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Zero building articulation or view sharing

The NE tower proposal as currently framed is ingiasat with the Department of Planning’'s November
2013 SSD 5878 determination and with the Residelizé Design Code (RFDC).
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Discussion

page. 81

"The Department notes that the
building envelopes proposed
represent the maximum potential
building mass that can be achieved
on the site. As confirmed by the
RFDC, building envelopes are
generally 20-25% greater than their
achievable floor area to allow for
building articulation

Consequently, improvements in vie
sharing and reductions in view loss
may be achieved following the futur
detailed design of buildings, at the
subsequent application stage. The
Department therefore notes that vie
impacts caused by the proposed
building envelopes may be less
severe than those indicated by the
VVIA"

The approved envelope for the NE
tower (building NE3) is RL 138.63
and an indicative 40 stories

Refer to Figure 33 — "The proposal
sitting within the Concept Proposal
building envelope", p61.

It can be seen that the tower totally
fills the approved building envelope
The tower is a single box; there is n
stepping back with height.

Page 69

"With the subject SSDA7 being
mwholly contained within the approve
building

eenvelope for the North-East plot
(excluding minor awning articulatior]
zones), the

wisual and view impacts resulting
from the proposed mixed use
residential building

are appropriate and consistent with
the Stage 1 approval.”

The proposed height of NE3 is RL
138.56 (41 storeys).

There is zero building step back wit
height. This would have provided
horizontal view sharing .

7 centimetres of the permitted heigh
ohas been inadvertently allocated to
vertical view sharing.

There is zero compliance with the
RFDC, which states "When
denvelopes are being used, the FSR
should not fill them. Determine FSR
by calculating it at 80 percent of the
building envelope in denser urban
areas and at 75 percent in suburba
areas."

The proponent appears satisfied no
to have gone significantly outside th
approved building envelope. The
proponent makes zero effort at
"improvements in view sharing and
reductions in view loss ... following
the future detailed design of
buildings, at the subsequent

what was envisaged by the
Department of Planning.

application stage". This is contrary to

—*




Excessive public domain view impact when combinedith IMAX development

The proponent does not mention the proposed IMAYei@ment. This is understandable, because althius
nearby, it is a separate development for whictptioponent is not responsible. However, the consethority is
the same authority for both projects. The conaettiority needs to consider, whether taken in awtjan, the
combined impact of this development and the IMAXealepment on public domain views towards Cockle Bay
and the CBD are acceptable, for example from thhgon end of the new Boulevard.

Excessive overshadowing of The Peak podium

With respect to the podium of The Peak ApartmehtsEIS states that " The landscaped podium agedaidth
The Peak Apartments will continue to receive astiéao hours of solar access, ensuring complianttetie
intent of the Sydney DCP 2012.". Although thidestaent is true, two hours is a major reduction fthmexisting
21 June daylight access of about six hours.

Excessive overshadowing of The Peak apartments

There is no overshadowing of apartments in The Bgdke NE plot. The overshadowing is by the S¥t pking
developed by the same proponent.

We take this opportunity to reiterate our submissio SSD 6011 (SW Plot) which stated "It can beckated that,
as a result of combination of the proposed (SWehtlgment with existing shadowing of the west fagasieme
single aspect apartments on the west facade armbtie-west dual aspect corner apartments whialermtly
receive less than 2 hours direct sunlight to haldteooms and 50% of the private open space bet@aenand
3pm on 21 June will suffer additional overshadowihdit the time of designing the development, pheponent
was, despite having made numerous site visitswareathat there were single aspect apartmentiRP¢iak. The
proponent now belatedly accepts that there arapaftments in the Peak which are single aspectavesirth.
The proponent's response to not meeting DCP owdoglhiag standards for those apartments was "The&ydn
DCP does not apply to the SICEEP site." (SSD601&tSd/est Plot SSDAS5, Response to Public Submisspf)s
Presumably the proponent will make the same regponsny point where its standards fall below traisbe
Sydney DCP. And the consent authority is appayrertt concerned by adopting standards below thbdeeo
Sydney DCP.

Excessive overshadowing of public open space - thew square - "Haymarket Square"

We agree with the City of Sydney's view that "esdes morning shadows are cast into the outdoorcaf@areas
in the new square by new surrounding building ediesrder to improve morning sun access to theusg|in
winter, it is recommended that the building heidimig the new square be reduced and the floa egkocated to
the surrounding streets podium edges..." Sourcg:dtiBydney, SSD 5878 (SICEEP) The Haymarket
submission, page 34.



Excessive building depth of the NE tower

The NE tower is proposed to have building dept@3P metres.

The relevant controls are the Building Depth Cdstio the Residential Flat Design Code (RFDC). yTsiate on
page 26:

* Whether there is a building envelope or not,ritteximum internal plan depth of a building shouldlBemetres
from glass line to glass line.

* The 18 metre guideline generally applies to stveadl buildings, buildings with dual and oppos#spect and
buildings with minimal side setbacks.

* Freestanding buildings (the big house or toweitding types) may have greater depth than 18 metrdg if they
still achieve satisfactory daylight and natural titation. Use building depth in combination witthet controls to
ensure adequate amenity for building occupants.és@mple, a deeper plan may be acceptable whehrehftpor
to ceiling heights allow sun access or where apartts have a wider frontage

And on page 27 they state:

« In general, an apartment building depth of 10-18raseis appropriate. Developments that proposeswitian
18 metres must demonstrate how satisfactory daiigland natural ventilation are to be achieved.

The rationale for the Controls is as follows (p26¢

Control over building depth is important as the ttepf a building will have a significant impact agsidential
amenity for the building occupants. In general,roar cross-section buildings have the potentialdoal aspect
apartments with natural ventilation and optimal tight access to internal spaces.

The proponent argues that exceeding the RFDC reemhed depth by 5.2 metres is minor. We do not agiée
note that only 39% of apartments are naturallyilaet], which is well below the RFDC's 60% rulettmfimb.

Conclusion

We oppose the proposal as currently formulateduseca

e there is zero building articulation or view sharing

e excessive public domain view impact when combindd WIAX development

e excessive overshadowing of The Peak podium

« excessive overshadowing of The Peak apartments

» excessive overshadowing of public open space Reélaesquare - "Haymarket Square”

* excessive building depth of the NE tower.



