
Design Advisory Panel Residential 
Subcommittee  Day Month 2021

Address

D/20xx/xx

Applicant

Owner

Architect/Designer/Consultants



Local Planning Panel
8 June 2022

Address: 17 Billyard Avenue, Elizabeth Bay
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Applicant / Architect: Environa Studio

Owner: Mr J C Pooley 

Planning Consultant: Sutherland & Associates Planning

Heritage Consultant: Graham Hall and Partners



proposal
• alterations and additions to the existing building

• construct 6, part 7 storey rear addition with undercroft

• use as a boarding house containing 29 rooms

recommendation
refusal



proposal background
• pre-DA advice provided to applicant on 2 September 2020 for:

– alterations and additions to the existing building

– construction of a 7 storey rear addition

– use as a boarding house with 17 dual occupancy rooms



proposal background
• pre-DA proposal not supported, concern raised in relation to:

– inappropriate position bulk and scale of rear addition to 
contributory building within the Elizabeth and Rushcutters Bays 
Heritage Conservation Area

– non-compliant storey height, unacceptable side and rear 
setbacks & associated visual and acoustic privacy impacts

– potentially devastating view loss impacts

– unclear overshadowing impacts



proposal background
– poor internal amenity, including lack of private open space, 

non-compliant communal living room and undersize private 
and communal kitchens

– non-compliant bicycle parking

– pre-DA proposal overall does not exhibit design excellence



subject application chronology
• request for amended CAD and physical models sent on 4 

November 2021

• CAD and physical models submitted on 24 January 2022 and 15 
February 2022

• request for withdrawal or amendment of application sent on 14 
February 2022, allowing until 14 March 2022 and included the 
following:

– DAPRS advice and recommendations

– potential height exceedance



subject application chronology
– no view sharing assessment 

– solar access to communal rooms and overshadowing impact

– minimal rear and side setbacks and associated impacts 

– potential visual and acoustic privacy impacts 

– non-compliant boarding room size 

– poor boarding room amenity

– potential light spill and reflectivity impacts 



subject application chronology
– incompatible with local area character

– heritage impacts

– landscape design not feasible, not coordinated and will not 
achieve canopy cover target

– no geotechnical or structural assessment 

– no construction management plan 

– inadequate waste management plan



subject application chronology
• request for specific adjoining properties to be included in a view 

sharing assessment sent on 9 March 2022

• applicant responded on 14 March 2022 advising no withdrawal 
and requesting access to Council records and for Council staff to 
arrange access to objector properties for view loss assessment

• Council staff responded on 14 March 2022 with advice on 
Council’s record access and archives services and that view loss 
assessment access be organised directly with objectors 

• no amended application or additional information received by 
Council to date



notification information
• exhibition period  8 November 2021 to 7 December 2021

• 1,315 owners and occupiers notified

• 178 submissions received, 177 in objection, 1 in support



submissions
issues raised in the submissions include concerns relating, but not 
limited to:

• view loss

• heritage impacts

• design excellence

• height, bulk and scale

• visual and acoustic privacy impacts

• traffic and parking impacts

• reflectivity and light spill impacts



submissions
• setbacks

• tree impacts

• construction impacts

• overshadowing

• loss of property value

• mental health impacts

• boarding house use

• fire safety



subject site

submitters

submissions

note: not all 
submitter 
properties 
shown



site



site viewed from Billyard Ave looking south-west

site



site viewed from Billyard Ave looking north-west

site



adjoining RFB at 15 Billyard Ave (left) and RFB at 11A Billyard Ave (right) 



RFB at 1-3 Onslow Ave (left) & substation at 1A Onslow Ave (right)



heritage listed Arthur McElhone Reserve 



RFB opposite at 22-24 Billyard Ave (left) and RFB at 19-21 Billyard Ave (right) 



heritage item opposite at 18-18A Billyard Ave



RFB opposite at 12-16 Billyard Ave



existing / demolition basement plan



existing / demolition level 1 plan



existing / demolition level 2 plan



existing / demolition level 3 plan



existing / demolition level 4 plan



existing / demolition roof plan



proposed basement plan



proposed level 1 plan



proposed level 2 plan



proposed level 3 plan



proposed level 4 plan



proposed level 5 plan



proposed level 6 plan



proposed level 7 plan



proposed roof plan



proposed context section AA



proposed detail section AA



proposed context section BB



proposed detail section BB



proposed context north elevation



proposed detail north elevation



proposed context east (Billyard Avenue) elevation



proposed detail east (Billyard Avenue) elevation



proposed context south elevation



proposed detail south elevation



proposed context west elevation



proposed detail west elevation



proposed materials and finishes schedule



photomontage looking north-west 



photomontage looking south-west 



perspectives



perspectives



hard landscape plan



landscape level 1 plan



green wall elevation



compliance with key LEP standards
control proposed compliance

height 22m 22m yes

floor
space 
ratio

2.5:1 1.977:1 yes



60

compliance with key development controls
control proposed compliance

bicycle 
parking

6 15 yes

motorcycle 
parking

6 0 no

car parking 15 2 Yes

future tree 
canopy 
cover

15% <15% no



61

compliance with key development controls
control proposed compliance

communal 
indoor solar 
access 

3 hours 1 hour no

communal
open space

20m2

3m min dimension
72m2

>3m dimension
yes

manager’s 
dwelling

1 1 yes

manager’s 
private open 
space 

8m2

2.5m min dimension
14m2

2.759m min 
dimension

yes



62

compliance with key development controls
control proposed compliance

communal 
room

1 3 yes

lodgers per 
room

2 19 single 
rooms, 9 
double rooms

yes

manager’s 
room

1 1 yes



63

compliance with key development controls
control proposed compliance

adaptable 
dwellings

3 3 yes

boarding 
room size

min 12m2 

single
min 16m2

double
max 25m2

excl. 
kitchens & 
bathrooms

all single 
rooms exceed 
12m2

all double 
rooms exceed 
16m2

2 rooms 
exceed 25m2

no



64

compliance with key development controls
control proposed compliance

ensuite size 2.9m2 >2.9m2 yes

kitchenette 
size

2m2 <2m2 no

window size 1 >10% 
floor area

1 >10% floor 
area

yes

storage 1.5m2 <1.5m2 no



compliance with key development controls
control proposed compliance

communal 
kitchen

1 1 yes

communal 
living room

12.5m2   

3m min 
width

75m2 yes

communal 
open 
space 
solar 
access

2 hours 2 hours yes



Design Advisory Panel Residential 
Subcommittee
DAPRS reviewed the application on 7 December 2021

The subcommittee did not support the proposal, providing the following 
advice and recommendations:

• the design does not exhibit design excellence

• reduce physical and visual impacts 

• reduce overall height

• increase boundary setbacks 

• reduce extent of cantilevered rear addition form over existing building



issues
• no Clause 4.6 variation request to maximum boarding room size 

• incompatibility with the character of the local area

• impacts to significance of heritage conservation area

• amenity and view sharing impacts

• inadequate landscape design 

• inadequate boarding house amenity

• inadequate parking, servicing and waste management provision

• invalid BASIX

• failure to exhibit design excellence



boarding room size
• kitchen area (11.3m2) shown is excessive, actual kitchen size is 

2.5m2

• boarding room size exceeds 25m2 maximum standard by 8.4m2

• no Clause 4.6 variation request 



incompatibility with character of local area 
• minimal boundary setbacks, 

overbearing bulk, scale and amenity 
impacts do not meet LEC planning 
principle tests for compatibility

• proposed architectural style, height, 
form, and appearance do not meet 
Affordable Rental Housing SEPP 
local character test

• landscape design not adequately 
developed or integrated with 
architectural design



incompatibility with character of local area 
• expression, materials 

and appearance do not 
meet Affordable Rental 
Housing SEPP local 
character test

• appears as commercial 
building, not residential

• lacks adequate 
fenestration / articulation 



impacts to heritage conservation area
• bulk, scale and 

form of addition 
inappropriate to 
existing contributory 
building

• addition does not 
respect character 
and heritage 
significance of 
existing contributory 
building



impacts to heritage conservation area
• cantilever not 

supported by any 
structural detail

• visual impacts to 
heritage conservation 
area 

• too close to 
contributory building 
fabric to make safe 
during construction / 
for future maintenance



amenity impacts
• sun’s eye view diagrams not provided

• overshadowing impacts to RFB at 19-21 Billyard Ave



amenity impacts
• potential privacy, overlooking and cross viewing impacts



view sharing impacts
• view sharing assessment not provided

• appears to result in unacceptable view sharing impacts

site



amenity impacts / inadequate landscape 
design
• poor amenity to western communal open 

space (within undercroft)

• elevated level 1 eastern communal open 
spaces to Billyard Ave may result in 
amenity impacts



inadequate landscape design
• design viability and 

future maintenance of 
green wall / ‘vertical 
garden’ not 
demonstrated

• uncoordinated 
landscape and 
architectural drawings

• does not demonstrate 
design excellence in 
landscape integration



inadequate landscape design 
• Frangipani tree plantings will not meet 

canopy target

• insufficient information on protection and 
retention of sandstone cliff face



inadequate boarding house amenity
• level 1 communal living rooms do not receive 

compliant solar access

• undersized kitchens and wardrobes

• insufficient laundry and drying facilities



inadequate parking and servicing 
• no accessible parking 

provision

• no service vehicle 
parking provision

• insufficiently detailed 
waste management plan



invalid BASIX
• BASIX certificate issued more than 3 months prior to DA lodgement 



recommendation
• refusal
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