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1    INTRODUCTION 

Challis Consulting Pty Ltdhas received a request from Woollahra Municipal Council (the 

Council) to review the pertinent acoustical goals and guidelines that Council should be 

considering in the preparation of it’s DCPfor the proposed Kiaora Lands Redevelopment.  

The primary function of this interim report is to review a series of eleven questions that have 

been posed by Allan Coker, in his email dated 10th January 2011. 

2 RELEVANT DOCUMENTATION ON WHICH MY REPORT RELIES 

Woollahra Municipal Council has provided me with copies of the following documents for my 

examination whenpreparing this interim document:- 

1. Copy of the Council’s Draft DCP – Appendix 2 – Kiaora Lands - 2010 

2. A copy of the Submission to (the) Draft DCP for Kiaora Lands, Double Bay.  Prepared on 

behalf of Fabcot Pty Ltd by The Planning Group, dated 4th November 2010. 

3. A copy of the email titled Brief for Kiaora Lands,which was issued by Allan Coker, dated 

10th January 2011. 

4. A copy of the file note relating to a Meeting with Louis Challis, Kiaora Lands 

Development Double Bay, prepared by Allan Coker on 10th January 2011.  File No. 
1231.G Part 6. 

3 OVERVIEW OF RELEVANT ACOUSTICAL DESIGN ISSUES. 

The proposed Kiaora Lands Redevelopment involves multiple complex design and planning 

issues, which Council and the Developer must face.  Although the proposed development will 

be abutting a line of commercial developments, immediately to the north-west on the 

opposite side of Kiaora Lane, the proposed development will also be immediately adjacent to 

existing residential development on both it’s south-western and south-eastern boundaries.  

The proximity of those residential properties and more specifically the increased traffic flow 

generated in Patterson Street, Anderson Street and Kiaora Road, will prospectively generate 

very significant increases in both the volume of vehicular traffic, and by extension, the noise 

associated with such traffic. 

While Council may not have the ability to exert control over the noise generated by such 

traffic, it will none-the-less prospectively have the power to decide which of the three primary 

entry points will be used at various times of the day and night.  The exercise of that control 

could then possibly provide some measure of amelioration for some of the adjacent 

residential properties and most specifically for those which front onto Court Rd. 

There are a number of other interrelated noise-related issues,which have aroused both 

neighbour concern, as well as that of many of the Council’s officers and councillors.   
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These crucial issues relate to noise levels which are likely to be produced within the car 

park’s upper and lower levels, as well as noise from delivery trucks, that will use the 

proposed loading dock facing Kiaora Rd,together with the noise from a second smaller 

loading dock associated with the Dan Murphyliquor store,that will be located near the 

southern end of the development. 

Having reviewed the documentation with which I’ve been provided, I currently hold the view 

that apart from the noise associated the three sets of entrances and exits, all other sources of 

noise emission from the car park can be effectively controlled.  This will require the 

implementation of appropriate and effective acoustical specification clauses, supplemented 

by a functionally effective Plan of Management for the car park. 

4 LIST OF SPECIFIC QUESTIONS FOR WHICH A RESPONSE IS REQUIRED 

4.1 Question:What acoustic standard/s should the Council adopt to ensure that there will  
be a satisfactory acoustic environment for surrounding residential properties, as a 
consequence for the use of the premises, including the car park? 

Response:Council has been empowered by the protection of the Environmental 

Operations Act to adopt whatever standards it believes are appropriate, in order to 

maintain acoustical amenity standards for the adjacent residential areas.  I have stated 

that I am aware (as are many of the Council’s officers), that there are a number of 

different acoustical goals and guidelines whichcould be adopted in order to address 

the acoustical issues associated with this project.  These goals and guidelines are (or 

were) respectively embodied in:- 

a) The Australian Standard AS 1055, which originally presented both measurement 

methodology, as well as performance goals, for consultants and council officers 

to both measure and assess community noise issues. The formal 

recommendation relating to the assessment and determination of adequacy that 

were previously presented in the AS 1055Standardhave now been removed from 

the latest issues of the document.  This change cameprimarily as a result of the 

NSW Department of Environment(now Department of Environment, Climate Change 

and Water)having imposed it’spowers to ensure that Standards Australia should 

no longer specify pertinent performance goals, within it’s Acoustical Standards. 

b) The EPA’s (DECCW)Industrial Noise Control Manual(INP),whose assessment 

protocols are predicated on the premise that community noise is more 

conveniently determined by an assessment of the L
AEQ,

generated by a potentially 

offending noise source,which then has to be measured over a fifteen minute 

interval.  The resulting measurement should then berelated to the ‘acceptable 

background noise level’,which must also be determined at the relevant point of 

interest, (and not in another location ‘which may be considered to be more convenient’ 

by the people performing the assessment). 
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The differences between the originally methodologies, which was embodied in AS 

1055, when compared with the methodology subsequently adopted in the INP, come 

back to the underlying fundamental question as to ‘how one should best assess 

community noise impacts of the type associated with both vehicles,as well as the noise 

generated by the public, who will use the proposed car park’.  The potentially most 

adversely affected recipients of those impacts would clearly be those living in closest 

proximity to the car park’s eastern, southern and its northern boundaries.  The 

majority of those properties are currently reasonably well shielded from significant 

streams of vehicular traffic, as well as being adequately screened from noise, which 

is generated within the existing Kiaora Lane car park.  As a consequence of these 

issues, the existing houses fronting onto Court Rd and to a lesser extent those 

fronting onto KiaoraRoad, will prospectively be subjected to significantly heavier 

traffic flows, as well as the related direct noise emissions from within the car park.  I 

share the view that some of the Council officers have expressed, that the residential 

properties facing onto Court Rd should not be subjected to a significant degradation 

of their acoustical standards of amenity, which are currently being experienced and 

most particularly the noise levels late at night.   

In such circumstances, the most significant acoustical design goal will ultimately 

prove to be the avoidance of sleep disturbance for the properties facing onto Court 

Road.  Whilst the achievement of that goal will prospectively involve both the correct 

specification of appropriate performance goals for the car park’s south-eastern walls, 

as well as the implementationof an acoustically effective Plan of Management. 

Council historically adopted an acoustical performance requirement that specified 

that the measured level of a potentially intrusive noiseshould not exceed the relevant 

background sound level by more than 5dB(A).  More recently, Council has adopted a 

performance goal that has proposed that the measured noise level of a potentially 

intrusive noise should not exceed the measured background sound level (L
90

).  Whilst 

the more recently adopted criterion may at first sight appear to be a more 

appropriate criterion, in point of fact, it none-the-less presents some headaches for 

the person, or people, charged with the responsibility of measuring and confirming 

anoise source’s compliance.  One of the difficult problems is that which is associated 

with achieving a technically valid determination of ‘what is the relevant background 

noise level’-(and which is invariably a function of the time at which such 

measurements is to be performed), whilst the second ranking problem frequently 

relates to the difficulties in accurately and validly measuring the noise emission level 

components that are solely attributable to the potentially offending source of noise, 

(for which such measurement is required).          
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It is clear that the residential properties, which are in close proximity to the 

proposed Kiaora Lands Redevelopment, will be exposed to significant increases 

inboth the number of vehicles passing in front of their properties, as well increases 

inthe relevant traffic noiselevels.   Those specific increaseswill be directly associated 

with the point of vehicular entry and exit, at the end of Anderson St, (and to a lesser 

extent the other vehicular entries and exits).  Accordingly, I would strongly 

recommend that if we initially set aside the noise associated with those arrival and 

departures portals outside the car park, then there is strong justification for 

adopting an associated measured noise performance goal.   That goalwould then be 

predicated on the basis that the noise associated with, or which is emitted by 

vehicular movements within the ground floor car park, together with any other 

activities associated with that car park, should be specified on the basis that the 

component noise emission should not exceed the relevant background noise level by 

more than 5dB(A). 

4.2 Question: The draft DCP (A2.5.3 C1) provides that noise from mechanical plant 
and equipment should not exceed the background noise level.  Is this an appropriate 
standardfor mechanical plant and equipment? 

Response: It would appear that there will be multiple sources of noise from 

mechanical plant and equipment associated with the proposed Kiaora Lands 

Redevelopment.  These will include inter-alia, the ventilation system for the ground 

floor car park, associated air-conditioning plant and external heat exchangers for the 

Woolworths Supermarket, mechanical plant associated with Dux The Grocer, and the 

Dan Murphy Liquor Store.  There are also likely to be some smaller items of plant for 

the small retail outlets facing onto Kiaora Lane. 

When faced with similar situations in previous projects, (as exemplified by Westfield 

Shoppingtown Bondi Junction), I adopted a design philosophy which specified that the 

noise emission from any set of primary, or secondary mechanical plant, or 

equipment, should be designed on the basis that if that equipment could operate at 

any time of the day, or night, then it’s noise emission component, when measured at 

the nearest, or at any other residential property façade, should not exceed the 

nocturnal background sound level.  The cumulative noise level from all relevant 

items of mechanical plant and equipment, when measured at that same location, 

would then be unlikely to exceed the nocturnal background sound by more 5dB(A).  

To fulfil that goal the mechanical consultants would need to be aware of the relevant 

site specific nocturnal background sound level, measured on a windless night at 

either the quietest, or at a representative rear residential facade of a property, which 

is facing onto Court Rd and which backs onto the proposed new car park. 

4.3 Question: Is it possible to achieve a satisfactory acoustic outcome for the 
surrounding residential properties if the car park at the rear, where it extends beyond 
the building footprint is not enclosed?  By extension, if the answer to the question is 
yes what acoustical design procedures should considered for adoption in relation to 
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enclosure, insulation to the soffit of the car park and the treatment of the floor 
surfaces within the car park? 

Response: It should certainly prove to be possible to achieve a satisfactory 

outcome at the nearest, orat any other residential property if;  

a) The ground floor car park area is fully enclosed and the reverberant 

characteristics of the enclosed ground floor car park area are appropriately 

controlled – and which would ideally ensure reverberation times of less than 1second, or 

if; 

b) The south-eastern side of the proposed car park extends out beyond the vertical 

wall of the shopping centre and the car park’s perimeter boundary then 

incorporates a boundary wall,whose ‘effective height’may be as much as 5m.  

Furthermore, that boundary wall could achieve an even superior performance if 

the upper-most 2m, or 3m high section of the wall was then configured so that it 

angled inwards.  By extension, in order to achieve an even better performance, 

the lower internal section of wall should be provided with a sound absorptive 

lining.  There are additional acoustical design constraints associated with the 

eastern-mostopen corner of the ground floor car park area, adjacent to the 

Kiaora Road vehicular entry and exits.  An extension of the roofing will be 

required at that location to control the noise emission from the anticipated larger 

number of vehicular movements on the eastern side of the car park.  In order to 

provide effective control for the cumulative noise emission from multiple 

vehicles in that area, which will be moving and/or stationary, (but with engines 

running), it will be essential that the soffit of the concrete roof slab should be 

provided with an appropriately selected effective and fire resistant sound 

absorptive facing.  That facing may take the form of an approved acoustical 

spray, or may alternatively take the form of a series of modular proprietary 

acoustical panels, which should be mechanically fixed in place. 

c) The specification and design of the car park floor, as well as the ramped 

driveways leading up to, and out of the second floor car park, will be extremely 

important. They must be designed to minimise tyre squeal. The DCP must clarify 

the developers’ responsibility to specify appropriate performance goals forthe 

surface treatment of the concrete slabs as well as the ramped driveways. The 

floor and ramp surfaces must be carefully designed to minimise the potential for 

vehicles to generate, and/or emit, disturbing tyre-squeal noise.  The relevant 

specification documents must clearly define the quality of surface finish, as well 

as the addition of an appropriate and functionally effective particulate dusting, 

or surface coating,which will ensure positive tyre adhesion,and thereby preclude 

tyre-squeal problems.  
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d)  An additional specification requirement,which should be incorporated within the 

DCP,should stress the need for ramped driveways to have smooth primary 

driveway surfaces and not parallel ribbed surfaces.These driveways should 

ideallyincorporate small angled parallel grooves,which may be cut into the cured 

concrete sloping driveway’ssurface. If configured with a chevron pattern, then 

such grooves couldensure safe and appropriate levels of traction (and 

particularly when wet) without generating vehicular tyre, or wheel oscillations. 

The ramps’ surfaces must be designed to preclude structural vibration and by 

extension,the possibility of any adverse ramp related intrusive noise levels within 

the shopping centre (or noise radiation from the main building structure). 

4.4 Question: Any DCP acoustic requirements for the enclosure of the vehicular entry 
and exits to Kiaora Rd, noting that these will be setback 2.5m from the boundary of 
No. 8 Kiaora Rd? 

Response:The car park’s vehicular entry and exit points will constitute the highest-

ranking source of noise emission from the proposed Kiaora Lands Redevelopment.  

Accordingly, it is extremely important that the ceiling,as well as the side walls of the 

Kiaora Road entry/exit,should be provided with a series of vandal 

resistant,acoustically effective,sound absorptive linings.  In addition, the eastern wall 

of the car park entry should also extend through to the face of building’s northern 

street boundary alignment to minimise the impact on the adjacent residential 

building. 

The southern end of the Kiaora Road entry/exit’s driveway roof structuremust be 

extended around to encompassthe open eastern corner of the driveway.  This 

extended enclosure is required to provide an appropriate level of acoustical 

screening for the noise components associated with multiple streams of traffic, 

which will be entering and exiting, via the eastern-most vehicular entry/exit. 

4.5 Question:Any DCP acoustic requirements that should be applied to the vehicular 
ramp connecting the ground level and rooftop car parks?  Is a ramp in this location 
capable of achieving a satisfactory acoustic standard? 

Response:It is important that the DCP should specify that the proposed vehicular 

ramps,which will connect the ground floor and roof-top car parks, be effectively 

enclosed, and/or suitably screened by barrier walls, in order to minimise directional 

sound emission towards any of the nearby residential properties, some of which are 

more than two storeys high.  In addition, it is important that the ceilings overlying 

those ramped driveways, as well as the proposed side walls therein, should be 

acoustically treated with an effective sound absorptive treatment to further minimise 

noise emission from those ramped driveways.  The DCP will need to specify the need 

for the surface of the ramped roadway to be both smooth and at the same time 

configured to provide effective tyre-road adhesion. 
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In the presence of rainwater this requirement could prove to be crucial, as the 

presence of surface water may be expected to modify the adhesion characteristics of 

the ramped surfaces, if they are subjected to rain water and/or leaked oil.  The DCP 

should also alert the developer, as well as the consultants, to the prospective 

vibration related problems that could readily be generated, if an undulating ribbed 

road surface design was to be adopted, instead of the smooth post-grooved surface, 

that I would strongly advocate be adopted for each of these ramped vehicular 

roadways. 

4.6 Question:Any DCP acoustic requirements that should apply to the design of the 
rooftop car park (noting that we have some submissions which claim that there will 
be an amphitheatre noise impact on surrounding residential properties?)  Should the 
DCP specify particular requirements in relation to surface treatment, perimeter noise 
barriers, or acoustic screens, for the rooftop car park? 

Response:The primary factors, which will ultimately determine the acoustical 

design efficacy of the proposed car park, will be firstly it’s height, in relation to other 

potentially affected properties and secondly the height and acoustical efficacy of the 

perimeter fencing. 

Provided the floor level of the rooftop car park is significantly higher than the 

windows of any adjacent, or nearby residential property, the first primary acoustical 

requirement may be fulfilled.  The second requirement can further optimise the 

degree of noise attenuation, that may be achieved by interposing an impervious noise 

control barrier and which simultaneously fulfils normal safety-related requirements.  

The most significant noise sources within such rooftop car parks are generally the 

vehicles, which are closest to the boundary fence, and which by extension are closest 

to the most potentially affected residences.  If the shape of that fence is modified to 

incorporate a lower vertical section, together with an upper-most section, which is 

angled inwards (towards the closest vehicles), then it’s overall attenuation 

performance can be further enhanced.  The materials from which the upper angled 

section of the perimeter fence can beselected may include, concrete, glass, UV-

resistant polycarbonate, Plexiglass, or a sound absorptive lining on a metal, or 

compressed fibrous cement sheeting (CFC), or on other acoustically impervious 

materials.  Provided the included angle between the line from the source, over the 

top of the barrier and then down to the window of the nearest, or most adversely 

affected residential property, can be made as small as possible, then the overall 

performance of that barrier may be optimised.  

The related potential problems of unwanted noise emission that could potentially be 

generated as tyre squeal between a vehicles wheels and the car park floor 

surface,may be appropriately addressed and resolved through the careful 

specification and design of effective non-squeal surfaces.  
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 This will involve ensuring that the floor surface of the upper level of the car park is 

finished with a smooth ‘steel troweled finish’, whose characteristics could then 

further enhanced by the application of appropriately selected fine sand, or quartz-

like, particulate material.  The implementation of these particulate additions can be 

readily facilitated through the application of an epoxy surface coating, to which the 

particulate matter is added whilst the surface coating is still wet. 

The potential for adverse noise emission from either the entry, or exit ramps, can be 

further controlled by the stratagem of extending the ramp’s internal wall beyond the 

point where the ramp surface intersects with the upper level portion of car park’s 

floor.  

4.7 Question:Any DCP acoustic requirements in relation to the design of the loading 
docks?  (There is one between Kiaora Lane and Patterson St for the Dan Murphy’s 
Liquor Store and an additional one off Kiaora Road servicing both the Woolworths 
Supermarket and Thomas Dux the Grocer). 

Response: There are three primary sources of potentially intrusive noise 

associated with loading docks,which are connected to shops, or warehouses.  The 

most significant source is invariably the noise generated by ‘reversing beepers’ on 

delivery trucks.  This generates a modulated tonal noise, which is particularly as well 

as intentionally disturbing.  If the need for and by extension use of reversing beepers 

can be obviated, then the magnitude of any potential noise emission problems is 

immediately diminished.  There will be no need for the trucks to reverse into the 

loading docks if:- 

a) The loading dock is designed so that truck reversals take place within the loading 

dock or if; 

b) The path through the loading dock involves a normal entry at one end, and a 

subsequent departure, from the other end. 

In point of fact, both of these options have already been foreshadowed as the first 

option has already been proposed for the Woolworths Supermarket’sloading dock, 

whilst the second option has been proposed for the Dan MurphysLiquor Store’s 

loading dock. 

The secondrelevant noise control requirement is the effective acoustical separation 

of the sources of vehicular noise emission as well as any subsequent unloading 

operations, within those loading docks.  Those requirements are readily fulfilled if 

the current tentative proposals for incorporating automated roller doors, or other 

acoustically effective systems, are correctly implemented.  The primary requirements 

here are that the surface mass of the operable doors should be greater than 

3kg/m2and the sides, head and threshold of each of those operable doors shall be 

correctly designed, so as to obviate, or minimise any undesirable sound leakage.   
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The third noise control requirement is that the noise emission components from any 

of those three sets of doors, when either opening, or closing, should not be more 

than a ‘proposed 5dB(A) above the background sound level, when measured at the 

nearest, or any other potentially affected residential property’. 

The fourth noise control requirement is that which would normally be applied to the 

specification and design of a conventional loading dock in a residential area.  It is 

customary to specify that the ceiling,as well as significant areas of the walls of the 

loading dock, be appropriately treated with sound absorptive spray, or modular 

sound absorptive panels.  That approach ensures that the normal activities taking 

place within the loading dock do not generate exacerbated noise levels, as a result of 

unsuitable elevated reverberation times. 

The fifth noise control requirement is to specify what are the acceptable hours of 

operation, during which vehicles may be permitted to both enter and/or depart from 

the loading docks.  I hold the view that Council may form the view that the 

differences in streetscape between Kiaora Road on the one hand, and Kiaora Lane 

and Patterson Street on the other, may justify differences between the two respective 

loading docks’ permissible hours of usage. 

 

4.8 Question:Any DCP requirements for Plans of Management which will provide more 
detailed acoustic control over the operation of the car parks and the loading docks? 

Response: I have long held the view that a project of this type can only ever hope 

to achieve public satisfaction, where the activities and all relevant modes of 

operation are preordained and thereafter effectively controlled by a functionally 

effective detailedPlan of Management. 

The pre-eminent issues,which must be comprehensively addressed and effectively 

resolved by the Plan of Management, are as follows; 

a) The designated areas in which motorcycles will be permitted to park  

b) The areas within the car park from which motorcycle traffic will be excluded 

c) The hours of operation, or restrictions, that may be imposed in relation to the 

use of the upper level of the car park and the mechanisms through which any 

such restrictions may be further strengthened in order to deal with 

unexpected situations, or where the operating conditions embodied by the 

initial Plan of Management, may subsequently be found wanting in the future. 

d) Explicit restrictions in relation to times of use of specific entries, or exits, 

which may be imposed to control, or minimise, potentially intrusive 

nocturnal noise emission.  This requirement would most aptly apply to the 

Anderson St entry and exit, as vehicular movement both within, and outside 

the car park, will be exacerbated by the nocturnal use of that entry and exit. 
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e) Restrictions in relation to noisy vehicles, as typified by garbage trucks that 

may attempt to enter the car park and/or whose dimensions, height or other 

features could exacerbate and/or invalidate the basic design parameters, 

which have formed the basis for the acoustical design of the car park. 

Within that context there are a number of other issues that will not necessarily form 

an integral part of the Plan of Management, which Council should consider at this 

juncture.  Thus by way of example, in a situation in which the dominant and most 

intrusive source of community noise impact will be generated by vehicles as they 

arrive and depart from the car park, then there is a strong justification for Council to 

seriously consider modifying the acoustical quality of the road surfaces in Patterson 

Street, Anderson Street and the relevant section of Kiaora Road.  

There has been considerable research conducted over the last twenty years to 

develop road surfaces which are significantly quieter, in terms of their tyre/road 

surface interaction and which when utilised can produce worth-while noise 

reductions, which are as much as 6dB(A) quieter than conventional bitumen road 

surfaces.  The most significant of these new class of road surfacing is categorised as 

an ‘open graded asphaltic concrete’ and its use has been accepted by the NSW Roads 

and Traffic Authority,for specific sections of road, where noise minimisation is 

deemed to be crucial.  At this juncture I must also acknowledge that the functional 

life of an ‘asphaltic concrete road surface’ is typically five, to seven years, at which 

time the noise reduction characteristics achieved revert to those provided by a 

conventional bitumen road.  Notwithstanding, if Council is able to achieve a useful, 

and significant reduction in traffic noise, firstly in Patterson Street, as well as in 

Anderson Street, then the potential for neighbour complaints of adverse traffic noise 

impact, will be partially ameliorated.  That specific noise reduction philosophy was 

adopted for the design of the Woollahra railway cutting, where a sound absorptive -

treatment was provided between the rails and the sleepers, as well as on the sides of 

the concrete upturns, which provided a partial enclosure along that section of open 

rail track in the cutting.  That approach achieved optimum sound attenuation, when 

the rail line initially opened, even though the level of noise attenuation achieved, 

diminished with time.  Although the sound absorptive track and wall linings are no 

longer in place, the residents living in the vicinity of the cutting have not complained. 

 

4.9 Question:Is there a need to allow loading dock access from Kiaora Lane on the 
basis that fixed rigid vehicles will enter via KiaoraLane and exit via Patterson St. 
Could a satisfactory acoustic outcome be achieved if Council insisted on access and 
egress from the Dan Murphys loading dock from Patterson St only (for urban design 
reasons).  If reversing is unacceptable for safety and acoustic reasons would a turn 
table design be acceptable from an acoustic perspective? 
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Response: The answer to the question posed will ultimately be determined by 

whether the solution adopted ensures that there is no need for trucks to reverse 

either into, or out of, the loading dock,thereby avoiding the need for the truck’s 

reversing beepers to be activated. 

I hold the view that a turntable could provide an acceptable safety related as well as a 

functional acoustical solution.  Notwithstanding, I note with concern, that the space 

required for both the turntable, and for the rotating reversing truck, will more than 

double the lateral width of such a loading dock.  The consequences of that 

dramatically enlarged space requirement will potentially have both financial and 

related functional implications, which will need very careful consideration, prior to it 

being proposed as a ‘functional solution’ to the developer, for its consideration. 

 

4.10 Question:Is it necessary from an acoustic perspective to require that all vents, 
pipes and the like not be directed to residential properties? 

Response:A facility as exemplified by the Kiaora Lands Redevelopment’s car park 

together with the Woolworths Supermarket, Dan Murphys Liquor Store, the Thomas 

Dux grocery store, and to a lesser extent the other small shops that have been 

proposed, will each individually produce components of noise emission that will add 

cumulatively.  This composite set of sources of noise willultimately emit and 

generate the resultant noise levels, to which the adjacent residential properties will 

be individually exposed.  In such a situation,the proximity of a residence to an 

individual low ranking noise source could potentially be more significant, than the 

impact associated with a much higher ranking noise source, whose distance from 

that residence is significantly greater than that of the lower ranking source.  

Accordingly, it would appear essential that the DCP should specify that all external 

pipes, vents and associated smaller items of plant, such as fans, should individually 

be specified as being required to produce components of noise emission which are 

less than the relevant background sound level, at the façade of the nearest, or any 

other residential property.  There is no justification for any such vent, or pipe.to be 

configured so that it points towards an adjacent residential property.  In like manner 

it can be argued that there is no justification for siting any significant items of 

mechanical plant or equipment, adjacent to the south-eastern side of the car park 

floors at either ground level, or second floor level, irrespective of what area of the 

shopping centre,or other tenancy, may be served by that equipment. 

An associated design issue centres on the optimum location of the ground floor car 

park’s air exhaust duct riser, which should ideally be in an appropriately selected 

position close to the north-western side of the car park (on the assumption that there 

is a significant open parking area, through which air may be drawn into the car park 

from the south-eastern side of the development).   
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I hold the view that a single riser, or alternatively two riser shafts, should be 

provided, which are close to the main driveway on the eastern side of the ground 

floor car park.  The exhaust fan(s) and its (or their) inlet and discharge sound 

attenuators, can be conveniently installed directly above, on the western side of the 

rooftop car park. 

 

4.11 Question:Any other acoustic requirements you think should be included in the 
DCP? 

Response:If an appropriate final design schematic is submitted for the proposed 

Kiaora Lands Redevelopment, then the effective functional performance of that 

schematic design will be determined by the extent to which the proposed Plan of 

Management comprehensively and logically deals with the operational requirements 

of the car park.   

Having recently reviewed a large number of Plans of Management for other 

commercial, industrial and entertainment facilities, I’m aware of the extent to which 

the vast majority of these documents incorporated‘platitudes’, in lieu of functionally 

effective proposals, or solutions.  Accordingly, I hold the view that the DCP must 

appropriately stress the importance of a functionally effective Plan of 

Management.which deals with all pertinent safety, control and noise related issues, 

and which can leave no doubt in Council’s mind as to its functional adequacy. 

One of the most crucial operational aspects of the proposed ground floor car park 

will be the procedures that will be proposed, and subsequently implemented,that will 

minimise the need for vehicles to circle around the ground floor car park area when 

attempting to find an empty parking space.  Circling vehicles can be simply equated 

to an overall increase in the overall noise emission and its reduction may be simply 

translated into a reduced cumulative noise impact.  For this reason, the adoption of a 

functionally effective system, which minimises the need for a car to needlessly circle 

around the ground floor car park, to find that empty car space, is of major 

significance.  The system that Westfield Shoppingtown has incorporated in its Bondi 

Junction car park, would appear to constitute a functionally effective means of 

minimising that need (and the adverse results of) that circling traffic.  Whilst that 

system may not be directly advocated by Council, I hold the view that its functional 

advantages should nonetheless be drawn to the developer’s attention, as one of many 

possible means through which these issues may be addressed and to an appropriate 

degree, potentially resolved. 

There is one other issue with acoustical implications,which I believe could potentially 

adversely affect the Kiaora Road entry and its exit portal.  That issue relates to how 

the entry of vehicles travelling along Kiaora Road, in a southeasterly direction from 

the intersection with New South Head Rd, will be effectively controlled, when 

entering into the single entry point and the footpath crossing. 
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I hold the view that the entry may well result in a significantly increased traffic 

volume along Kiaora Road, travelling in a north-westerly direction.  Whilst this is an 

issue, which is primarily the responsibility of the traffic consultants, its ultimate 

solution could also potentially have significant acoustical implications. 

 

 

 

Louis A Challis AM          3469-8241 
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