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BACKGROUND TO ROSANNA AND TURNHAM AVENUE PRECINCT 

Woolworths Redevelopment Permit (existing)  
  
In 2014, Woolworths made an offer to purchase Council’s former Rosanna offices under 
their property division Fabcot Pty Ltd following the relocation of Council’s offices to a new 
premises in Greensborough.   
  
The offer was subject to Woolworths obtaining a permit for development of a new 
supermarket. In order to facilitate the move and subsequent sale of the Rosanna Site, 
Council undertook a number of key steps which included:  
  

1. Rezoning of the land to Commercial 1 Zone and Mixed Use Zone;  
2. Undertaking an Expression of Interest process for the sale of the land;  
3. Subdivision of the land and establishment of easements;  
4. Public Notice of Council’s Intention to sell the land and commitment to sell;  
5. Committing to undertake car parking, pedestrian access and streetscape works in 

the vicinity of the library and Heidelberg Theatre as part of the redevelopment of 
the land;  

  
Woolworths applied for and was successful in obtaining a planning permit for the new 
supermarket.  
  
Planning Permit P1260/2015 was issued on 5 April 2017 at the direction of the Victorian Civil 
and Administrative Tribunal for a supermarket on the former Council Service Centre site at 
44 Turnham Avenue, Rosanna. The proposal included tree removal, car parking and a liquor 
licence for the sale of packaged liquor.   
  
The proposal was for the construction of a supermarket with a leasable floor area of 
2,702sqm, including a liquor component of 135sqm.  The building would abut the land’s 
Turnham Avenue frontage appearing as two storeys. With the fall of the land, the 
building was to be three levels with undercroft car parking. A total of 86 car parking 
spaces were to be provided including the undercroft and an open parking area abutting 
Douglas Street. On-site loading was to be provided at the rear of the supermarket accessed 
from Douglas Street. The proposal also included the removal of a number of large trees 
along the frontage of the site and adjoining boundary with the building design to 
generally abut the Turnham Avenue front boundary.  A copy of the plans which formed the 
assessment of the proposal is included as Attachment 2.  
  
Key features of the permit include:  
  

• The requirement for a streetscape upgrade adjoining the site.  
• Transparent glazing to the front façade.  
• Acoustic measures to minimise the impact of noise to surrounding 

residential properties.  
• Sustainability measures as part of the building.  
• A car park and trolley management plan.  
• Tree retention primarily in the rear car park and an offset planting plan for trees 

being removed.  
 

Settlement of the Council Office contract occurred on 21 June 2017, however, Woolworths 
didn’t proceed with development of a supermarket in Rosanna at that time, due to its focus 
on another supermarket development in Heidelberg.   
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Since acquiring the site from Council, Woolworths has leased it to the Level Crossing 
Removal Authority and more recently, to Kalparrin Early Childhood Intervention Program. 
The most recent 12-month lease commenced on 1 July 2020 and expires on 30 June 2021  
  
Rosanna Urban Design Guidelines  
  
The Rosanna Urban Design Guidelines (Guidelines) were adopted by Council on 19 
December 2016 following community consultation and comment. The Guidelines were 
based on four themes (identity, vibrancy, connectivity and integration) to help guide and 
inform the proposed Rosanna Village and Turnham Avenue streetscape works. The 
Guidelines were also used to assist in advocating to the Level Crossing Removal Authority 
(LXRA) and the State Government on the design of the Hurstbridge railway line 
improvements, including the Lower Plenty Road level crossing removal and the development 
of the new Rosanna Railway Station.  
  
Turnham Avenue Streetscape Concept Plan  
  
The Turnham Avenue Streetscape Concept Plan was prepared concurrently 
with the Rosanna Urban Design Guidelines but with a specific focus on Turnham Avenue 
given the significant changes to this street as a result of the proposed Rosanna Station 
works by the LXRA at the time and pending the proposal for a Woolworths supermarket on 
the former Council Service Centre site at 44 Turnham Avenue.  
  
The principles of the Turnham Avenue Streetscape Design Concept Plan were approved by 
Council on 18 September 2017 to enable future implementation and continued advocacy to 
the LXRA.  
  
The streetscape design concept included alterations to the kerb and channel, lane 
widths and pedestrian crossing locations to best accommodate the new station precinct and 
Woolworths Supermarket while providing for:  
  

• The location of pedestrian crossings to provide better connectivity between the 
Railway Station, community facilities and future Woolworths.  
• Direct pedestrian connectivity between Turnham Avenue and Beetham Parade 
through the Railway Station and commuter car park.  
• A boulevard concept with new street trees on both sides of Turnham Avenue.  
• A shared user path, pedestrian, cyclist and vehicle accessways generally as 
proposed by the LXRA for the new Rosanna Station precinct.  
• Improved bus stop and kiss-and-ride locations.  
• Improved footpaths and carriageway surface treatments.  

  
The LXRA ultimately delivered key components of the streetscape plan such as the bus 
stops, shared user path and the pedestrian crossings generally in the locations 
specified but subject to some changes in the final design. The streetscape plan has not been 
fully implemented and is awaiting finalisation pending confirmation of redevelopment of the 
Woolworths supermarket proposal.  
  
Lower Plenty Road Level Crossing Removal and Rosanna Station Reconstruction   
  
The LXRA completed an upgrade to the Hurstbridge Railway line (known as Hurstbridge 
Upgrade Stage 1) in Heidelberg and Rosanna in early 2019 on behalf of the State 
Government. The project included:  
  

• Duplication of the single-track section of rail line between Heidelberg and Rosanna, 
with associated power and signalling work.  
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• Removal of the Lower Plenty Road level crossing with new elevated rail over 
the road.  

• Building a new train station at Rosanna with associated landscaping, car parking and 
pedestrian access from the surrounding Rosanna Activity Centre.  

  
There were extensive works undertaken outside of the immediate rail corridor which 
provided benefit to Council and the surrounding community including:  
  

• Upgrades to Turnham Avenue such as two pedestrian crossing points, bus stops, 
new pedestrian paths and planting generally in accordance with the Turnham Avenue 
Streetscape Concept Plan.  

• Landscaping, paths and tree planting in Rosanna Parklands, to the corner of 
Ellesmere Parade and Lower Plenty Road.  

• A new shared user path adjoining Ellesmere Parade.  

• Additional toilets at the station for the benefit of the wider public which are now 
maintained by Council as public toilets.  

• A kiosk at the station now leased by Council for the purposes of a social 
enterprise cafe.  

• Drainage reconstruction and upgrades in key locations including in particular at the 
Manton Street Reserve.  

  
Many of the additional works undertaken were achieved following Council advocacy and with 
contributions by Council to the public toilets at the station, drainage and the additional 
pedestrian crossing on Turnham Avenue.   
  
Heidelberg Theatre  
  
The Heidelberg Theatre is located in Turnham Avenue adjoining the former Council Service 
Centre. It is understood to have been a former bus depot and garage which has been 
converted for theatre use and features a bluestone façade to Turnham Avenue set back 
behind a small landscaped entry. There is no on site car parking and only a small storage 
area within a shed in the rear yard. The land and buildings are owned by Banyule Council.  
  
The Heidelberg Theatre Company (HTC) is a non professional theatre company that was 
established in 1952 but has occupied the theatre in Rosanna since 1982 under a lease with 
Council. The current lease was renewed in 2019 and extends through until December 2028 
on a minimal community rental. The HTC is a successful non professional theatre 
company which has produced more than 500 plays, has about 800 members and attracts 
more than 7,000 patrons annually to its various productions.  
  
A small budget has been allocated by Council in the current financial year to undertake 
designs and scoping in partnership with the HTC for an offstage workshop and storage area 
at the rear of the premises.  No funding has been allocated to undertake works.  
  
Rosanna Village Traders Association  
  
Rosanna Village is a Neighbourhood Activity Centre primarily on Lower Plenty Road and 
Beetham Parade providing retail, food and professional services to the surrounding 
neighbourhood. The traders within the centre are supported by the Rosanna Village Traders 
Association which is an incorporated association aimed at undertaking activities such 
as marketing, events and promotion.   
  
Funding for the association is provided through a Special Charge Scheme currently set at 
$500 per property annually across 80 properties and a $39,000 Council contribution.  This 
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provides a total annual budget of $79,000 per annum for the use of the association.  The 
most recent scheme was approved in July 2020 and ends on 30 June 2025.  
  
After a period of more than 40-50 years with very little change to the layout, form and 
structure of the Rosanna Village Activity Centre there have been a number of changes in 
recent years which have significantly impacted on traders within the centre including:  
  

• The level crossing removal and station reconstruction works during 2018 and 2019.  

• Streetscape renewal works in 2020 and early 2021.  

• Changes to the retail environment with the dominance of larger centres and a 
significant shift to online shopping.  

• Economic Impacts of the Covid-19 lockdowns and restrictions during 2020.  
  
Rosanna Activity Centre Streetscape Renewal  
  
The Rosanna Activity Centre Streetscape Renewal is a significant upgrade to the Rosanna 
Village public realm to enhance the look, feel and walkability of the centre as part of a 
renewal of aging infrastructure. Detailed plans for the upgrade were prepared in 2019 in 
consultation with the Rosanna Traders Association and local traders with the final plans 
supported including:  
  

• New footpaths throughout the centre with high quality feature pavers.  
• New kerbs in key locations.  
• New street furniture highlighted by a landscaped micropark on the corner of Lower 

Plenty Road and Beetham Parade.  
• Planting of new trees along key trading areas.  

  
Works commenced in early 2020 and are now nearing completion.  
  
Rosanna Library  
  

Rosanna Library is a stand alone single storey brick building with bluestone features, under 

croft carparking and landscape setbacks on the corner of Turnham Avenue and Douglas 

Street. It has a floor area of 508 square metres which is identified by the Yarra Plenty 

Regional Library Service in their 2019 Infrastructure Development Plan (Plan) as being 

inadequate for the population growth and demographic changes in the surrounding 

catchment. Visitations to the library are currently over 120,000 annually and growing. The 

location is identified in the plan as being well suited on a corner block and with easy access 

to public transport. Significant improvements to the facility and services offered are 

identified as being needed within the Plan. 
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Rosanna Library Community Engagement Plan 
 
APRIL 2021  
 
Stage 1:- Announce Project  
Key Objectives  

• To inform the community about the project, why it is happening, who is involved 
and the anticipated benefits and opportunities  

• To inform the community around opportunities to ‘have a say’ and the relationship 
between the different engagement stages and wider site redevelopment 
 

MAY - JUNE 2021  
 
Stage 2 – Concept Design  
Key Objectives  

• To understand what community and key stakeholders’ value about their local library 
and their aspirations for the new library.  

• To seek feedback on the concept plans with a focus on:   

o materials, finishes and landscaping of the library and surrounds  

o the internal allocation of space and fit out  

o to identify and understand any potential concerns in relation to the library 

redevelopment.   

o Turnham Avenue Streetscape Plan  

o configuration of car parking and management in response to the proposed 

changes in the area.   

JULY 2021 - DECEMBER 2021  
 
Stage 3  
3A. Sale of Land  
Formal consultation process as per statutory requirements for sale of land to be undertaken 
by Council.  

 
DECEMBER 2021 – SEPTEMBER 2022 
 
3B. Planning Permit  
Formal consultation process as per statutory requirements for planning scheme 
amendment/permit which will be instigated by Woolworths.  
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Attachment 1: Background, Referral Comments and Detailed Assessment 
 
Background 
 
The subject site has an extensive planning history, with hospital operations commencing in 
the 1970s. The most recent planning permit granted was P1009/2008 (issued 3 May 2010) 
which allowed ‘Buildings and works associated with a multi-level addition to an existing 
hospital (including 62 additional beds and car parking)’ in relation to land at 210-216 
Burgundy Street, Heidelberg. Plans were originally endorsed under this permit on 12 August 
2011. 

Specifically, the permit allowed the addition of 62 beds, with a requirement that the plans 
show 67 car spaces “allocated” to the existing medical consulting suites at 210 and 214 
Burgundy Street properties from the total 277 on site spaces provided. The approved permit 
amendment was for a further 65 beds and required an additional 83 car spaces be secured 
within the activity centre or provided to the satisfaction of the Responsible Authority.  

The additional 65 bed approval has not been acted upon however the permit remains active. 

This permit was most recently extended on 2 October 2020. The development permitted by 
the permit expires for commencement on 2 September 2022 and must be completed by 2 
September 2024.  

A further request to amend planning permit P1009/2008 was lodged on 12 September 2018. 
Among other things, this request sought to amend what the permit allows, permit conditions 
and the endorsed plans to include the development of a medical centre at 81-83 Darebin 
Street, changes to upper-level wards of the approved hospital extension, and the addition of 
an emergency department at the hospital’s frontage at 214-216 Burgundy Street.  

The amendment application proceeded to public notification in December 2018 and 
objections were received. The Council subsequently requested that the amendment 
application be withdrawn to facilitate a transparent consideration of an amended proposal. 
This was agreed to by the permit applicant and a written request to formally withdraw the 
amendment application was made on 30 March 2020. 

In relation to land at 81-83 Darebin Street, Heidelberg, Planning Permit P978/05 was issued 
on 22 March 2007 at the direction of VCAT allowing ‘A specialist medical centre’ at 81-83 
Darebin Street and 216 Burgundy Street, Heidelberg. This permit was never acted upon and 
has expired. Relevantly, the removal of all vegetation from this site formed part of the 
proposed medical centre development, however at the time of the decision there were no 
vegetation protection controls applying to the land. 

 
Referral Comments 
 
Yarra Valley Water (YVW) 
YVW does not object to the grant of a permit subject to the inclusion of permit conditions. 
Relevantly, one of the permit conditions is that ‘Yarra Valley Water does not approve of the 
removal of easement encumbering Lot 16 PS 321255A benefitting Yarra Valley Water as the 
sewerage asset that it covers has not yet been abandoned.’ 
 
Urban Design 
Chapter 5 of the Roberts Day Urban Design Memorandum submitted with the permit 
application (the Memorandum) is structured around six (6) viewpoints (within the public 
realm) and provides assessments both in support of the proposal and recommended 
opportunities for enhancement from an urban design perspective.  

Council Officers reviewed the Memorandum in conjunction with the architectural plans 
originally submitted with the application and sought and obtained independent urban design 
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advice on the proposal prior to requesting additional information. Key findings and 
recommendations of the urban design consultants engaged by the Council were identified in 
summary form and raised in correspondence to the permit applicant dated 7 January 2021. 

There is generally a consensus position between the two urban design consultants that the 
building height, scale, and siting of the proposal is broadly acceptable. In this regard there is 
no objection offered in relation to the proposal exceeding the preferred maximum building 
heights as set out in DDO5. 

Following an online meeting conducted between Council officers and the permit applicant’s 
project team, amended plans were received on 2 March 2021 that go some considerable 
way to address the urban design concerns raised (‘the advertised plans’). 

Relevant urban design considerations, including elements of the proposal that still require 
design resolution, are addressed in Attachment 1 to this report under the sub-headings 
Burgundy Street (public realm); Park Interface (north and east); and Darebin Street (public 
realm and residential interface). 

Traffic and Transport 
Referral advice from Council’s Traffic team has indicated that the proposed parking provision 
is acceptable subject to confirmation that there are a total of 278 existing spaces within the 
subject site. 
 
In relation to traffic Council’s Transport team have advised as follows: 

• The applicant has submitted a detailed traffic and transport impact assessment report 
which has been reviewed by Council’s Traffic Engineering officers. 

• The assessment details the existing traffic volume and the existing traffic generation 
from the hospital carpark and the surrounding area. 

• Furthermore, the assessment also covers the anticipated traffic generation from the 
proposed use (Section 7 of the report). 

• From the report it can be determined that the predicted traffic volumes appear to be 
acceptable for the service road and the arterial road intersection (Studley Road and 
Burgundy Street). Majority of the traffic generated by the hospital is anticipated to 
utilise Burgundy Street Service Road to exit left onto Studley Road towards Darebin 
Street. 

• Furthermore, the AM peak hour Sidra analysis shows minimal change into the 
intersection, with no change to the degree of saturation and average delay, and a 
marginal 4m change in que length. This is further proven during the PM peak hour 
analysis which indicates a 0.01 change in degree of saturation and average delay, and 
again marginal 5m change in que length. 

• As the traffic expected to be generated by the additional 388 car spaces equated to 
117 AM peak movements and 108 PM peak movements, it is anticipated that the 
proposed development is unlikely to have any impact on the operation of the Studley 
Road/Burgundy Street intersection or movements exiting Burgundy Street Service 
Lane and hence is acceptable. 

• As previously indicated, the installation of Keep Clear linemarking or changes to the 
turning lanes within Burgundy Street Service Lane is not considered needed. These 
options can be considered by Council in the future if considered warranted. 

 
 
Department of Transport 
Department of Transport (VicRoads) has advised in correspondence dated 24 March 2021 it 
requires additional information to assess the proposal. The permit applicant has been 
advised that further consultation with Department of Transport should be undertaken. No 
further change to the formal position on the proposal has been received at the point of report 
writing. Department of Transport is not a Section 55 referral authority in this instance as 
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there is no permit requirement under Clause 52.29 of the planning scheme. Burgundy Street 
to the extent of the service road that provides access to the subject site is a local road, 
therefore the proposal does not seek to create or alter access to a road in a Road Zone 
Category 1. Despite this, it is important to consider the position of the Department of 
Transport as the proposal has clear implications for the operation of the surrounding road 
network, including declared roads.  
 
The Department has considered this application and has advised that it does not object if the 
permit is subject to the following conditions: 

 

• Prior to commencement of development, a revised Traffic Impact Assessment Report 
must be prepared to the satisfaction of the Head, Transport Victoria. This report must 
address traffic and access issues arising from the proposed development on this site 
and include those raised by the Head, Transport for Victoria’s in its letter dated 
24/03/2021. 

 

• Prior to commencement of development, a Road Safety Audit must be submitted to 
and approved by the Head, Transport for Victoria and the Responsible Authority. The 
road safety audit must be undertaken by a suitably qualified road safety auditor. 

 
ESD Advisor 
Council’s ESD Advisor undertook a review of the architectural drawings prepared by Silver 
Thomas Hanley dated 25/01/2021 and the SMP report prepared by Wood Grieve Engineers 
dated 03/02/2021. It has been advised that the application requires further information to 
meet Council’s Environmentally Sustainable Design (ESD) standards. Permit conditions 
should be included in relation to the ESD performance of the proposal in the areas of 
Energy, Indoor Environmental Quality, Stormwater and Materials.  

Drainage 
Council’s Drainage and Developments team have requested that the submitted plans be 
amended to reflect the local flooding conditions affecting the subject land. The advice is 
based on local flood modelling undertaken in 2013. The requirements are addressed in the 
Technical Consideration section of this report. 

Permit conditions are required to address these outstanding matters. 

Waste Management 
Council’s Waste Management Coordinator has advised the submitted Waste Management 
Plan requires additional waste management measures to be incorporated into the proposal. 
This can be addressed by permit conditions.  

Arborist 
The Council’s Arborist advised that eight of the trees proposed to be removed (identified as 
Trees #2, #3, #8 #9, #10, #11, #15 & #28 in the submitted Arborist Report) require planning 
approval pursuant to the Vegetation Protection Overlay Schedule 5 provisions (VPO5).  

Of these trees, two trees are of high retention value (Trees #11 & #28) and two are Council 
Street Trees (#2 & #3) located where a new vehicle crossover will provide access to the 
proposed medical centre (Darebin Street).  

Subject to standard tree protection measures, the proposed design will not adversely affect 
any neighbouring trees. 
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Building Height, Setbacks & Design 
 
The following urban design comments/concerns (as summarised and italicised) were put to 
the Permit applicant as part of the Council’s correspondence requesting additional 
information dated 7 January 2021. For each of the key public realm interfaces identified, the 
urban design comments also considered the commentary offered by Roberts Day (contained 
in ‘The Memorandum’) prepared on behalf of the permit applicant and should be understood 
in that context.  

This report assesses the proposal’s response to the concerns raised as per the amended 
plans submitted 2 March 2021 which form part of the advertised proposal. 

The relevant DDO5 preferred height and setback controls are also identified. 

Burgundy Street (public realm) 

The Memorandum identifies the Burgundy Street frontage/entrance to the Hospital as ‘View 1’ 
and ‘View 1A’ (south side Burgundy Street) and recommends, inter alia, the following 
enhancements: 

 View 1 

1. As the main entry to the hospital, this frontage should be as activated as possible from the 
public realm interface perspective. Within the functional requirements of the ground level 
medical facilities and upper level operating theatre, opportunities to introduce active uses, a 
direct and open entry, and passive surveillance of the public realm should be maximised.  

2. The large planter box appears rather imposing to passing pedestrians. The planter could be 
articulated to create a stepped effect, breaking up this bulky feature.  

3. Any further design resolution that is possible in respect to front entrance massing to 
emphasise the hospital entrance and re-focus view away from the large building mass in the 
background is encouraged.  

4. There is an opportunity to have a pedestrian crossing at this point which connects to an 
existing footpath extending from the landscaping strip on Burgundy Street. Parallel parking on 
the hospital side could be removed at the crossing point, embayed parking installed and the 
carriageway width reduced at this point. These changes would both improve pedestrian 
access to the hospital and reduce vehicle speeds around the entry. 

View 1A 

2. It would be advantageous to experiment with the front entrance massing to emphasise the 

hospital entrance. 

Council Consultant Review: 

The towers proposed in the redevelopment feature shifting panels of horizontal colour, adding 
visual interest to the skyline, as viewed from the opposite side of Burgundy Street and when 
approaching the subject site obliquely. The greens and blues of the aluminium panels and 
louvres reflect the surrounding ‘green’ attributes of the Activity Centre.  

The existing Warringal Private Hospital Burgundy Street façade is characterised by large 
expanses of cream brick, interrupted by bands of horizontal architectural features and window 
openings. The mix of banded horizontal elements and materials and low scale street wall gives 
the large-scale institutional development, a sense of human scale to the public realm footpath 
interface along Burgundy Street. 

The proposed redevelopment of the Burgundy Street pedestrian entrance features an imposing 
form due to the use of ‘heavy’ material treatment and lack of meaningful articulation. Although 
low scale in height, the entrance feature visually dominates the public realm, due to a lack of 
human scale architectural treatment. Although the large planter box is suggested to be 
“…rather imposing to pedestrians”, the architectural and material treatment of this façade is not 
discussed or addressed (in the Memorandum) as an aspect for improvement. 

A small set of stairs located under the imposing form above, further enforces the perception 
that the built form sits separate to the footpath, rather than integrating with the public realm. It 
should also be noted that the reduction in street setback results in the loss of space for the 
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provision of canopy trees, which would assist in softening the presence of built form, providing 
further visual relief. 

The Memorandum notes that the proposed towers in the background are somewhat masked by 
the front entrance. It should be noted that from this viewpoint, the height of the proposed towers 
is considered appropriate and no further treatment for visual recession is required. 

The Memorandum also identifies opportunities for an additional pedestrian crossing connecting 
to existing footpaths and the removal of parallel parking on the footpath side, to improve 
pedestrian access. These opportunities should be further considered in consultation with the 
relevant Council departments. 

Summary & Recommendation 1: 

▪ The front entrance massing should be reconsidered to emphasise the hospital 
entrance. The entrance along the Burgundy Street façade should include increased 
visual breaks through differing materials and increased architectural articulation. 
Materials that are considered to have the perception of ‘lightness’ should be 
considered to achieve a more human scale response.  

▪ Space should be provided to allow for canopy trees and mature vegetation within the 
front setback, to soften the presence of built form. 

Assessment of Design Response (advertised plans) 

DDO5 seeks a maximum building height of 25m, with a maximum street wall height of 10m 
(built to the Burgundy Street boundary), with buildings set back an additional 1.5 metres for 
every 3 metres of building height above 10 metres. No additional setback is required above 
a building height of 16 metres. 

The advertised plans show a revised Burgundy Street main hospital entrance and separate 
emergency department entrance built to the street edge. The combined entrance features a 
reworking of the architectural treatment, including colonnade treatment to the main entry 
façade to enhance its prominence with a lighter and more varied material application at the 
upper levels (see TP-19-C, TP-38-C and TP-50-B). 

The entrance ranges in height between 11.34m and 13.4m (approx.) and features vertical 
louvres (arranged in a horizontal profile) at its upper extent, terracotta tiles beneath, with two 
horizontal glazed bands (including backlit signage) and white cement sheet banding 
between the glazed bands sitting above the entry void.  

A wider stair leading from footpath level effectively marks the main entry, along with the 
illuminated signage ‘main entry’ immediately above. Separate ramp access is also provided. 

Full height perforated metal screens at the Burgundy Street edge of the ambulance bays 
perform as privacy screening whilst also providing some visual permeability. 
The eastern and western elevations (see TP-19-C & TP-20-C) show large expanses of white 
cement sheeting to the entry with no material variation or detailing provided. Given this part 
of the building sits at the street edge, forward of the existing lower almost domestic scale, 
two storey sections of the hospital, the oblique views of the entry treatment will be of a 
dominant form. The successful integration of the entry treatment with the rest of the lower 
sections of the building at the Burgundy Street frontage will be assisted by additional 
architectural detailing/treatments to these two elevations. This can be addressed by permit 
conditions. 

Space has not been provided to allow for canopy trees and mature vegetation within the 
front setback to soften the built form, however as described in detail below, there is a 
proposal for some low-level planting and the establishment of three new street trees 
adjacent to the entrance to the Council’s satisfaction.  

It is important to highlight the redevelopment of the hospital must, to a significant extent be 
undertaken within the constraints of the existing building envelope at the Burgundy Street 
frontage and that the need to remain operational during the construction process also poses 
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considerable constraints on opportunities for the siting and design of the new buildings and 
works. On balance, the design response proposed for the new entry treatments is 
considered acceptable subject to the change outlined above. 

The opportunity for an additional pedestrian crossing should be explored and implemented 
by Council in consultation with the hospital at an appropriate time. 

Park Interface (north and east) 

The Memorandum identifies the northern and eastern Park interface as ‘View 3’ (including the 
northern face of Tower 2) and recommends, inter alia, the following enhancements: 

View 3 

1. There is an opportunity to soften the existing facade treatment to improve the interface with 
public park, particularly the corner of the existing building. However, given the northern side of 
the tower is on the park boundary, it is suggested to address this interface through material/ 
cladding treatments to de-emphasise the car parking levels. (Northern façade to park) 

2. The proposed facade treatment is supported as the glazing provides passive surveillance of 
the park. (Eastern façade to park – lower levels) 

3. This view highlights the impact of the proposed built form on the adjoining townhouses at 79 
Darebin Street. It is suggested that at a minimum treatment is given to this façade in some 
other manner, in order to improve this interface and ensure the amenity of these townhouses 
is preserved. Care should be taken in the placement of any windows to ensure no loss of 
privacy into the habitable room windows of the townhouses is created. More detailed 
commentary is provided on this interface under View 4. (Northern façade to Darebin Street 
townhouses) 

4. The overall proposed mass is read in the context of the existing canopy trees within the park, 
which provide a significant screening and softening effect. Opportunities to optimise activation 
at the lower levels with the park should be explored to enhance the address to and integration 
with the park. (Eastern façade to park – lower and upper levels) 

Council Consultant Review: 

The proposal comprises two towers of 9 and 8 storeys set within the existing Warringal Hospital 
development located to the rear of the Burgundy Street site.  

The 3.04m single rear setback of Tower 2 at the abutting northern interface, does not achieve 
an appropriate built form transition with the preferred future height of 3-4 storeys along Darebin 
Street. (See also commentary for ‘View 4’) 

While the proposed built form height does not adversely impact on the surrounding context 
from a shadowing perspective (due to the scale of the site and location of towers), both towers 
abut the Darebin Street reserve and with the lack of upper level setbacks, a built form 
dominated edge is created in the south west corner. 

Summary & Recommendation 2: 

▪ Built form is generally considered in keeping with the predominant height and scale 
of the identified preferred future precinct identity and character.  

▪ Inclusion of upper level rear setbacks above 3 storeys on Tower 2 will allow for an 
appropriate built form transition to the north. 

▪ Upper level setbacks along the Darebin Street reserve interfaces should be 
considered to a achieve a more visually obscured form and backdrop to the park 
when viewed obliquely from the south-east and north-west approach. 

Assessment of Design Response (advertised plans) 

DDO5 seeks a maximum building height of 25m for Tower 1, with a maximum ‘street’ wall 
height of 10m (built to the northern reserve boundary), with buildings set back an additional 
1.5 metres for every 3 metres of building height above 10 metres.  
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For most of Tower 2, the DDO seeks a maximum building height of 19m, with a maximum 
street wall height of 10m (built to the eastern reserve boundary), with buildings also set back 
an additional 1.5 metres for every 3 metres of building height above 10 metres. 

For each of Towers 1 & 2, no additional setback is required above a building height of 16 
metres. 

The permit applicant has made it clear that the inclusion of upper-level rear setbacks above 
the three-storey base for Tower 2 is not achievable for the following reasons: 

▪ The impact on [sic] of significantly reduced floor plates will further challenge the ability to 
provide health planning outcomes and facilities, and potentially the ability to achieve approval 
in principle from the regulator, without which the project cannot proceed 

▪ The suggested setback would lead to an anticipated loss of 6 beds per floor at the ward levels 
(30 beds or almost an entire ward in total), and lead to less efficient operations and staffing 
levels, significantly increasing health care costs. This would be contrary to the community 
expectation of placing downward pressure on health costs 

▪ The loss of these beds jeopardises the provision of the Emergency Department (ED) because 
of a potential bed shortfall. A bed shortfall is likely to lead to blockages in ED, ambulance 
bypass, potential reputation loss and further pressure on the public health system 

▪ The loss of the ED would also limit the ability of the hospital to attract surgeons and 
specialists to the hospital, and the important services they provide to the community 

▪ The only alternative outcome to retain the potential of the hospital to provide these services is 
to add a further level to Tower 2 to make up the bed loss resulting from the setback. 

In short there are significant health service impacts from Council’s urban design suggested 
setback, and we firmly believe on balance that the Roberts Day assessment is the appropriate 
one in all the circumstances. 

Northern elevation Tower 2 
The response from the permit applicant is understood. The urban design interface issue 
between the northern face of Tower 2 and the Darebin Street townhouses (No. 79) has been 
acknowledged by both the permit applicant’s and the Council’s respective urban design 
consultants. The suggested approaches to addressing the issue clearly differ, one focuses 
on materiality variation (as a ‘minimum’ response), the other focuses on an increased 
setback for the tower above what would become a three-storey building base. Ultimately the 
test is one of ‘acceptability’ rather than achieving ideal or optimal outcomes.  

The treatment of the northern elevation of Tower 2 as shown in the advertised plans (see 
TP-20-C, TP-38-C and TP-51-C) has undergone a significant revision from the earlier plans 
assessed by the urban design consultants. Importantly, there is now a clear ‘horizontal’ 
emphasis to the elevation, through changes to materiality, colour, and the organization of 
panels, together with the introduction of framing elements to distinguish the base of the 
tower from its upper levels. The previous vertical emphasis (substantially through the 
adoption of two concrete panels for the full extent of the building’s height at each edge of the 
tower) and somewhat plain, non-determined and therefore uncertain ‘artistic response’ 
treatment to the concrete panels has been abandoned, with the façade successfully broken 
down and its elements clearly defined. The result of the changes is an interesting façade that 
no longer dominates in an unacceptable way this sensitive interface.  

Accordingly, the treatment of this key elevation is now considered well resolved and no 
further changes are considered necessary. 

Reserve Interfaces 
The eastern elevation of Tower 2 has been revised in a similar way to the northern elevation 
and the overall design response at the eastern reserve interface is improved when 
compared with the earlier scheme considered by both urban design consultants (see TP-19-
C and TP-51-C). There is no change to the base of the building which is set back 
approximately 1168mm from the eastern boundary (existing) with the upper levels set back 
5388mm from the reserve. 
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The previous untreated concrete panel at the northern edge of the eastern façade is shown 
as treated from the same material and colour palette as the balance of the façade and a 
greater horizontal emphasis has been achieved at the five upper levels of the advertised 
proposal.  The continuous vertical ‘framing lines’ formerly shown in the earlier scheme have 
been removed from the upper levels and additional horizontal framing lines introduced. 
Smaller offset colour treatments and therefore more visually disruptive panels have also 
been adopted that combine to successfully break down the apparent height and mass of the 
tower as read from the reserve. This response is therefore considered acceptable. 

The northern elevation of a substantially modified Tower 1 also has a direct interface with 
the reserve. The elevational treatments described for Tower 2 have generally been carried 
across to the upper levels of Tower 1 and have made for a more visually interesting and 
recessive northern façade than the earlier plans (see TP-20-C and TP-51-C). 

The proposed additional upper levels to Tower 1 would be set back approximately 5984mm 
from the northern reserve boundary. 

Darebin Street (public realm and residential interface) 

The Memorandum identifies the proposed Darebin Street Medical Centre (and hospital 
tower backdrop) as ‘View 4’; ‘View 5’; and ‘View 6’ and recommends, inter alia, the 
following enhancements: 

View 4 (tower interface to rear of Darebin Street residential) 

1. The tall mass should be broken up to be less imposing on the adjoining townhouses. The 
north-facing wall and interface to the adjoining townhouse should be treated through the 
application of the following principles: 

 - Landscaping within the 3m setback, including canopy trees if possible, to create a 
softened direct interface at ground and first floor levels, together with a trellised, 
louvred (or similar) and greened facade treatment affixed to the building wall; and  

- Above the first floor level, treatment of the wall to create a horizontal emphasis 
through the use of cladding, colour, texture, artistic response or other materiality, 
which may include the creation of separate or multiple horizontal panels. 

2. Glazing should be carefully placed on this facade so as not to result in overlooking of the 
townhouses. The glazed element should overlook the driveway of the townhouses, rather than 
create views into the townhouses and their private open space. This facade could be softened 
through the addition of landscaping. 

3. From this view, the proposed massing additions sit well in the background and do not overly 
impose on the existing houses along Darebin Street. (Tower backdrop) 

View 4 (Medical Centre - Darebin Street public realm) 

4. As a key entry to the health facilities on the site, the visibility and legibility of entry from the 
street should be optimised through glazing, activated uses in the front of the building and 
entry. 

5. The new building frontage presenting to the street should be enhanced with appropriate front 
setback landscaping treatments, including fencing, and carefully designed to create a sense of 
address sympathetic to the adjoining landscaped frontages. 

View 5 (Medical Centre - interface to Darebin Street residential and tower interface/backdrop) 

1. The proposed building at 81-83 Darebin Street sits well with the adjacent buildings along 
Darebin Street. 

2. The material palette (based off drawings) is sympathetic to the existing residential buildings 
along Darebin Street. 

3. The stepping back and gradual increase in massing appropriately transition to the hospital 
towers in the background.  

View 6 (Medical Centre - interface to Darebin Street residential) 

1. The proposed building at 81-83 Darebin Street sits well with the adjacent buildings along 
Darebin Street. 
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2. The gradual stepping of the massing towards the rear, helps to create a transition from the 
Darebin Street buildings to the proposed hospital towers in the central parts of the site. 
(Hospital tower interface) 

3. From this angle, the proposed hospital towers pair well with the massing of the Surgery Centre 
building along Martin Street, which creates a consistent and not overly dominant background 
to the townhouses at the corner of Martin and Darebin Streets. (Darebin Street/Martin Street 
corner) 

 
Council Consultant Review: 

Residential interface 

‘Breaking up’ the rear tall mass of Tower 2, with the use of shifting materials and carefully 
placed glazing (to avoid overlooking of the existing townhouses along Darebin Street) and 
landscaping, to visually minimise the significant transition in built form height (as recommended 
in the Memorandum) is considered appropriate, however this should be in addition to the 
inclusion of upper level setbacks above 3 storeys on Tower 2. This will allow for an appropriate 
built form transition to the north. 

Public realm 

The three-storey medical centre located along Darebin Street features a generous 6.5m front 
setback with a 9.8m east side setback and a 2.59m west side setback.  

While the three-story proposal is consistent with the future preferred built form scale of the 
precinct, an attributable feature of the surrounding area is the provision of mature vegetation 
and canopy trees in the front setback. The proposal comprises a built to boundary basement, 
which is not conducive to deep soil planting. Shadow analysis demonstrates that the proposal 
does not adversely contribute to additional overshadowing of the surrounding context. 

The material choice is largely in keeping with the preferred future identity and character of the 
precinct; however, the oversized window openings are further exaggerated by the encasing 
large yellow banded window awnings.  

This design response in combination with the entrance treatment of a large void, results in an 
out of scale and character architectural response. 

Summary & Recommendation 3: 

▪ Inclusion of upper level rear setbacks above 3 storeys on Tower 2 will allow for an 
appropriate built form transition to the north. 

▪ Built form is generally considered in keeping with the predominant height and scale 
of the identified preferred future precinct identity and character. 

▪ The basement level of the Darebin Street Medical Centre should be set back from 
the front boundary to allow for a sufficient deep soil planting area of a minimum 5m x 
5m. 

▪ The Darebin Street façade treatment should include further architectural articulation 
to ensure a finer grain design response in keeping with the preferred future 
streetscape. 

▪ The Darebin Street building entrance should be integrated with the front façade 
rather than located at the end of a large façade void, ensuring a more integrated 
response to the public realm. 

Assessment of Design Response (advertised plans) 

DDO5 seeks a maximum building height of 10m for the Darebin Street medical centre. 
Preferred front building setbacks for the Darebin Street development defer to Clause 55.03-1 
of the planning scheme (Street setback provisions of ResCode). 

The residential interface of Tower 2 has been addressed above, leaving the proposed 
Darebin Street medical centre for consideration. 
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Subsequent the comments of both urban design consultants, the Darebin Street medical 
centre building façades have been further modulated with some reworking of the façade 
designs and materiality to reduce the visual weight of the third level (including through 
horizontal bands of glazing) and, in the case of the northern façade, enhance the 
prominence of the pedestrian entry with an expansive area of glazing above it as a marker 
(see TP-29-B). 

The minimum front building setback of 6.5m and maximum building height of 17.28m 
(excluding plant) are unchanged. 

The building has also been further articulated with a generally finer grain response 
throughout, more consistent with the Darebin Street streetscape in this location. 

Further material/design refinement of the pre-cast concrete panels to the eastern elevation 
(lift core) and the western concrete wall at the base of the building is however considered 
necessary. The use of off form concrete or similar treatment in lieu of the ‘flat’ painted 
concrete panels would provide improved visual interest by breaking down the material and 
scale and by introducing an element of ‘movement’ in the case of the four-storey equivalent 
stair and lift core wall. Such changes would result in an acceptable outcome, noting these 
elements of the building will be perceived from the residential abuttals to the east and west. 
This can be addressed by permit condition(s). 

Despite that a minimum 5m x 5m deep soil planting area is considered desirable within the 
front setback, Council officers acknowledge this would necessitate major changes to the 
proposed basement layout resulting in the loss of car parking spaces. Favourable 
consideration should therefore be given to the provision of large planter boxes within the 
front setback area (as proposed) with sufficient soil volume to accommodate small to 
medium sized canopy trees as proposed. The acceptability of this approach as 
demonstrated through a detailed landscape concept plan is discussed below. 

Off-site amenity impacts 
 
It is critical that the proposal does not result in any unacceptable off-site amenity impacts, 
noting the SUZ3 seeks to accommodate both medical and residential land use and 
development. 

The following adjoining/adjacent residential properties constitute sensitive interfaces: 

▪ 18 Martin Street (townhouses adjoining No. 83 Darebin Street to the west) 
▪ 79 Darebin Street (townhouses adjoining No. 81 Darebin Street to the east) 
▪ 14 Martin Street (single dwelling adjacent to No. 216 Burgundy Street to the west) 
▪ 8 Martin Street (residential apartments – east elevation) 

The following commentary addresses off-site amenity impacts to these properties and 
additionally addresses objections received from other (non-residential) properties. 

Overshadowing 
The shadow diagrams (Plans TP-32-B to TP-37-B) show there will not be any unreasonable 
overshadowing of secluded private open space or habitable room windows for any of the 
properties described immediately above, with no dwelling experiencing overshadowing (by 
the proposal) from approximately 10.30am at the September equinox. Among other 
considerations, an assessment of what constitutes ‘unreasonable overshadowing’ has had 
regard to the zone purpose which clearly seeks any dwellings to establish at the upper levels 
of buildings and not at the lower levels. 

The 9am and 10am shadows will impact the eastern buildings of the row of townhouses at 
18 Martin Street to the extent of some roof windows/skylights and the angled windows on the 
south sides of these buildings, albeit that the townhouses themselves also cast their own 
morning shadow. Importantly, the secluded private opens spaces for these townhouses are 
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situated within the Darebin Street setback north of the buildings and will not be impacted by 
any additional shadowing.  

The 9am and 10am shadows will also affect the two-storey brick dwelling at 14 Martin Street 
to the extent of its ground level secluded private open space, east facing habitable room 
windows and a first floor east facing deck. By 11am much of the useable secluded private 
open space is free from shadow, as are all east facing windows and the first-floor deck, with 
the eastern façade most likely shadow free from 10.30am. 

None of the dwellings situated within the apartment building at 8 Martin Street will be 
affected by shadow from 10am. 

Concern has been raised by an objector that there will be additional overshadowing of the 
existing consulting suites at 210 Burgundy Street. The higher built form proposed to the 
northern side of the existing consulting rooms will cast additional shadow, however this is a 
consequence of policy that seeks more intensive use and development of the subject site. 
Importantly the building in question is an existing medical use where the same amenity 
standards are not applied as they are to residential uses. Notwithstanding that patient 
amenity is sought to be protected under the site’s zoning, it is considered on balance that 
additional shadow impacts to the consulting rooms are not unreasonable. 

The City of Heidelberg Bowling club also objects to the proposal (Stage 2) due to additional 
overshadowing impacts on the adjacent bowling green to the east of the subject site. The 
basis for the objection is the concern there will be amenity impacts experienced by the users 
of the bowling green as well as on the physical integrity of the synthetic surface of the 
bowling green. Relevantly, shadow diagrams show that the bowling club is not affected 
between 9am and 2pm at the September equinox. Between 2.30pm and 3pm limited 
shadows will start to be cast across part of the bowling green (and will continue after 3pm). 
The extent of overshadowing is considered reasonable and the suggestion that the winter 
shadow impact should be the test for measuring overshadowing impacts is not sustainable.  

Overlooking 
There is no unreasonable overlooking of the townhouses to the east of the medical centre 
due to the generous separation between the respective buildings. 

Overlooking from the lower to middle level western windows of proposed Tower 2 to the rear 
secluded private open space of 14 Martin Street is restricted by both distance and the 
carport structure and driveway located close to the rear boundary of the dwelling at 14 
Martin Street. Overlooking from the upper-level windows of Tower 2 is also restricted by a 
combination of the vertical and horizontal distances from these windows. 

Less clear is the overlooking potential from the openings within the northern elevation of 
Tower 2 into southern, eastern, and western habitable room windows and secluded private 
open space of the dwelling at 6/79 Darebin Street on the direct and oblique views. The main 
orientation of this dwelling is to the east (parkland interface) with ground floor secluded 
private open space provided on the eastern side, together with a first floor east facing 
balcony from a bedroom. Plan TP-23-B is only of limited assistance in identifying the 
overlooking potential. Accordingly, it is considered necessary that a permit condition be 
included requiring amended plans demonstrating that there will be no unreasonable 
overlooking to the rear townhouse, adopting the accepted 9m separation limitation for 
overlooking from ResCode (Clause 55.04-6, Standard B22). 

Similarly, TP-27-B and TP-30-B show the overlooking potential (and measures to restrict 
overlooking) from the west facing openings of the Darebin Street medical centre to the 
adjoining townhouses at 18 Martin Street. Despite that unreasonable overlooking appears to 
be avoided, some further clarification is required concerning the design and efficacy of the 
shading hoods in preventing unreasonable overlooking of the angled south facing windows 
of the end townhouse and the north facing secluded private open space of this dwelling. This 
can be addressed by permit condition.  
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Concern has been raised by an objector that there will be overlooking of the existing 
consulting suites at 210 Burgundy Street. As set out above in relation to overshadowing 
concerns raised by this objector, the issue of overlooking as between two medical uses is 
treated differently to that of overlooking affecting a dwelling. Intensive development of the 
site is encouraged by the planning scheme and there will be circumstances where there will 
be direct outlook between windows/landings/terraces from one medical use to another within 
9 metres. In this circumstance the use of internal blinds is the most effective way of 
minimising the extent of visual intrusion. 

Noise 
The submitted Acoustics Report prepared by Stantec considers potential environmental 
noise impacts of the proposed development on surrounding sensitive receptors and noise 
intrusion from traffic to the proposed developments. 

The report highlights that environmental noise impact to nearby residential dwellings is 
subject to EPA SEPP N-1 noise limits. The report anticipates that, with adequate noise 
control measures incorporated in the design, the proposal will be capable of meeting the 
SEPP N1 requirements as set out in the report.  

The report recommends that details of mechanical plant noise controls to comply with SEPP 
N-1 limits are to be coordinated with the design team during the detailed design stages of 
the Project. It is further recommended that an Acoustic Consultant review the noise 
emissions of external mechanical plant final selections during the detail design stage of the 
Project to ensure compliance with the EPA’s SEPP N-1 environmental noise limits at nearest 
sensitive receivers and compliance with internal noise level criteria within the Project areas.  

The report provides the qualification that any modifications to the features of the 
development specified in it including, and not restricted to the selection of air-conditioning 
units/condenser units, layout of equipment, modifications to the building and introduction of 
any additional noise sources, are to be reviewed during the detailed design stage of the 
Project. 

Relevantly, the acoustic report is dated 27 July 2020 and design changes have been made 
between that date and the formulation of the current proposal. This is not an unusual 
situation and acoustic requirements including design, implementation and monitoring phases 
can be addressed by permit conditions. 

Noise and disturbance during the construction phase can be addressed by permit conditions 
requiring a Construction Management Plan. 

Vegetation Removal and Landscaping 
 
 
VPO5 
 

Eight of the trees proposed to be removed (identified as Trees #2, #3, #8 #9, #10, #11, #15 
& #28 in the submitted Arborist Report) require planning approval pursuant to the Vegetation 
Protection Overlay Schedule 5 provisions (VPO5).  

Of these trees, Council’s Arborist considers two trees are of high retention value (Trees #11 
& #28) and two are Council Street Trees (#2 & #3) located where a new vehicle crossover 
would provide access to the proposed medical centre (Darebin Street).  

The high retention trees are a 14m high Corymbia maculata (Tree 11- Spotted gum) located 
within the rear of the Darebin Street site and a second, 20m high Corymbia maculata (Tree 
28) located within the front setback of the hospital building in Burgundy Street.  
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The Council street trees requiring removal to facilitate the medical centre development are a 
5m high Photinia glabra (Tree 2 – Japanese Hawthorn) and a 6m high Allocasuarina 
torulosa (Tree 3 – Forest Oak). 

The remaining four trees requiring a permit for removal (Trees 8, 9, 10 & 15) are located 
within the rear of the Darebin Street site and according to the submitted arborist report are of 
moderate retention value (1 x Pin Oak (Tree 8), 1 x Sydney Blue Gum (Tree 10) and 1 x 
Peppercorn (Tree 15) and of high retention value (1 x Sydney Blue Gum (Tree 9)). 

In acknowledging all planning policy settings applying to the subject land, the extent of 
vegetation removal subject to an acceptable landscape outcome being achieved as part of 
the proposed development, including replacement planting being undertaken on nearby 
land.  

Given the intensive nature of the development, there is not ‘adequate space for offset 
planting of indigenous or native trees that can grow to a mature height similar to the mature 
height of the tree to be removed.’ However, this application is considered a clear case where 
the removal of vegetation is, on balance, required to deliver a development outcome that 
makes a substantial and positive contribution to the planning outcomes for the site and 
surrounding area.’ This is a good example of a development site and location where 
underdevelopment must be avoided and where a balanced weighing of all relevant planning 
policies and zone and overlay objectives (i.e., the net community benefit test) leads to an 
outcome where the extent of vegetation loss is considered acceptable. 

Further, as removal of any Council/street tree requires approval from Banyule City Council – 
Parks Department (separate to the VPO5 considerations), it is reasonable that there be a 
requirement that replacement planting be undertaken at the cost of the Permit Applicant to 
Council’s satisfaction. 

Medical Centre landscape design 
On the broader issue of the proposed landscape design, the submitted landscape concept 
proposes planting within the front setback area of the proposed Darebin Street medical 
centre (typically within raised planters) including two, medium sized trees to a mature height 
of 9 metres; screen planting comprising narrow evergreen trees with underplanting along the 
length of the eastern boundary (adjacent to the common driveway of the adjoining 
townhouse development to the east); a medium sized evergreen tree within a raised planter 
at the southeast corner; and planting along the length of the western boundary, including a 
mix of shrubs and narrow evergreen trees (some in raised planters). 

The landscape plan also shows a new street tree directly in front of the Darebin Street site 
‘subject to Council approval’. 

Hospital landscape design 
A 2.3m – 2.6m (approx.) wide landscape strip is provided to the northern side of Tower 2 
and is shown as landscaped with five medium sized evergreen trees to a height of 9 metres 
at maturity, together with narrow evergreen trees with underplanting in between. Importantly 
this landscape strip interfaces with the rear of the townhouse development at 79 Darebin 
Street and provides some softening of the base of Tower 2. 

Turning to the Burgundy Street interface, some low level ‘feature planting’ is proposed within 
the front setback area of the new building entry. 

Additionally, three new small sized street trees ‘to Council Approval’ are shown within the 
road reserve directly in front of the Burgundy Street frontage. 

The submitted landscape plan would need to be further developed into a detailed landscape 
plan, however the concept is considered acceptable given the constraints imposed by the 
intensive development of the site. This and the requirement for planting to be undertaken off-
site can be addressed by permit conditions. 
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Flooding 
The property is subject to risk of flooding and is affected by overland stormwater flows during 
a storm event with a 1% chance of occurrence in any given year. Council engineers believe 
that overland stormwater flows will cross the site from the Northwest to the South East of the 
property.  

Based on the proposed plans, there has been a change of access to the proposed Tower 2, 
where access is found to be below the natural ground level. When the natural ground level is 
cut, the access floors will not be able to meet the required finished floor levels and the flow 
conditions change. 

The adjusted flood level conditions are as follows: 

• The applicable flood level for the: 
➢ Proposed Tower 1: - 51.798m AHD 
➢ Proposed Tower 2 Level 2: - 55.345m AHD 
➢ Proposed Tower 2 Level 3: - 57.73m AHD 
➢ Proposed medical centre ground floor: 64.199m AHD. 
➢ Proposed medical centre access to basement ramp apex: 64.199m AHD 

The following requirements apply: 

• The finished floor level of habitable areas of any proposed development (all 
corresponding floors with entrance/exits access to the building and/or to the car park) at 
this site must be at least 300mm above the applicable flood level  

• The finished floor level of access entry/exit points must be at least 300mm above the 
applicable flood levels 

• The apex of the proposed basement ramp of the medical centre must be at least 300mm 
above the applicable flood level. 

Council’s engineers also highlight there is no stipulation of the finished floor level for the 
proposed ambulance area and proposed access to Level 2 of the existing building from 
Barkly Place. There is an approximate 100mm of overland flow that is expected for this 
section of the proposed development during a 1-in-100 years storm event. As such, should a 
large storm event occur, this part of the proposed property may have inundation of water.  

There are concerns for the Level 2 access to the courtyard, which is at 55.0m AHD, similar 
to the courtyard level. Level 2 needs to be at least 55.645m AHD, as the level is subjected to 
354mm of overland flow. In addition, there is need for the ramp to the basement of the 
medical centre to be at least 64.499m AHD. Windows /access of the appropriate floor levels 
needs to be higher than the stipulated floor level, to reduce the risk of inundation in large 
storm events. 

These matters can be addressed by permit conditions.  

Transport  
 
The application has been assessed by Council’s traffic engineers. Council officers do not 
concur with the findings of the submitted Cardno report (and supplementary advice) as to 
parking demand/appropriate rates for the hospital component of the proposal (including 
medical suites).   
 
Car parking 
It is important to consider the planning scheme definitions of ‘hospital’ and ‘medical centre’ 
as set out at Clause 73.03: 

▪ Hospital  
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‘Land used to provide health services (including preventative care, diagnosis, 
medical and surgical Hospital treatment, and counselling) to persons admitted as in-
patients. It may include the care or treatment of out-patients.’ 

▪ Medical centre  

‘Land used to provide health or Office surgical services (including preventative care, 
diagnosis, medical and surgical treatment, pathology services, and counselling) to 
out-patients only. 

The proposed development must be assessed under the PO2 provisions which sets out the 
following statutory parking requirements in relation to the proposed medical centre use:  

▪ 5 spaces to the first person providing health services, plus 3 spaces to every other 
person providing health services  

For any other use listed in Table 1 of Clause 52.06-5, the number of car parking spaces 
required for the use is calculated by using the Rate in Column B of Table 1 in Clause 52.06-
5.  

As there is no rate for ‘hospital’, car parking spaces must be provided to the satisfaction of 
the responsible authority. A permit cannot be granted to reduce or waive the car parking 
requirement for the uses specified in part 3.0 of the schedule (relevantly set out above) 
unless car parking credits exist for the subject site.  

Under Clause 5.0 of Schedule 2 to the PO, a financial contribution of $17,500 (ex GST) is 
required in lieu of each car parking space associated with a use other than residential 
dwellings (as required under Column B of Table 1 in Clause 52.06) being provided on-site. 
The financial contribution must be paid to the responsible authority and paid in full prior to 
the commencement of any use or development of the land, unless otherwise agreed in 
writing by the responsible authority.  

Darebin Street Medical Centre parking 
The proposed new medical centre comprises 20 medical suites and plans show the 
provision of 147 car spaces. The Cardno report dated 1 March 2021 recommends the last 
space should be a turn-around bay – which makes a total of 146 car spaces. 

Provision of 146 cars spaces (if allocated for the sole use by the medical centre) would 
enable 48 people providing health services to operate from the building without the need for 
payment of a financial contribution. The Cardno report states however that there would be 
40 ‘practitioners’, being two per each medical suite. This attracts a parking requirement of 
122 spaces, leaving 24 spaces available for the balance of the development. A limit of 40 
persons providing health services within the Darebin Street medical centre must be 
addressed by permit condition. 

Hospital (including surgical and specialist consulting suites) 
The 1 March 2021 Cardno Report states existing on-site car parking totals 278 spaces 
(comprising 64 allocated to Doctors, 67 allocated ‘by agreement’ under planning permit 
P1009/2008 (see objector parking concerns discussion below) and 147 ‘Others’ (visitors and 
staff)). 

To determine the utilisation of the various parking areas surrounding the hospital site, 
surveys were commissioned by Cardno on Tuesday 14th August 2018 between 9am and 
6pm. A peak car parking demand for 248 car parking spaces was observed at 1pm equating 
to a car parking demand for 1.15 car parking spaces per bed as per the Cardno report 
V181145REPF002 dated 31 August 2018. 

Cardno states this peak demand rate of 1.15 spaces per bed is inclusive of the existing 
surgical and specialist suites within the Hospital and therefore the Hospital rate used within 
their report is inclusive of beds and hospital suites. 
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The advertised plans suggest a net increase of 241 car spaces within the main hospital car 
park and 147 car spaces within the Darebin Street consultancy suites car park (reduced to 
146 as discussed above). This equates to a total net increase of 388 car spaces and a total 
future on site provision of 666 car spaces (as per the plans). 

Cardno say that application of the 1.15 spaces per bed rate to the proposal results in an 
anticipated hospital demand for 400 spaces at the conclusion of Stage 4 development (348 
beds).  

In support of its demand analysis, Cardno provides a case study (John Fawkner Hospital in 
Moreland) which is said to be a comparable hospital to the Warringal hospital (existing 146 
beds at time of the parking study compared with the existing 151 beds for Warringal), with 
the facilities and range of services also said to be comparable. The case study (tested at 
VCAT) analysed ‘ABS Journey to Work’ data to determine staff parking demand rates. The 
Cardno report highlights that for visitor rates, Cardno states that VCAT considered three (3) 
similar private hospitals to provide a sound and appropriate evidence-based rate for John 
Fawkner Private Hospital (Casey Hospital at 239 beds, Monash Medical Centre at 893 beds 
and the Alfred Hospital). The average morning period visitor demand rate of 0.55 spaces per 
bed was used to estimate the potential visitor parking demands of John Fawkner Private 
Hospital. This rate has been applied by Cardno to Warringal and equates to a demand for 
108 visitor car parking spaces based on the additional 197 beds for the hospital. By applying 
this visitor rate, and a staff demand rate of 0.72 spaces per bed (based on survey), the 
Cardno report arrives at a combined demand rate of 1.27 spaces per bed (which it says is a 
conservative rate). 

Applying the rate of 1.27 spaces per bed, Cardno say the end stage 348 bed proposal has 
an anticipated parking demand of 442 spaces (42 more than the initial assessment based on 
the lower rate of 1.15). The anticipated total demand is put at 564 car spaces (122 spaces 
for the medical centre and 442 spaces for the hospital), leaving a surplus of 102 car spaces. 

Council officers requested additional justification for the rates adopted by Cardno, 
specifically information on how the surgical and specialist consulting suites operate at 
present, including a breakdown as to in-patient and out-patient attendance, and evidence of 
the parking demand generated by comparable suites within similar hospitals. In 
correspondence dated 24 March 2021, Cardno has reinforced its analysis and further 
advised that (as summarised): 

▪ There will be a total of 39 surgical and specialist consulting suites (14 existing plus 
an additional 25) 

▪ The function of Surgical and Specialist Consulting Suites (SSCS) differs from a 
regular medical centre and consequently require less parking. Patients almost 
exclusively access SSCS by referral from other medical practitioners and attend by 
appointment which serves to reduce the incidence of patients waiting. 

▪ Sessions with specialists are longer, ranging between 30 minutes to an hour. Parking 
requirements are further reduced by the combination of longer consultations and use 
of appointments. 

▪ Consulting suites within a hospital have relatively low levels of occupancy, which 
serves to reduce the associated parking. 

In respect of additional case study data, Cardno advises (as summarised): 

▪ Practitioners typically operate in half day sessions and for only some days during the 
week, therefore not all suites are occupied simultaneously. 

▪ Some practitioners elect to share support staff. 

▪ Surveys undertaken at a 15 suite facility at the Epworth Hospital found that generally 
no more than 50% of suites were occupied at any one time with a peak occupation of 
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75%. The total parking demand was 2.7 - 3.5 spaces per occupied suite which 
reduces to between 1.75 and 2.0 spaces per suite when allowance is made for 
observed suite occupancy averaged across all suites. 

▪ A survey of attendance at St Vincent’s and Mercy Hospital Consulting Suites, East 
Melbourne identified that 61 percent of suites were open at which time an overall 
average parking of 2.4 spaces per suite was observed.  

▪ The case study data for hospital consulting suites shows that consulting suite 
occupancy varies between 50% and 75% with a parking demand in the range of 1.75 
to 2.4 space per suite. 

Cardno has offered an alternative consulting suite parking assessment for the proposal (as 
summarised):  

▪ The existing parking provision caters for 14 suites and 151 beds, equating to around 
1.84 spaces per bed. The observed peak parking is 248 spaces equating to 1.64 
spaces per bed, inclusive of consulting suite parking. 

▪ A peak parking requirement of 572 spaces is indicated by applying the existing peak 
parking rate of 1.64 spaces per bed, indicating provision of 94 spaces more than the 
existing peak per bed rate (666-572). 

▪ The existing hospital has 14 suites and 151 beds equating to 0.093 suites per bed. 
Application of this rate to the proposed 348 beds indicates that 32 suites are catered 
for at the existing pro-rata parking rate. This indicates that 7 suites (39-32) are 
additional to the existing pro-rata parking provision. 

▪ Application of the case-study parking rates of between 1.75 and 2.4 spaces per 
consulting suite to the 7 suites indicates an associated parking requirement for 
between 12 and 17 spaces. 

▪ The proposed provision of 94 spaces more than the peak pro-rata requirement is 
expected to accommodate the anticipated further parking, between 12 to 17 spaces, 
associated with the consulting suites with an overall surplus of around 77 spaces (94-
17). 

An alternative rate derived from NSW data is also offered by Cardno: 

▪ The RTA NSW (RMS) document “Guide to Traffic Generating Developments” 
indicates a peak parking rate of 1.18 spaces per bed for private hospitals. 

▪ Application of this rate to the proposed 348 bed hospital equates to 411 spaces. The 
provision of 666 spaces makes up to 255 spaces available for the proposed 39 suites 
equating to around 6 spaces per suite. 

▪ A Stage 3 peak parking requirement of 337 spaces is indicated by applying a rate of 
1.18 spaces per bed, leaving around 182 spaces for the 39 suites equating to around 
4.7 spaces per suite. 

Summary of Cardno position (1 March 2021 report and 24 March 2021 advice): 

▪ The Darebin Street medical centre is provided with the full quantum of car parking 
required under PO2. Surplus spaces are available within the medical centre 
basement car park. 

▪ The 2018 parking survey results equate to a car parking demand for 1.15 car parking 
spaces per bed (inclusive of the existing consulting suites). 

▪ A ‘conservative’ rate of 1.27 car parking spaces per bed (inclusive of the existing 
consulting suites) has been applied as derived from case study data. The end stage 
proposal will have a surplus of 102 car spaces (2 March 2021 report). 
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▪ The parking surplus reduces from 102 car spaces to 77 car spaces by applying the 
existing peak parking rate for the hospital and the additional case-study parking rates 
of between 1.75 and 2.4 spaces per consulting suite (24 March 2021 advice). 

▪ As a further alternative, Stage 3 peak parking requirement of 337 spaces is indicated 
by applying a rate of 1.18 spaces per bed (derived from NSW data), leaving around 
182 spaces for the 39 suites equating to around 4.7 spaces per suite (24 March 2021 
advice). 

 
Objector parking concerns 
Concerns have been raised by objectors that the claimed existing 278 car spaces (as set out 
in the advertised traffic report (‘Cardno report’) appears to include 27 spaces owned by and 
on the common property of 214 Burgundy Street, 27 spaces under the existing Tower 1 (on 
the property of HCOA but allocated to 214 Burgundy Street and 40 spaces under the 
existing Tower 1 - on the property of HCOA but allocated to 214 Burgundy Street) plus some 
‘spaces’ which are actually loading bay, ambulance and patient drop off and some that are 
alienated for temporary storage use (COVID related) or permanent storage use. 

Objectors suggest the hospital at present contains no specialist suites, contrary to the 
assertions made. The 14 specialist suites referred to are said to be derived from the number 
of Lots in 214 Burgundy Street excluding the car park. 214 Burgundy Street is said to be not 
part of Warringal Private Hospital but a separate strata-titled building consisting of 14 Lots 
and common property. Objectors say only Suites 5 and 14 are owned by the Permit 
Applicant (therefore having access to only 4 car spaces) and that the suites provide 
predominantly or wholly outpatient, not hospital, services. 

Objectors say the Planning Permit for 214 Burgundy Street required the provision of 54 car 
spaces and that through various mechanisms, these 54 spaces remain available to that 
property. It is suggested save for 4 car spaces available to HCOA, the 54 car spaces should 
not be included in the ‘pool’ of 278 spaces.  

Objectors also say 210 Burgundy Street is a separate, unconnected, strata-titled building 
containing 12 specialist consulting suites providing wholly outpatient services and that 
HCOA owns no part of this building (which has no relationship with the hospital). It is 
suggested 210 Burgundy Street has a planning requirement for 60 car spaces. 

Based on the above, objectors say HCOA has 184 car spaces available to it (278 – 27 – 40 
– 27) and not the 278 spaces as claimed. 

Response to objection 
The Cardno report acknowledges an existing allocation of 67 spaces ‘by agreement’ under 
planning permit P1009/2008.  

Relevantly, planning permit P1009/2008 (as amended) does require plans to show the 
allocation of 40 car spaces to the existing medical consulting suites at 210 Burgundy Street 
and the allocation of 27 car spaces to the existing medical consulting suites at 214 Burgundy 
Street (see Conditions 1(vii) and 1(viii) of the amended permit). This requirement is preferred 
to the objector position. These conditions should be included on any permit granted for the 
proposal. 

Adopting any of the three approaches taken by Cardno results in a car parking surplus, with 
the reduced surplus of 77 spaces being the more conservative and therefore preferred 
analysis. 

Permit conditions will require a parking management plan, including that the application of 
the ‘agreed’ parking rates will result in the required car parking to be provided on-site for 
each stage of the development. 

Motorcycle parking 
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For all development requiring more than 20 car parking spaces, motor-cycle parking must be 
provided at a rate of 1 space for every 20 car spaces (prior to any dispensation of the car 
parking rate), unless the responsible authority is satisfied that a lesser number is sufficient. 
In this case 15 motorcycle parking spaces are provided which is considered satisfactory, 
noting there is no dispensation of the car parking rate for this application. The 1 March 2021 
Cardno Report calculates a requirement for 17 motorcycle spaces based on its analysis of 
car parking requirements (Darebin Street medical centre), the adopted car parking rate of 
1.27 spaces per each bed for the hospital (including the surgical and specialist suites), 
resulting in a provision (requirement) of an additional 372 car spaces. The Council has not 
necessarily accepted that the requirement is for 17 motorcycle spaces, however it is satisfied 
with the provision of 15 motorcycle spaces as proposed. 
 
Bicycle parking 
 
Clause 52.34 of the Planning Scheme specifies bicycle parking requirements for new 
developments and changes in use.  The development has a statutory bicycle requirement of 
50 bicycle spaces, including 28 staff spaces and 22 visitor spaces across the hospital and 
medical centre uses. 
 
The proposed expansion has a bicycle parking provision of 77 bicycle parking spaces, 
exceeding the statutory requirement by 27 spaces. Based on the above, the provision of 
bicycle parking and end of trip facilities in the development is acceptable and exceeds the 
relevant requirements. 
 
Traffic 
 
Council’s Transport team have reviewed the proposal and detailed comments are provided 
in the referral section above. 
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