stage. 
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Amend the Draft DCP to: 
 
Insert text shown in italics— 

A2.4 Built Form Envelopes 
Figure 5 and Edge condition  
 B – 64° inclined plane springing from the boundary, and a building setback of 

1.5 metres from the boundary. 
 

Include an additional control— 

A2.5.3 Built form south of Kiaora Lane 
Control 
 Building setbacks included in edge conditions A, B and C are to accommodate 

deep soil landscaping to mitigate the impact of the built form. 
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Location of the carpark entry and concerns about noise and light spill from the carpark 
These issues are addressed in Item F (Traffic, carpark and loading dock design).   

Front building setback to Kiaora Road 
One submission requested an increased front building setback to Kiaora Road to provide 
sufficient width to accommodate street tree planting.   
We have further considered this matter and identify that an increased front building setback 
is not required as the street trees can be accommodated within the existing 3.6 metres verge 
and pavement.   

However, the controls could be strengthened by recognising that Kiaora Road is a tree lined 
street and new street planting should contribute to this existing character.  In addition, the 
controls should clarify that the location and design of awnings must accommodate street 
trees.   

  R
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Amend the Draft DCP to: 
 
Insert text shown in italics— 

A2.3.2.1  Kiaora Road  
Strategy 
 Provide new street planting to contribute to the tree lined nature of Kiaora Road. 

 
Include an additional control— 

A2.5.5 The new public domain  
Control 
 Awnings must be designed to accommodate street trees.   

E3.  Patterson Street 

The submissions raised concern regarding the interface with the existing Patterson Street 
residential properties at 4-8 Patterson Street and 11 Patterson Street.  Refer to Figures  
9 and 10. 

 The key issues raised were— 

• Character of Patterson Street will change significantly. 

• Location of the carpark entry and exit and loading dock at Patterson Street will have 
significant impacts on the amenity of residents at 4-8 Patterson Street. 

• Setback, view loss and overshadowing impacts of the building to residents in  
11 Patterson Street. 

• Loss of on street carparking, which is used by the residents in Patterson Street and 
surrounding streets. 
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This sentiment is reflected in the following submissions— 

“How can Patterson Street retain the character of a residential street when it is one of the 
main entry and exit points for a multi-level car park?... It is hard to believe that Council 
would not take into account height restrictions to allow our unit to receive adequate 
sunlight and noise.” (Submission 23, Moore) 

“Patterson Street is tree lined and has through vehicular movement. The low density 
residential uses in this locality function relatively harmoniously with the existing low 
scale commercial activities. However, the rezoning will change the present situation quite 
dramatically by permitting five to six storey developments to the north and east and 
closing part of Patterson Street. Patterson Street will change from a low traffic 
generating street to a major access to two car parks… 
The amenity offered by the proposed rezoning and concept design includes four storey 
buildings, a closed street, car parking access, increased traffic and an outlook of 
commercial activities. The rezoning is not conducive to low scale residential 
development… 
A change in zoning of 3(a) to this site would provide a better relationship to the 
commercial centre and a more appropriate transition to the adjoining residential area to 
the south.”  (Submission 68, GSA Planning) 

 
Fig. 9: Location of edge/interface at Patterson Street 
 

 
Fig. 10: London Plane tree opposite 4 Patterson Street 



 
Annexure 6    Page 14 of 30 
 

 
Fig. 11: Setbacks in Patterson Street 

Planning response 

Patterson Street as a transition zone  

The northern side of Patterson Street is zoned General Business 3(a) and the southern side is 
zoned Residential 2(b) (except for parts of 2 and 4 Anderson Street and a small part of 
2 Patterson Street which are zoned 3(a)).  As identified in the existing Double Bay DCP, and 
the unendorsed Draft DCP, a desired future character objective for Patterson Street is “to 
provide a transition between the commercial centre and the adjacent residential areas”.  

One submission sought a rezoning of 4-8 Patterson Street to the 3(a) zone. This issue has 
been addressed in Annexure 5 Item 2C.  We concluded that an extension of the commercial 
centre is not appropriate because the existing Residential 2(b) zone better reflects the intent of 
this street as a transition zone between the business and residential areas. 

As a transition zone, it is anticipated that the character of Patterson Street will change and it 
will not retain a residential character when the land on the northern side is redeveloped.   
The unendorsed Draft DCP does not, however, suitably reflect that intent.  In fact, the 
unendorsed Draft DCP includes the following desired future character objective, “to ensure 
that Patterson Street retains the character of a residential street” (section A2.3.2.3 Patterson 
Street).  We identify that this objective should be deleted as it provides an unrealistic 
expectation for the future character of Patterson Street.  
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Notwithstanding, we recognise the concerns raised in submissions, particularly by the 
property owner of 4-8 Patterson Street where there is a current consent for a medium density 
residential development comprising 7 dwellings.   

We identify that the building bulk and visual amenity of the commercial uses to Patterson 
Street could be reduced by establishing a landscaped building setback of 5 metres on the 
northern side of Patterson Street. There is currently no setback required.   

As illustrated in Figure 11, the setback of 5 metres was determined by calculating the average 
front setback of the adjoining residential flat building at 11 Patterson Street.  This approach 
for determining the front setback is a commonly accepted method and is consistent with the 
approach applied in Council’s residential and business centre development control plans.   

The 5 metres setback will also partially accommodate6 the London Plane tree located 
opposite 4 Patterson Street (Figure 9).  This tree is highly significant to the character of the 
street and is to be retained, as set out in the unendorsed Draft DCP.   

In summary, we have recommended a setback of 5 metres along the northern side of 
Patterson Street— 

1. to ensure that new buildings are set back to reflect the pattern and setbacks of existing 
buildings, 

2. to ensure that the existing significant London Plane tree opposite  4 Patterson Street is 
retained, and 

3. in response to submissions expressing a strong desire to retain the character and amenity 
of Patterson Street. 

                                                 
6 Building articulation within the envelope may also be needed to fully accommodate the London Plane tree 
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Amend the Draft DCP to: 
 
Delete the following— 

A2.3.2.3  Patterson Street 
Desired future character objective 

 To ensure that Patterson Street retains the character of a residential street.  
 
Insert the following— 
A2.4 Built Form Envelopes 
Figure 5 and Edge condition  

 C – 32° inclined plane springing from the southern side of Patterson Street,  
and a building setback of 5 metres from the street frontage. 

 
A2.5.3 Built form south of Kiaora Lane 
Control 

 Building setbacks included in edge conditions A, B and C are to accommodate 
deep soil landscaping to mitigate the impact of the potential built form. 
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11 Patterson Street 

The residents of 11 Patterson Street raised concerns about view loss and overshadowing.   

Detailed analysis of view loss and 
overshadowing will also be assessed at the 
development application stage.  
However, we have further considered the 
controls at this interface and identify that 
the controls should be amended to provide 
a setback of 1.5 metres.  This revised 
setback is consistent with the side setback 
that would be required if the land was 
zoned Residential 2(b) and redeveloped for 
a residential flat building. 

 

 

 

Recommendation Recommendation is the same as for Item E2. Kiaora Road above.   
These edge conditions are both identified as Figure 5,  
Edge Condition B in section A2.4 Built Form Envelopes. 

Loss of on street parking in Patterson Street 
The submissions also raised concern with the loss of on street carparking in Patterson Street.  
Some residents of 11 Patterson Street, as well as residents from the surrounding streets, do 
not have off street parking and park in Patterson Street and the Kiaora Lane carpark after 
hours.  These residents seek alternative parking solutions such as access to the new carpark or 
implementation of a resident parking scheme for the precinct.  

We estimate that approximately 48 on street parking spots will be lost as a result of the 
anticipated building footprint established in the unendorsed Draft DCP.  The loss of on street 
parking is not a matter for the Draft DCP, but will be considered in the assessment of parking 
provisions for the development application. This matter has also been referred to Council’s 
Technical Services Division to investigate alternate options. 

Location of the carpark entry and exit and loading dock  
These issues are addressed in Item F (Traffic, carpark and loading dock design).   

Fig. 12: View looking east down Patterson Street 
with 11 Patterson Street on the left 
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F. Traffic, carpark and loading dock design 

Council received 33 submissions (47%) that raised concern with traffic, carparking or  
loading issues as follows— 

• Carpark design (require an underground carpark) 
• Location of carpark entries and exits 
• Ramp design and location 
• Location of loading docks 
• Hours of operation, noise, vibration and light spill 
• Visual amenity and treatment of the open roof carpark 

These sentiments are reflected in the following submissions— 
“Moving traffic and car park exits and entries from commercial Kiaora Lane to residential 
Court Road (whilst still permitting vehicles to ‘share’ Kiaora Lane) is nonsensical… 
Close Anderson Street to vehicles... Block off the eastern end of Court Road to traffic to 
crate a cul de sac, so that Court Road doesn’t become part of the traffic chaos… 
Put ramp leading from the bottom car park to top car park on Kiaora Lane, north side… 
Limit car spaces to 350 in total.” (Submission 19, McCarthy) 

“Anderson Street car entrance be discontinued, or at least only an ingress, and have 
restrictive times when it can be open.” (Submission 25, Forster) 

 “All car parking should be underground as a matter of good urban design.  This would 
greatly reduce the bulk of the development and its physical/visual impact on surrounding 
development. The DCP should require all carparking to be underground.” 
(Submission 30, Kass) 

“Council has made accommodation for 500 cars but this will be exceeded in the surrounding 
streets and the residents of Double Bay who wish to park their cars will be disadvantaged as 
they are already by commuters and bowlers from Double Bay Bowling Club.” 
(Submission 31, Magnus) 

“Lights and noise from this elevated car park are likely to impact on the bedrooms on our 
upper floors…[We request] that Council consider a car-free buffer with sight and sound 
barrier and landscaping at the Kiaora Road edge of the rooftop car park.” 
(Submission 12, Phelps) 

“Anderson Street exit to be one way out of the car park – reducing the impact on Court 
Road.” (Submission 54, Berry) 

“Proposed car parking entrance next to 8 Kiaora Road… are extremely concerning to us 
because it will result in traffic congestions, air pollution, lack of streets parking and noise 
pollution.” (Submission 56, Hui) 



 
Annexure 6    Page 18 of 30 
 

Planning response 

Carpark design (require an underground carpark) 
The submissions identified that the carpark would have less visual impact if it was located 
below ground.   

In preparing the carparking controls we have recognised that the site is characterised by a 
high water table and acid sulphate soils.  These environmental conditions impose significant 
constraints on large scale excavation, such as that required for underground carparking  
(and demonstrated in detailed technical studies associated with the previous masterplan 
proposal for the site).   

For these reasons, we should not require underground carparking in the unendorsed 
Draft DCP.   

Recommendation No change to the unendorsed Draft DCP in response to this issue.  

 

Location of carpark entries and exits 
The concept plans show carpark entries and exits off Kiaora Road, Anderson Street and 
Patterson Street.  Residential property owners have made submissions objecting to the 
carpark entry and exits being located from their respective street.        

The unendorsed Draft DCP does not specify the location of the carpark entry and exit points 
to the development, other than restricting access or egress from Kiaora Lane which is to 
become a pedestrian friendly shared zone.   

Kiaora Road, Anderson Street and Patterson Street are roads that have potential capacity to 
service the carpark.  Therefore, it is not necessary for the DCP to specifically identify, or 
preclude, specific roads as the entry and exit points for the carpark. 

Recommendation No change to the unendorsed Draft DCP in response to this issue.  

 

Ramp design and location 
The concept plans show a carpark ramp along the southern boundary of the site, adjacent to 
Court Road residential properties7.  Residential property owners in Court Road are very 
concerned about the impact of such a ramp on residential amenity. 

The unendorsed Draft DCP does not restrict or specify the location of ramps associated with 
the carpark.  We do not propose to revise controls to specify the ramp location, but we agree 
that the controls should be strengthened by requiring that any carpark ramps are to be 
enclosed.   

This control will reduce the impact of any carpark ramps and will supplement matters 
increased setback requirements proposed in Item E1 for Court Road above. 

                                                 
7 The ramp shown in the concept plans tabled by Woolworths for consultation does not comply with the unendorsed draft 
DCP, as the ramp is located outside the building envelope.   
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A2.5.6 Carpark and loading dock design 
Control 
 Vehicle ramps between carparking levels are to be enclosed to contain noise and 

light spill impacts. 

Location of loading docks 

One of Council’s objectives for the Kiaora Lands site is to provide a large building footprint 
to accommodate an expanded supermarket and carparking. To accommodate a modern 
supermarket, provisions need to be made for loading facilities, including docks for  
semi-trailers.   

The unendorsed Draft DCP specifies that access to loading docks may be from Kiaora Road 
and Patterson Street only (section A2.5.3, control 5).   Residential property owners have 
made submissions objecting to the identification of their streets for this purpose. 

We have considered the issues raised in the submissions and identify the following— 

• Kiaora Lane is not an appropriate access road for a loading dock as it is identified in the 
Draft DCP as a pedestrian friendly shared zone.  The Draft DCP should only allow 
loading access from Kiaora Lane to service properties on the north side of the lane.   

• Anderson Street is not an appropriate access road for a loading dock as it is accessed from 
Court Road, and it would be unsuitable to encourage trucks through that residential street.   

• Kiaora Road has the greatest capacity (in terms of width and turning circles) of the streets 
surrounding the site and is therefore a practical location for providing a loading dock that 
has capacity for semi-trailers.   

• Patterson Street is identified in the unendorsed Draft DCP as an access point for a loading 
dock as the western end of the development may require loading facilities.  However,  
we agree that the controls could be strengthened to ensure that if a loading dock is 
provided, the design and size of the loading dock is limited to accommodate fixed rigid 
vehicles only (i.e. not semi-trailers).   

• We also recognise that generally the carpark and loading dock design controls could be 
strengthened to minimise the visual impact of the loading docks.  
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Amend the Draft DCP to include the following— 
 
A2.5.6 Carpark and loading dock design 
Principle 
 Minimises the amenity impacts of the carparking and loading docks on 

surrounding properties and public domain. 
 
Controls 
 Vehicular access to the carpark and loading docks south of Kiaora Lane is not to 

be provided from Kiaora Lane.  
 Loading docks are to be designed to minimise conflict between pedestrians and 

vehicles. 
 Loading docks are to be as unobtrusive as reasonably possible. 
 Loading dock doors are to be no larger than the dimensions required for 

functional operation. 
 Loading docks must be fully enclosed. 
 If a loading dock is located off Patterson Street, the design and size of the dock 

must be limited to accommodate fixed rigid vehicles only (i.e. not semi-trailers).  

 

Hours of operation, noise, vibration and light spill 
Many submissions raised concerns about noise, vibration and light spill associated with the 
carpark entries and exits, ramps and loading docks.  These impacts will be assessed at the 
development application stage having regard to detailed technical analysis.   

In addition, some of these issues are addressed in the proposed new control for roof design 
Refer to recommendations on visual amenity and treatment of the open roof below.   

 

Bicycle and motorbike parking 

In reviewing the carparking controls we recommend that the revised Draft DCP should also 
include controls about the provision of bicycle and motorbike parking. Motorbikes and motor 
scooters represent an increasing percent of road users and it is appropriate to provide 
allocated parking for these vehicles.  

The motorbike parking rates proposed in the Draft DCP are informed by recent survey counts 
of motorbikes and motor scooters parked on Kiaora Lands during July 2010.  At the rates 
suggested below, one carspace in every 100 should be allocated for motorbike parking and 
one car space in every 200 for bicycle parking. 

Facilitating motorbike and bicycle use has various benefits. Motorbikes use relatively less 
road space and create less congestion compared to cars, bicycles as a mode of transport 
reduce carbon footprint and promote a healthy lifestyle, and both motorbikes and bicycles 
provide a more efficient use of space in carparks (4 motorbikes or 8 bicycles can be parked in 
a space used by a single car.)   
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Amend the Draft DCP to include additional controls— 
 
A2.5.6 Carpark and loading dock design 
Controls 
 Dedicated bicycle parking is to be provided in a convenient location at the rate of 

1 bicycle per 25 car spaces. 
 Dedicated motorbike parking is to be provided in a convenient location at the rate 

of 1 motorbike per 25 car spaces. 

Visual amenity and treatment of the open roof carpark 

In response to the issues raised in the submissions we propose a new section in the revised 
Draft DCP to address the treatment and amenity of the rooftop parking area, recognising that 
the roofscape may be a significant visual component of the future development and can be 
seen from numerous dwellings in the surrounding suburbs of Edgecliff, Darling Point and 
Bellevue Hill.   
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Amend the Draft DCP to include a new section— 
 
A2.5.7 Roof design  

The roofscape is a significant visual component of the development and can be seen 
from the surrounding suburbs of Edgecliff, Darling Point and Bellevue Hill.  These 
controls seek to reduce potential visual amenity impacts of the roof top parking.   
 

Principles 

P1 The roofscape should not present as an obtrusive and single unarticulated mass. 
P2  The roof is to be designed to minimise the amenity impacts to surrounding 

residences.  
Controls 

C1 A combination of landscape treatments and shade structures should be used so 
that the roofscape does not present as an obtrusive and single unarticulated 
mass.   

C2 A combination of landscape treatments and shade structures should be used to 
minimise glare from the surface of the roof top and the cars parked on the roof.  

C3 The roof treatment is to provide shade structures for vehicles. 
C4 Surface treatments which minimise noise are to be used to minimise tyre 

squeak.  
C5 To contain noise, motorbike parking should be limited to the ground level.  
C6 The roof design should minimise light spill from cars. 
C7 The design of fixed lighting on the roof should comply with AS 4282–1997 

Control of the Obtrusive Effects of Outdoor Lighting (urban standards).   
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G. Trees 

Concern about the loss of trees is a recurrent feature of the submissions. Council received 
27 submissions (39%) relating to this sentiment, reflected in Submission 32— 

“The development contemplated by the draft 
LEP amendment involves the removal of some 
42 mature trees within the development 
precinct.  While I do not object to the removal 
of trees to enable development, it seems most 
improbable that any other developer could even 
contemplate removal of so many mature trees.  
I believe that it is only the partnership with 
WMC that allows Woolworths to advance a 
development of this nature.”  
(Submission 32, Massy-Green) 

Planning response 

As previously identified, a key element of the layout and street pattern, as set out in section 
A2.3.1 of the unendorsed Draft DCP, is to allow the enclosure of public roads to provide a 
large building footprint to accommodate an expanded supermarket and carparking south of 
Kiaora Lane. 

Redevelopment requires the removal of 23 mature trees that are located within the building 
footprint of the supermarket and carparking. 

Notwithstanding, there are 11 trees beyond the perimeter of the footprint that provide 
significant landscape and contributory elements in the streetscape and should be retained, 
listed in the table below. 

Trees 1-8 were identified in the Ents Tree Consultancy report (December 2009) 
commissioned by Council to have a safe useful life expectancy (SULE) rating of medium 
with an expected life of 15-40 years.   

A recent inspection by Council’s Manager Open Space and Trees confirmed that these trees, 
together with trees 9-11, should be retained. 

We recommend that the revised Draft DCP identify the following trees to be retained—  

 Tree Type  Botanical name Location 
1 London Plane Plantanus 

orientalis 
Road verge north side of Patterson St. approx. 
85m east of Manning Rd. 

2 London Plane Plantanus 
orientalis 

Road verge south side of Patterson St approx. 
85m east of Manning Rd. 

3 London Plane Plantanus 
orientalis 

Road verge south side of Patterson St approx. 
65m east of Manning Rd. 

4 London Plane Plantanus 
orientalis 

Road verge north side of Patterson St approx. 
25m east of Manning Rd 

5 London Plane Plantanus 
orientalis 

Road verge east side of Anderson St approx. 
40m north of Court Rd. 

6 London Plane Plantanus 
orientalis 

Road verge west side of Anderson St approx. 
35m north Court Rd. 

Fig. 13: Anderson Street looking south 
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7 London Plane Plantanus 
orientalis 

Road verge west side of Anderson St approx. 
20m north of Court Rd. 

8 London Plane Plantanus 
orientalis 

Road verge east side of Anderson St approx. 
15m north of Court Rd. 

9 Swamp Mahogany Eucalyptus 
robusta 

Road verge west side of Kiaora Rd approx. 
20m south of Kiaora Ln. 

10 Southern Mahogany Eucalyptus 
botryodios 

Road verge west side of Kiaora Rd approx. 
30m south of Kiaora Ln. 

11 Oak Genus  
quercus 

Road verge south side of Kiaora Ln approx. 
55m east of Manning Rd. 
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Amend the Draft DCP to include a new section—A2.3.2.6 Street trees.  
The trees listed in the above table should be identified in this section as trees to be 
retained.  

We also recommend that Council requires, with the development application, an 
arborist report that demonstrates how these trees are to be retained.  (Refer to the 
Strategic and Corporate Report recommendation E)    

H. Public domain 

Council received 9 submissions (13%) that raised concern with the public domain elements in 
the unendorsed Draft DCP.  Submitters identified that the controls would not significantly 
enhance the public realm, and some questioned the capacity of Kiaora Lane and the plaza to 
function effectively as a pedestrian friendly area if these spaces are part of a shared zone. 

This sentiment is reflected in the following submissions— 

“Has anyone actually stood in Kiaora Lane and soaked up the village atmosphere?... It is far 
too narrow and dark to ever be anything other than a through-way… It’s in 24 hour 
shadow… A ‘village square’ in Kiaora Lane is a furphy.” (Submission 19, McCarthy) 

 “The ‘Pedestrian Mall’ the old Kiaora Lane will not work as you envisage without the 
owners of car parks on the Western side of the Lane either developing the sites or tidying 
them up, as they are the Southern gateway to the Mall… The current use by the Sheaf Hotel 
of the Lane as a receptacle for at least 8-10 rubbish bins everyday must be addressed as it 
abuts the ‘Town Square’. ” (Submission 54, Berry) 

“Aspects of the current proposal do not address the south end of Kiaora Lane… the surface 
treatment of pedestrian walkways should be continued from the proposed main town centre 
along the full extent of Kiaora Lane, through to Manning Road... this should include the 
widening of the existing footpath… Traffic reduction methods should be adopted within 
Kiaora Lane…traffic should be at a level which would provide appropriate access for 
tenants and owners to load and unload goods into their premises.  Parking along the lane 
should be strictly limited to loading zones.” (Submission 69, Roth Architects) 

Planning response 

The key elements of the public domain are the new plaza and Kiaora Lane. Section A2.6 of 
the unendorsed Draft DCP states that “the public domain of the Kiaora Lands site will be a 
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premier public space within the centre’s hierarchy of spaces.”  It is therefore important that 
the controls in the DCP support this. We have further considered the draft controls in 
response to the submissions.  

Solar access to the public domain 
We agree that part of the Kiaora Lane and plaza will be in shadow during winter. This is a 
consequence of the location on the southern side of the built form. 

However, we do not expect that this will significantly diminish its function and contribution 
to the public realm.  The controls for the design of the new plaza ensure that, as a minimum, 
there is solar penetration to the southern most edge of the plaza floor at midday in  
mid-winter.  In addition, the wall of the building containing the southern side of the plaza will 
be sunlit, which will animate the whole plaza.  

We identify that the plaza, through its design and more particularly, the range of uses fronting 
it, will function as an important public space for the community.   

In relation to solar access, we also identify that deciduous street trees will need to be 
provided along Kiaora Lane and the plaza to provide for shade during summer, and propose 
to include additional controls in the revised Draft DCP.  
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Amend the Draft DCP to include the following— 
 
A2.5.5.1 Kiaora Lane 
Principle 
 Reinstate the tree lined character of the lane. 

 
Control 
 Provide deciduous street trees to Kiaora Lane. 

Kiaora Lane as a ‘shared zone’  
Kiaora Lane and the new plaza will be designated as a shared zone.  A shared zone is 
established subject to RTA guidelines, and there are strict requirements governing shared 
zones.  In particular, it involves creating a road environment where pedestrians and vehicle 
traffic share the same road space. This means limiting vehicle speeds to 10km per hour and 
minimising traffic volumes through the area to minimise risk to pedestrians. 

Kiaora Lane and the plaza will be pedestrian friendly spaces. We expect that vehicles using 
the lane will be generally limited to those accessing parking and loading facilities associated 
with the private properties on the northern side of the lane, fronting New South Head Road.  
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We also anticipate that the shared zone environment will provide a catalyst for the tidying up 
of some of the ‘back of house’ activities that occur in Kiaora Lane.  In time this can translate 
to the redevelopment of those private properties to double fronted developments that address 
the lane and contribute to an active retailing environment.    

The shared zone will be easily identifiable by its pavement treatment.  We recommend that 
the revised Draft DCP clarify that the shared zone will extend beyond the boundary of the 
Kiaora Lands to Manning Road.  
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A2.5.5.1 Kiaora Lane 

Control 
 Provide a high quality unified pavement treatment along the full length of Kiaora 

Lane from Manning Road to Kiaora Road. 

Public toilet facilities 

In reviewing the public domain controls we recommend that the Draft DCP should also 
include controls about the provision of public toilet facilities in a safe and convenient 
location.  There are a number of factors to be addressed in locating these facilities. If poorly 
considered, public toilets are susceptible to generating anti-social and security issues. 
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Amend the Draft DCP to include a new section— 
 
A2.5.5.4 Public toilets 

Public toilet facilities are to be provided. 

Principles 

P1 Provide public toilet facilities on the Kiaora Lands site.  
P2  Public toilets are to be in a safe and convenient location. 
 
Controls 

C1 Position the public toilets close to the plaza in a safe and convenient location.  
C2 Ensure adequate surveillance to the entries of the public toilets.  
C3 Access from the plaza to the public toilets must comply with the performance 

criteria in the Building Code of Australia DP1 DP2 DP3. 
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I. Heritage  

Council received 7 submissions (10%) that raised concern that the unendorsed Draft DCP 
does not establish effective heritage controls.  The issues were in relation to— 
• Sympathetic development adjoining the heritage listed Golden Sheaf Hotel. 
• Recognition of the tennis history of the site. 

Development adjacent to the Golden Sheaf Hotel 

Concern was raised that the concept plan did 
not provide an architectural solution that is 
responsive to the adjoining heritage item, the 
Golden Sheaf Hotel.   

This sentiment is expressed in the following— 
“The streetscape of New South Head Road is a very 
important component to this development.  The 
heritage building that is the Sheaf, the library, 
shopping facilities and the buildings at the northern 
end should be ethically compatible and this appears 
not to be the case.”  (Submission 54, Berry) 

Planning response 

We agree that additional controls are required to address development at the New South Head 
Road frontage and its relationship to the adjoining heritage listed, Golden Sheaf Hotel.   
We propose a new section in the revised Draft DCP. 

We have also reviewed the building envelope controls in the unendorsed Draft DCP and 
propose a change to the 2.5 metres setback on the western end of the façade.  We identify that 
the angled 2.5 metres setback, which only applied to a limited part of the frontage, should be 
replaced by a 1.35 metres setback applied consistently across the frontage between the 
heritage item and the arcade. This change is illustrated in Figures 15a and 15b. 

The proposed 1.35 metres setback responds to the point on the heritage item where the gable 
parapet wall springs up from the façade parapet, as recommended by Council’s Heritage 
Officer. 

The revised setback in this location will provide greater prominence to the arcade and expose 
more of the arcade entry from viewing points in Knox Avenue.  It will also provide a more 
generous pedestrian space, across the frontage, between the arcade and the crossing point of 
New South Head Road compared to the existing setback in the unendorsed Draft DCP.   
 

 

 

 

Fig. 14: The Golden Sheaf Hotel 
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Amend the Draft DCP to include a new section— 
 
A2.3.2.4 New South Head Road 
Existing character 

The New South Head Road frontage is currently occupied by the single storey 
Woolworths supermarket. This building provides a blank single storey frontage 
which is setback from the property boundary by approximately 1.2 metres.   

Desired future character objectives 

 Reinforce the street wall character of New South Head Road. 
 Provide a built form that recognises, and is sympathetic to, the adjacent heritage 

item. 
 Establish a new civic building and presence. 
 Provide a new, clearly visible arcade which connects New South Head Road to 

development south of Kiaora Lane. 
Strategy 

 Comply with the street edge profile specified in the body of the Double Bay 
Centre DCP for the New South Head Road frontage. Except as stated in the 
following:  
1. Clearly identify the entry to the arcade on the elevation. Width of the arcade 

is to be at least 5 metres at all levels and open to the sky. Refer to section 
A2.5.5.2 The new arcade. 

2. Setback the building to the west of the arcade at least 1.35m from the back of 
pavement line. 

 Provide a sophisticated high quality design response that reflects the civic role of 
the building.  

 
Amend the Draft DCP building envelope control at section A2.4, Figure 4, for the 
New South Head Road frontage to reflect a setback of 1.35 metres to be applied to 
the length of the frontage between the heritage item and the arcade.   

Fig. 15b: Revised proposed 1.5 metres 
setback configuration 

Fig. 15a: Existing proposed 2.5 metres 
setback configuration 
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Recognition of the site’s association with tennis 

Two submissions were concerned that the DCP did not provide for appropriate recognition of 
the site’s association with tennis.  

This sentiment is reflected in the following— 
“…this historic site be retained and believe that this grassed area would be an area 
where children could play, and would be a welcome relief from all the hard paved areas.”  
(Submission 42, Barraclough) 

 “I am particularly concerned that this plaque be incorporated into the new 
development… I believe that this is an important historical site and should always be 
remembered as such.” (Submission 62, Stogdale) 

Planning response 

A plaque recognising the tennis history of the site is currently located in Anderson Street, just 
south of Patterson Street as shown in Figure 16.  However, the plaque is not in a prominent 
location, nor is it situated on the area that was originally used as tennis courts.  

The unendorsed Draft DCP includes a control for the Davis Cup commemorative plaque to be 
reinstated within the public domain (section A2.6, control 10).   

We do not support the provision of a grassed area or park, as the strategy in this area is to 
improve the public domain through a plaza and shared zone in Kiaora Lane.  However, we 
agree that the DCP should specify that the plaque is to be established in a visually prominent 
location, related to the original tennis courts and supported with additional interpretive 
signage.  This will help improve the community’s recognition of the history of the site.  
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Amend the Draft DCP to insert text shown in italics— 
 
A2.5.5 The new public domain 

Controls 

 The Davis Cup commemorative plaque is to be reinstated and is to be 
explained with interpretive signage. The position of the plaque is to be 
determined with regard to the location of the original tennis courts. 

Fig. 17: The plaque commemorating Australian  
Davis Cup victories on the Double Bay courts 

Fig. 16: Current location of the plaque
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J. Environment 

Environmentally sustainable design 
One submission raised the issue of environmental sustainable design, and in particular 
suggested that tri-generation technologies8 should be adopted (Submission 13, Brown). 

Planning response 

Section A2.5.6 (Environmentally sustainable design) of the unendorsed Draft DCP includes a 
control that development of the site must achieve a minimum 4 Star Green Star Certified 
Rating (best practice) and aim to achieve a 5 Star Green Star Certified Rating (Australian 
excellence) under the Green Building Council of Australia environmental rating system.   

On 5 July 2010 the Corporate and Works Committee considered a report on the Green Star 
rating scheme and its relevance to the types of land uses proposed for the redevelopment of 
Kiaora Lands.  The report identified that the Green Star rating system may not be the most 
suitable tool for achieving and assessing building sustainability for the Kiaora Lands 
redevelopment, and that other rating tools and approaches should not be precluded.   

To that end, Council resolved on 12 July 2010: 

B.  That a further report be provided on the range of options available for an 
Environmentally Sustainable Design approach to the Kiaora lands project. 

C. That a further report consider opportunities for the achievement of 4 or 5 star 
energy ratings, or their equivalent in all buildings, comprising the Kiaora lands 
Development.  

D.  The Council pursue opportunities for Woolworths to contribute to the cost of 
achieving the 4 or 5 star ratings, or their equivalent. 

In response to this decision, we recommend changes to the sustainable design provisions in 
the Draft DCP so that the Green Star rating system is not identified as the only approach for 
assessing and achieving building sustainability.  This will allow more flexible ways to 
achieve sustainability. 
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A2.5.9 Environmentally sustainable design  

Control 

 Development must be designed to provide for best practice environmentally 
sustainable design outcomes as may be established through the Green Star 
Certified Rating system, or a similar tool.  

                                                 
8 Tri-generation is the simultaneous production of cooling, heating and power in one process. 
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Flood levels 
We have further considered the controls in the unendorsed Draft DCP in relation to section 
A2.5.4 (Flooding and water sensitive design) and propose to amend the controls by deleting 
the freeboard requirements.  The change is proposed because the site should facilitate 
overland flow.   

A better approach is to require a flood study that specifically identifies the flood impacts for a 
specific development application, and identifies how property on and off the site can be 
protected under a 1 in 100 years flood event.  The proposed changes to the controls adopt this 
approach.  We also suggest additional controls regarding evacuation plans and the provision 
of safe refuges in the case that flooding occurs. We have made these changes following 
consultation with Council’s engineers. 
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Amend the Draft DCP to: 
 
A2.5.8 Flooding and water sensitive urban design  

Controls 

Delete the following— 
 Vehicle and pedestrian access threshold levels must be designed to provide a 

minimum 150mm freeboard (height above determined flood level) protection to 
non habitable areas and a minimum 300mm freeboard protection top habitable 
areas, in the 1 in 100 years flood event. 

 
Insert the following— 

 Development is to be designed having regard to the recommendations of a flood 
study prepared by a suitably qualified hydraulic engineer.  The flood study must 
identify how property on and off the site, including the public domain, will be 
protected from the 1 in 100 years flood event. 

 Development, including services, below the 100 years flood level is to be 
designed to be safe in a flood event.    

 Provide a Site Emergency Response Plan (SERP) demonstrating the ability to 
safely evacuate persons to a safe refuge area. 

 The treatment of the roof should ensure that stormwater runoff is not increased 
and that the quality of runoff from the site fulfils the requirements of the 
Australian and New Zealand Environment Conservation Council (ANZECC) and 
Agriculture and Resource Management Council of Australia and New Zealand 
(ARMCANZ) Guidelines 2000 
(www.deh.gov.au/water/quality/nsqms/index.html) 

 
We also recommend that Council requires, with the development application,  
a flood study that addresses, among other matters, protection of property on and off 
the site based on the 1 in 100 years flood event.  (Refer to the Strategic and 
Corporate Report recommendation E) 

 
 
 


