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REVIEW PROJECT - PROPOSED PLANNING
SCHEME AMENDMENTS

REPORT PROVIDED BY: Manager Planning Policy and Heritage

Director City Planning

1. Report Purpose and Community Benefit

1.1

1.2.

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

This report considers the outcomes of the community consultation on
the Building Height Standards Review Project (Leigh Woolley June
2018) (Attachment A) and proposes amendments to the Hobart Interim
Planning Scheme 2015 (HIPS 2015) and the Sullivans Cove Planning
Scheme 1997 (SCPS 1997) to implement the outcomes of the review.

The proposal benefits the community by helping to ensure that the
height of development in the central area of Hobart and Sullivans Cove
makes a positive contribution to the streetscape and townscape values
and meets community expectations.

Report Summary

This report considers the outcomes of the community consultation on
the Building Height Standards Review Project (Leigh Woolley June
2018) (Attachment A) and proposes amendments to the HIPS 2015
and the SCPS 1997 to implement the outcomes of the review.

At its meeting on 3 September 2018, the Council endorsed the release
of the Building Height Standards Review (L Woolley, 30 June 2018)
report and the suggested planning scheme amendments to implement
its recommendations, for public comment for a 6 week period, prior to
consideration of formally endorsing the report and initiating any
planning scheme amendments in response.

A total of 319 submissions were received at the end of the consultation
period. A detailed analysis of the submissions is provided in
Attachment C. The key conclusions are as follows:

2.3.1. 275 (86%) respondents support the concept of including
absolute maximum height limits in the planning schemes;

2.3.2. 22 (7%) respondents did not support the concept of including
maximum height limits in the planning schemes and in the
remaining 21 (6.5%) it was unclear whether height limits were
supported or not;



Item No. 8.2 Agenda (Open Portion) Page 603
City Planning Committee Meeting
10/12/2018

2.3.3. Of the respondents that supported maximum height limits; 83
(30%) supported the limits suggested in the draft planning
scheme amendments, 69 (25%) did not support the limits
suggested, 22 (8%) expressed partial support and in the other
101 (37%) submissions support for or against was not clear;

2.3.4. Of the respondents that did not agree with, or only partially
agreed with, the limits suggested in the draft planning scheme
amendments, 89 (98%) considered that the limits were too high;

2.3.5. 21 (7%) respondents specifically stated that a maximum
building height of 60m was too high;

2.3.6. A number of suggestions were made as to what the maximum
height limits should be; these ranged from a maximum of 15m
for the whole city to a maximum of 75m. In Sullivans Cove
suggested maximum heights ranged from 12m to 18m.

2.4. ltis apparent from the submissions received during the community
engagement process that the vast majority (86%) of respondents
support the concept of including absolute maximum building height
limits in the planning schemes. There are a wide variety of opinions
however as to what the actual absolute maximum heights should be.

2.5. The proposed planning scheme amendments based on the outcomes of
the Review are provided in Attachment B along with a summary and
explanation of each amendment. In the Central Business Zone it is
proposed that the height control planes be implemented by the
designation of 5 Height Areas as shown on the map in Attachment D.
The key amendments are outlined in section 5 of this report.

2.6. Itis recommended that the Council endorse the Building Height
Standards Review (L Woolley, 30 June 2018) report (Attachment A)
and the amendments to the HIPS 2015 and SCPS 1997 provided in
Attachment B be initiated.

3. Recommendation
That:

1. The outcomes of Building Height Standards Review (L Woolley, 30
June 2018) report (Attachment A) be endorsed.

2. Pursuant to Section 34(1) (b) of the former provisions of the Land
Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993, the Council resolve to
initiate the amendments provided in Attachment B to the Hobart
Interim Planning Scheme 2015 and the Sullivans Cove Planning
Scheme 1997.
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Pursuant to Section 35 of the former provisions of the Land Use
Planning and Approvals Act 1993, the Council certify that the PSA-
18-4 Amendment to the Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015 and
the PSA-18-1 Amendment to the Sullivans Cove Planning Scheme
1997 meets the requirements of Section 32 of the former provisions
of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 and authorise the
General Manager and the Deputy General Manager to sign the
Instruments of Certification (Attachment I).

Pursuant to Section 38 of the former provisions of the Land Use
Planning and Approvals Act 1993, the Council place the PSA-18-4
Amendment to the Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015 and the
PSA-18-1 Amendment to the Sullivans Cove Planning Scheme 1997
on public exhibition for a 28 day period following certification.

Background

The current development standards for buildings in the Central
Business Zone in the HIPS2015 were formulated after a detailed review
and analysis of land use and development patterns in the central city
area. The development standards address building height, setbacks,
design, passive surveillance, outdoor storage, pedestrian links,
heritage, streetscape and sense of scale, wind effects and solar
penetration.

At its meeting on 3 July 2017, the Council endorsed the
recommendations of the Central Business Zone Height Standards —
Performance Criteria Review report (Woolley 2016) and initiated the
PSA-17-3 Amendments to the HIPS2015 to implement the
recommendations of that report in relation to streetscape and
townscape values. A modified version of those amendments were
approved by the Tasmanian Planning Commission on 3 August 2018.

At its meeting on 3 July 2017, the Council also resolved that:

A further report to Council be prepared addressing the additional
analysis required in relation to a number of issues including the
preparation of design guidelines, modelling of buildings in certain
locations, development of spatial principles to inform appreciation of the
‘urban amphitheatre’, designation of additional view protection planes,
height control planes and specification of maximum height limits.

At its meeting on 9 October 2017, the Council endorsed the project brief
for that work and subsequently Leigh Woolley - Architect and Urban
Design Consultant was commissioned to undertake the project.
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At its meeting on 3 September 2018, the Council endorsed the release
of the Building Height Standards Review (L Woolley, 30 June 2018)
report and the suggested planning scheme amendments to implement
its recommendations, for public comment for a 6 week period, prior to
consideration of formally endorsing the report and initiating any
planning scheme amendments in response.

5. Proposal and Implementation

5.1.

5.2.

5.3.

It is proposed that the Council endorse the Building Height Standards
Review (L Woolley, 30 June 2018) report (Attachment A) and the draft
amendments to the HIPS 2015 and the SCPS 1997 provided in
Attachment B be initiated.

Building Height Standards Review (Woolley 2018)

The outcomes of the Building Height Standards Review (L Woolley, 30
June 2018) is a comprehensive response to the project brief and is a
significant body of work that adds considerably to the appreciation of
the urban context of Hobart. The work builds on that undertaken by
Leigh Woolley in 2016 in relation to the townscape and streetscape
values of central Hobart and these are now identified in the Central
Business Zone Desired Future Character Statement in the Hobart
Interim Planning Scheme 2015.

The key conclusions from the Building Height Standards Review are as
follows:

5.3.1. To maintain the transition in scale from the low-rise residential
precincts (on adjacent slopes) to a compact centre,
development intensity should be located on the lower contours
of the ‘basin’ of the Central Business Zone, rather than its
higher contours.

5.3.2. Height control zones stepping back from the Cove and the inner
hills assist in identifying an ‘Inner Core’ precinct within the
‘basin’. Modelling suggests that development above the
Amenity Building Envelope could be pursued within this
precinct, without intruding into primary view cones.

5.3.3. Initial modelling of the ‘inner core’ urban blocks, the amenity
building envelope, identified view cones, while acknowledging
townscape provisions, indicates capacity for development
above 45m, with limited opportunity on most urban blocks
above 65m. In some locations height could rise to 75m without
impacting primary view cones, subject to heritage and detailed
townscape provisions.
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5.3.4. In considering appropriate height control planes for Sullivans
Cove and Central Hobart the following are recommended in the
Review:

- An Escarpment Zone rising from 18m to 30m (+ natural rise);
- A Cove Face Zone rising from 30m to 45m, (+ natural rise;

- A Hill Face Zone rising from 18m to 45m (+ natural rise).

5.3.5. Within the inner core precinct; amenity, townscape and heritage
provisions and identified view cones should determine height
outcomes.

5.3.6. The combination of proposed height control planes with view
protection planes will assist in maintaining Central Hobart as a
‘compact’ and ‘contained’ urban form.

Consultation Outcomes

The Building Height Standards Review report and the suggested
planning scheme amendments to implement its recommendations, were
made available for public comment for a 6 week period from

5 September until 17 October 2018. The community engagement
process included extensive media coverage, a public forum and drop-in
session and the Your Say Hobart web page which received a total of
751 visits. A total of 319 submissions were received at the end of the
consultation period.

A detailed analysis of the submissions is provided in Attachment C.
The key conclusions are as follows:

5.5.1. 275 (86%) respondents support the concept of including
absolute maximum height limits in the planning schemes;

5.5.2. 22 (7%) respondents did not support the concept of including
maximum height limits in the planning schemes and in the
remaining 21 (6.5%) it was unclear whether height limits were
supported or not;

5.5.3. Of the respondents that supported maximum height limits; 83
(30%) supported the limits suggested in the draft planning
scheme amendments, 69 (25%) did not support the limits
suggested, 22 (8%) expressed partial support and in the other
101 (37%) submissions support for or against was not clear;

5.5.4. Of the respondents that did not agree with, or only partially
agreed with, the limits suggested in the draft planning scheme
amendments, 89 (98%) considered that the limits were too high;

5.5.5. 21 (7%) respondents specifically stated that a maximum
building height of 60m was too high;
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5.5.6. A number of suggestions were made as to what the maximum
height limits should be; these ranged from a maximum of 15m
for the whole city to a maximum of 75m. In Sullivans Cove
suggested maximum heights ranged from 12m to 18m;

5.5.7. Other suggestions or comments made related to issues such
as; quality of design, building energy efficiency, development
feasibility and impact on housing affordability.

Common arguments made in the submissions for and against maximum
building height limits being included in the planning schemes are
summarised in Attachment C along with summaries of submissions by
groups and organisations such as the Property Council, Australian
Institute of Architects and Hobart Not Highrise.

It is apparent from the submissions received during the community
engagement process that the vast majority (86%) of respondents
support the concept of including absolute maximum building height
limits in the planning schemes.

In relation to what the actual absolute maximum heights should be,
opinion is more diversified with a range of views expressed that the
maximum height limits suggested in the draft planning scheme
amendments were either acceptable or too high.

37% of respondents who agreed with the concept of maximum height
limits did not indicate whether the suggested height limits were
supported or opposed. Only 1 respondent suggested that they were
too low.

A number of responses were received through a website set up by
Hobart not Highrise, which paid particular attention to the proposed
maximum height limits in relation to developments proposed on land
owned by the Fragrance Group. 20 of the responses that supported the
suggested maximum height limits only specifically referenced support of
heights in these areas.

Discussion

In determining appropriate maximum building height limits it is
necessary to achieve a balance between protecting Hobart’s townscape
and streetscape values and providing for an appropriate level of
economic development.

Under the Southern Tasmania Regional Land Use Strategy (STRLUS),
Central Hobart is the Primary Activity Centre and is intended to be the
densest and most compact development precinct in the state and the
‘primary hub’ for Tasmania where a significant proportion of all
employment opportunities within the region should continue to be
focussed.



Item No. 8.2

5.13.

5.14.

5.15.

5.16.

5.17.

5.18.

Agenda (Open Portion) Page 608
City Planning Committee Meeting
10/12/2018

Maximum building heights of up to 45m in proposed Height Areas 2 and
4 and up to 60m in Height Area 1 are not considered to be a significant
constraint to economically viable building development in these areas
given a number of development proposals approved in recent years
have been below or only marginally above these heights.

Many of the submissions considered that Hobart should preserve a very
low townscape in keeping with its heritage buildings, and some
suggested moving high-rise structures outside of Hobart city to enable
this. It is considered, however, that restricting almost all development in
the city and decentralising development would contravene the STRLUS
and exacerbate urban sprawl and transport issues in and around
Hobart. These submissions deny the built reality of the CBD with
numerous examples of buildings exceeding 45 metres in height. The
CBD is not a homogenous low rise heritage precinct although it does
have numerous important heritage buildings.

A reasonably common suggestion within the submissions was for the
maximum height to be lowered to 45m in the inner core area (Height

Area 1). Itis considered, however, that a 45m absolute maximum for
the intensification area of a capital city is overly restrictive.

It is noted that overall height is only one component of the proposed
amendments, and development on many city blocks would not be
capable of reaching the maximum height and still satisfy all other
performance criteria. For those sites that are capable of achieving the
maximum height while meeting all other criteria, 60m is not considered
to be excessive.

It is considered that the outcomes of the Building Height Standards
Review provides a sound basis for the designation of maximum height
limits. These maximum height limits along with the other recommended
planning scheme amendments will assist in maintaining the streetscape
and townscape values of Central Hobart and Sullivans Cove and
provide greater certainty and direction in the consideration of
discretionary proposals while providing for appropriate levels of
development.

A number of issues raised in submissions, such as those related to
building energy efficiency are outside the scope of this review. The
need for improved building design was mentioned in a number of
submissions and this is addressed in the proposed requirement for an
urban context report and design response. The need for additional
pedestrian priority streets should be considered as part of any future
review of the Inner City Action Plan.
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Draft Planning Scheme Amendments

The recommended draft planning scheme amendments based on the
outcomes of the Building Height Standards Review are provided in
Attachment B along with a summary and explanation of each
amendment. These amendments are substantially the same as those
made available for public comment with the following exceptions:

5.19.1. The boundary between proposed Height Areas 1 and 4 has
been adjusted 25m to the south west to follow Watchhorn
Street in order to simplify implementation. This change is
proposed in response to a submission received.

5.19.2. The boundary between Height Areas 2 and 3 has been
amended to follow the mid-block lot boundaries between
Harrington and Murray Streets rather than Macquarie Street.
This change is proposed in response to a submission received
noting there are already a number of higher buildings in this
block and the topographic boundary identified in the Building
Height Standards Review cut through the middle of the street
block; and

5.19.3. In Height Area 4 the requirement for a transition in height from
Height Area 5 or the Commercial Zone has also been applied to
the Brooker Highway in response to a suggestion from the
Urban Design Advisory Panel.

5.19.4. The performance criteria in clause 22.4.1 have been clarified in
relation to consideration of view cones, view shafts and view
fields and definitions of these terms have been added to clause
4.1.

The key amendments are outlined below:
Central Business Zone

In the Central Business Zone it is proposed that the height control
planes be implemented by the designation of 5 Height Areas as shown
on the map in Attachment D.

The boundaries of the height control planes have been modified in
order to simplify implementation and take account of streets, property
boundaries, zone boundaries, existing development, heritage
constraints and the boundary of the Sullivans Cove Planning Scheme
1997. The overall intent of the recommended height control planes has
however been maintained.
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As indicated in the summary table in Attachment D, for each of Height
Areas 1 to 5 an acceptable solution (permitted) maximum height is
specified along with a suggested absolute maximum height that would
be contained in the performance criteria. These range from 18m in
Height Area 5 to 60m in Height Area 1. The Height Areas would be
included in the Planning Scheme in a new Figure 22.2.

The performance criteria for the Height Areas are included in an
amended clause 22.4.1 and require consideration of compatibility with
existing buildings in the area, preventing unreasonable impacts on
identified views, overshadowing of Pedestrian Priority Streets,
overshadowing of public open space, adverse wind conditions and
consistency with the Desired Future Character Statements in clause
22.1.3.

The performance criteria for Height Areas 1 to 4 also require that a
design response must be provided that demonstrates the form, design,
materials and detailing of the proposed development derives from and
responds to characteristics identified in an urban context report in a way
that makes a positive contribution to the streetscape and townscape. In
addition development outside the amenity building envelope must
provide significant civic amenities.

In Height Area 4 the performance criteria also requires a transition in
the height of development within Height Area 4 between higher
buildings in the inner core of the Central Business Zone (Height Area 1)
and lower buildings in adjacent zones and Height Area 5. In Height
Area 4 the absolute height limit proposed is 45m or 21m if within 50m of
land within Height Area 5, the Commercial Zone or the Brooker
Highway.

In the inner core of the Central Business Zone (Height Area 1) the
suggested absolute maximum height is 60m. This is based on a
detailed block by block analysis (see Attachment E) taking into
account; topography, existing development, lot size and arrangement
and heritage constraints. It is clear that in many circumstances, the
maximum potential height as modelled in the Building Height Standards
Review would not be able to be practically achieved.

The Central Business Zone clause 22.1.3 Desired Future Character
Statements is proposed to be amended so that the statements reflect
the Review outcomes and ensure the statements are considered for all
developments discretionary for height, not just those outside the
Amenity Building Envelope. A definition of ‘urban context report’ is also
proposed to be included in clause 4.1.
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The Central Business Zone Figure 22.6 is proposed to be amended to
include the additional view lines and view cones identified in Section 4
of the Building Height Standards Review Report. Some submissions
suggested that additional views should be included. The significant
number of views already identified are considered to be a
representative sample and it is not possible to identify every important
viewing point. It may be possible for a future study to identify additional
important views.

It is also proposed that the sites currently zoned Commercial between
Melville and Brisbane Streets be rezoned to Central Business. The
types of uses encouraged in the Commercial Zone such as bulky goods
sales are not considered the most desirable for this location on the
fringe of the CBD. The Central Business Zone will more accurately
reflect the current uses on the blocks and will generally allow for
increased development potential in a well located and well serviced
area on the fringe of the CBD. A detailed assessment of the
appropriate zoning of this area is provided in Attachment F.

The current HIPS2015 Central Business Zone provisions related to
development standards for buildings are provided in Attachment G.

Commercial Zone

The proposed amendments to the Commercial Zone clause 23.4.1
Building Height are intended to make the height provisions of the
Commercial Zone more consistent with the Central Business Zone and
also set an absolute maximum height limit of 18m. The permitted
height in this zone is 11.5m or 15m if the development provides at least
50% of the floor space above ground level for residential use.

Urban Mixed Use Zone

In the Urban Mixed Use Zone clause 15.4.1 Building Height P1 and P2
it is proposed to insert an absolute maximum building height of 15m for
the whole of the Urban Mixed Use Zone in order to provide a transition
in height from the Inner Residential Zone. The permitted height in this

zone is 10m.

Sullivans Cove Planning Scheme 1997

The SCPS Wapping Local Area Plan clause 15.5.9 Height is proposed
to be amended to introduce an absolute maximum height of 21m for
Wapping which is currently the highest ‘deemed to comply’ (permitted)
height under the Wapping Local Area Plan.
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8 of the submissions received suggested that the maximum height in
Wapping should be 18m which is the same as suggested for the rest of
Sullivans Cove. This is not consistent with the outcomes of the Building
Height Standards Review which concluded that Wapping could
accommodate higher buildings than the floor of Sullivans Cove. ltis
also noted that the ‘deemed to comply’ heights in Wapping were
established following preparation of a detailed urban design study and
21m could only be achieved on sites with a lower ‘deemed to comply’
height if all of the other relevant Scheme standards are met.

It is proposed that Schedule 2 Urban Form clause 23.6.2 ‘Discretionary’
Buildings be amended to include an absolute maximum height of 18m
for the remainder of the SCPS. 18m is currently the highest ‘deemed to
comply’ (permitted) height under clause 23.6.1 A and Figure 8 Deemed
to Comply Heights (Attachment H). No change is proposed to the
permitted heights.

Whether or not maximum building heights will be specified in the
Macquarie Point Site Development Plan (SDP) is yet to be determined.
The Master Plan is currently under review by the Macquarie Point
Development Corporation. If the Macquarie Point Development
Corporation Amendment Bill 2018 is passed by Parliament
amendments to the SDP will be made through the process established
under the Macquarie Point Development Corporation Act 2012.

Urban Design Advisory Panel Consideration

The Urban Design Advisory Panel considered the Building Height
Standards Review at its meeting on 27 July 2018 and advised that it
supports the underlying approach taken by the Building Height
Standards Review in determining appropriate maximum building heights
for the Central Business Zone and adjacent Zones. In doing so the
Panel strongly affirms the comments made in the report that the
maximum heights nominated must be expected to be further moderated
on a site by site basis after having taken into consideration local
townscape, streetscape, heritage and other urban design matters.

6. Strategic Planning and Policy Considerations

6.1.

6.2.

The proposed planning scheme amendments will assist in the
achievement of the strategic objectives of the Capital City Strategic
Plan 2015-2025 particularly in relation to Goal 2 Urban Management -
2.3 "City and regional planning ensures quality design, meets
community needs...."

The implementation of the outcomes of the Building Height Standards
Review is consistent with; Hobart: A community vision for our island
capital, particularly in relation to the statements in Pillar 1. Sense of
Place and Pillar 7. Built Environment.
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7. Financial Implications

7.1.

7.2

7.3.

Funding Source and Impact on Current Year Operating Result
7.1.1. None.

Impact on Future Years’ Financial Result

7.2.1. None.

Asset Related Implications

7.3.1. None.

8. Legal, Risk and Legislative Considerations

8.1.

8.2.

8.3.

8.4.

8.5.

The Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993 (LUPAA) requires that
planning scheme amendments must seek to further the objectives of
Schedule 1 of the Act and be prepared in accordance with State
Policies.

The objectives of the Act require use and development to occur in a fair,
orderly and sustainable manner and for the planning process to
facilitate economic development in accordance with the other Schedule
1 objectives.

It is considered that the proposed amendment meets the objectives of
LUPAA, in particular it:

8.3.1. Assists sound strategic planning by assisting in the
achievement of the relevant Zone Objectives and the Southern
Tasmania Regional Land Use Strategy (STRLUS) policies;

8.3.2. Is consistent with the objective to establish a system of planning
instruments to be the principal way of setting objectives,
policies and controls for the use, development and protection of
land;

8.3.3. Assists in the provision of a pleasant living and working
environment by protecting key townscape and streetscape
values; and

8.3.4. Assists in the conservation of places of special cultural value by
helping to protect key townscape and streetscape values.

The amendment does not conflict with the State Policies - Coastal,
Agricultural Land and Water Quality.

S32(e) of the former provisions of LUPAA requires that planning
scheme amendments must avoid the potential for land use conflicts in
adjacent planning scheme areas. The proposed amendment will not
result in any land use conflict.
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S32(f) of the former provisions of LUPAA requires that planning scheme
amendments must have regard to the impact that the use and
development permissible under the amendment will have on the use
and development of the region as an entity in environmental, economic
and social terms. The amendment is consistent with the STRLUS
activity centre policies and provides for an appropriate level of
development in the Primary Activity Centre.

Section 300 of LUPAA requires that an amendment to an interim
planning scheme is as far as practicable, consistent with the regional
land use strategy. The proposed amendment is consistent with the
following activity centre policies in the STRLUS:

8.7.1. AC 1 Focus employment, retail and commercial uses,
community services and opportunities for social interaction in
well-planned, vibrant and accessible regional activity centres
that are provided with a high level of amenity and with good
transport links with residential areas;

8.7.2. AC 1.5 Ensure high quality urban design and pedestrian
amenity through the respective development standards;

8.7.3. AC 1.8 Ensure that new development and redevelopment in
established urban areas reinforce the strengths and individual
character of the urban area in which the development occurs;

8.7.4. AC 2.2 Achieve high quality design for all new prominent
buildings and public spaces in the Primary and Principal Activity
Centres.

Community and Stakeholder Engagement

The Council has requested that reports which recommend the initiation
of planning scheme amendments address the need to conduct a public
meeting or forum to explain the proposed amendments an also outline
the explanatory information to be made available. These are addressed
below:

It is considered that a public briefing is desirable to further explain the
proposed amendments and the consultation outcomes to the public
given the current community interest in the issue of building height in
the Central Hobart.

The following information will be made available on the website: a copy
of this report, the formal amendment documents, explanatory
documents and the Building Height Standards Review (L Woolley, 30
June 2018) report.

If the Council endorsers the recommendations, it is proposed that the
28 day public exhibition period and briefing(s) would occur after the
Christmas/ New Year holiday period.
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9.5.  Council will have the opportunity to recommend to the Tasmanian
Planning Commission modifications or refusal of the amendment after
the 28 day public advertising period.

10. Delegation

10.1. This matter is delegated to the Council.

As signatory to this report, | certify that, pursuant to Section 55(1) of the Local
Government Act 1993, | hold no interest, as referred to in Section 49 of the Local
Government Act 1993, in matters contained in this report.

a i /,./
L?’lf.‘ i.‘-‘{/i_‘,fw'“"l d
1
i

James Mcllhenny Neil Noye
MANAGER PLANNING POLICY AND DIRECTOR CITY PLANNING
HERITAGE

Date: 5 December 2018
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Background

Building Height Standards

Review Project

Project Brief
Issued by the Hobart City Council
(10 November 2017)

The Objectives of the project are :

(i) To prepare height control planes for both
the central area of Hobart and Sullivans Cove
and consider appropriate maximum (non
-discretionary) height limits for inclusion in the
the relevant Planning Scheme.

(i) To identify additional important view lines
and vew protection planes in the central area
of Hobart and Sullivans Cove for inclusion in the
relevant Planning Scheme.

(iii) To define the urban context of Central Hobart
and identify design principles for new buildings

in the central area of Hobart and Sullivans Cove
for inclusion in the relevant Planning Scheme.

Scope and Key Tasks
1. Define Urban Context

In the regional urban landscape, confirm the
place of Central Hobart within the ‘activity
centre hierarchy’

Locate and identify characteristics of the ‘urban
amphitheatre”

Develop spatial principles to inform an
appreciation of the ‘urban amphitheatre’, also
acknowledging the ‘amphitheatre to the Cove’”.

2. Prepare height control planes for
both the CBD and the Cove and consider
maximum (non discretionary) height limits

Identify , through appropriate modelling, ‘non-
conforming” buildings that confuse consideration
of the ‘amphitheatre to the Cove’ and the ‘urban
amphitheatre’,
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Identify an appropriate height control plane back
from the Cove Floor (decending with and moving
back form the Macquarie Ridge contour) while
generating an emphasis west and north west.

Consider an area of built intensity where
provisions could be modified to complement
chnages in height limits (beyond the amenity
building envelope) or potentially to incentivise
better design outcomes.

3. Designate additional important view lines
and view protection planes

Prepare an inventory of view lines and view
protection planes as they currently exist in
Masterplans, Site Development Flans and
integrate and co-ordinate into view management
provisions for Central Hobart to be included in
the planning scheme. Extend to include city wide
alignments incorporating connection to regional
landscape horizons.

Develop view protection planes to ensure
connectivity between the ground plane of the
city centre and the cove floor and regional
landscape horizans.

Model view shaft alignments and outline co-
ordinates prior to determining height control
planes.

4. |dentify design principles for new
buildings in the CBD which aim to protect
the identified townscape and streetscape
values,

Develop guidelines for development above the
‘street wall’ to consider how bulk reduces as
height increases, to encourage permeability of
light between buildings.

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design Consultant 7
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Report Structure

In response to the brief and having regard
to the scale of the setting and the evolving
process of development of Central Hobart,
the report is divided into five sections.

Following an introduction the Urban
Context of a ‘small city in a large landscape’
is discussed in response to the settlement
expansion of the city region and the role

of Central Hobart in the urban hierarchy.
The key spatial characteristics of the Urban
Amphitheatre and the Amphitheatre to

the Cove are identified in order to locate
and appreciate ‘intensity at the heart of
settlement” in Central Hobart.

In response to the context, and in order to
consider a layering of the urban form ‘non
conforming’ development is identified,
along with height control planes between
Sullivans Cove and the city centre and then
the inner hills. As a result a potential area
of built intensity as an inner core precinct
can be considered.

An inventory of View Lines and View Cones
as view planes is then provided to identify

the connecting alignments between the city
centre and the regional landscape horizons.

Page 623
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Individual view lines as well as view cones
are identified, with modelling indicating
the potential connectivity with and without
height control planes.

The last section combines outcomes of

the previous sections, integrating view
protection and height control planes (with
councils existing amenity building envelope)
to generate a potential envelope for each
urban block. Together with co-ordinating
data for each urban block, this also assists in
considering design guidelines in response to
the identified townscape values.

The approach uses available modelling data
including Councils K2Vi model. Considerations
arising will accordingly be subject to detailed
survey.




Item No. 8.2

Agenda (Open Portion)

City Planning Committee Meeting - 10/12/2018

1.0 Introduction

A city with an intelligible topography

City as landscape

All cities are experienced as landscapes -
where they are placed, as well as how they
are formed in response to their locations
influences subsequent judgements, and
demands consideration in planning and
design terms. In topographically diverse
cities such as Hobart, there is also a
constant reminder that, like the individual
homes that form them, cities are sheltering
places within larger landscapes.

In contrast to many cities that celebrate

a capacity to over come geography by
diminishing topographic diversity, in Hobart
the opportunity still exists to celebrate and
acknowledge the fundamental symbolic

and ecological significance of the regional
landforms and their particularities, from the
centre of settlement.

Topography underpins and informs
settlement. In Hobart the terms : Ridge,
Cove, Hillside, Domain...etc. are references
to landforms that underpin the experience
and knowledge of the place. Orientation
within the dwelling region is provided by
landform and water-plane references,

Page 624
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more than by built form. Movement within
and across the surface of the city (across

its landform) will continue to inform its
planning and urban design, not only in terms
of the orientation and alignment it offers,
but in seeking an intelligible topography that
includes the evolving built form.

Accessing the view

Although Tasmania is not particularly
mountainous, a complex geology and
limited ‘low ground’ means the ‘natural rise’
is strongly evident throughout the state,
especially in the Hobart region. As a result
views are an inherent feature of the dwelling
experience. Even near the estuarine waters
edge, the city’s wider frames of reference
are likely ‘in view”. ‘Accessing and sharing
the view’ is synonymous with movement
within and across the city's landform,
especially its hillsides. Views are also
synonymous with residence.

While the footprint of settlement has grown
considerably in recent decades, often
blurring settlement margins, the capacity

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design Consultant 9
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to view beyond the built margins from the
centre of settlement, continues to identify
Hobart as ‘a small city in a large landscape’

1

Confusing the layered urban scale

In acknowledging the role of the regional
urban landscape to the place of settlement,
the project brief seeks to locate and
consider spatial principles of the ‘urban
amphitheatre’ (focused on Central
Hobart) while also acknowledging the
‘amphitheatre to the cove’. With these in
mind the continuity of scale inherent to
the city’s built form, has been reviewed
by identifying 'non-conforming’ buildings
and structures that currently confuse the
layered rise of the built.

Height and density

Although they often align, building height is
not a measure of density. (The footprint of
Empress Towers and the adjacent Princes
Park, if considered together, would for
example be less dense than an equivalent
area of adjacent Battery Point housing.)

As indicated in the previous report *
building height in Central Hobart should
be considered an outcome of location

and (built) form. And this form will be

in response to other planning scheme
provisions including the urban townscape,
as well as the developments contribution
to the specific urban precinct/ block and
adjacent street spaces.

Central Hobart aspires to provide ‘a
compact built focus to the region and
operate as the commercial hub of the
state, reflecting an ‘intensity at the heart of
settlement’.

Inherent to urban intensification, and
indeed to the sense of being urban,

is the process of ‘densification”. As a
feature of human settlements, density is
increasingly contested, but it is not a recent
m;-u 2004 woolley L p.2

2 HIPS 2015 Height standards - Performance Criteria Review. woolley,
L 2018

3 opcitp.53 and HIPS 2015 — P5A -17-3 Amendments and Hearing Feb
212018
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phenomenon. ‘Human life swings between
two poles: movement and settlement’,
Mumford reminds us, but ‘At the dawn of
history, the city is already a mature form’. ¢

To improve ‘urban liveability’, integrated
planning (including metropolitan
governance) is considered essential to
overcome policy silos and achieve coherent
and consistent policy between departments
and agencies.” With its footprint now
spread over 169,546 sq. km.* (refer fig.
p.15) Greater Hobart as a settlement is no
longer a ‘compact’ city - indeed it is now
one of the least densely settled major cities
in Australia.” In counterpoint, especially in
terms of sustainability, the city centre, in
striving to be the intense ‘compact’ focus of
settlement, should be more concerned with
generating urban intensity, and the quality
of living space being provided, than with
‘density’ per se.

“There is no single scale at which to
measure urban density, but the larger

the scale the lower the density. The best
approach is to understand density as multi
—scalar: for any location there is an internal
density, a net density, a walk-able density
and a metropolitan density.”®

Five reports in one

To address the specific tasks in the brief, and
in the absence of a strategic plan for the
city region and an urban design framework
for the city centre, this report necessarily
‘over reaches’. In effect it is five studies in
one report: Urban Context, Non-conforming
buildings and structures, Views / View
Cones inventory, Height Control Planes, and
conceptual urban massing leading to outline
Design Principles. Even with consistent
effort and the best intentions, it is difficult
to adequately address the scope of the

brief - each section deserves more than time
permits.

4 wumford, Lewis. The City in History. Pelican 1961 p.11

5 ‘creating livesble cities in Australia’ RMIT Center for Urban Research
oct 2017 p.18

& Australian Bureau of Statistics 2017

7 Southern Tasmanis Regional Land Use Strategy 2010- 2035 p.11

8 Dovey, K., Pafka, E. Urban density matters- but what does it mean ? The
Conversation May 20, 2016
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2.0 The Urban Context

A small city in a large landscape

A dynamic landscape shelters not least from the urban centre. This ‘lived’
settlement landscape, where distant views are part of

the felt experience of place, along with the
shifting scale of outreach they offer, ensures
that ‘landscape’ is appreciated as founda-
tion to urban character and form, rather
than simply urban ‘back cloth’.

By definition port cities provide refuge. As a
significant deep-water southern ocean port,
Hobart not only provides safe harbour for
vessels, its expansive embayment /estua-
rine catchment also focuses and shelters

the urban dwelling region. While the city’s urban morphology has been

shown to be a response to its topography,’
the continuing task is to strengthen the
capacity of the city to reveal, through its
evolving form, the place of settlement.

In contrast with its sky and water hori-

zons and circumscribed by high and rising
ground, settlement in Hobart is integral
with the layered undulations and familiar
landforms of the region. The diverse and
distinctive topography of Hobart, combined
with a clear ‘lucid” atmosphere, allows the

‘near’ and far’ to have equal prominence, s s 2015 neignt standards Performance Review. Woslley , L 2018
op cit

In contrast to other major settlement
locations in the nation, the place of Hobart
and the shared experience of its landscape

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design consuftant 11
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kunanyi
‘the mountain’

The mass of the Wellington Range and its
familiar profile and escarpment above Hobart
is known as ‘kunanyi’ - a Bruny Island word
for ‘the mountain’ {Greg Lehman pers comm.
17 jan 2018). Use of the term in this report is
with this encompassing landscape presence
in mind. This includes the familiar scale
and form on the horizon within the Urban
Amphitheatre, also when viewing west/south
west from Sullivans Cove.

can continue to determine its urban
character, especially the development and
form of the city centre. While the landscape
of the dwelling region provides the abiding
urban context, the challenge is in cultivating
and curating its urban form.

‘Nature and the past are remarkably
palpable in Tasmania .... so far as the two
are separable, nature has evoked deeper
appreciation than history.” =

While a city’s natural environment and its
urban form when taken together ‘comprise
a record of the interaction between
natural processes and human purpose
over time’,* landscape values and their
protection especially at the urban scale,
(and notwithstanding their perceived
subjectivity), is a complex task.

An initial approach is in acknowledging the
environmental foundation to the urban

context, and then integrating it into policy
and development outcomes. While all cities
are experienced as landscapes, Hobart more
than most, and certainly more than any
other state capital, is understood as * a small
city in a large landscape’. It is not merely
that one can view undeveloped naturally
vegetated horizons from the centre of the
city, but that even a casual urban gaze can
assist the viewer in scaling the city within its
landscape.

Settlement landscapes and urban
identity

The importance of settlement landscapes to
the community’s collective sense of place
and culture, let alone their contribution to
economic development within the region
has and continues to be, acknowledged. =

Below : Central Hobart within its settlement
landscape. The ‘natural rise’ from sea level
to alpine {1271 m). Section line W/SW from
Cove Floor to kunanyi ‘summit’ (7.5km)

10 Roe, M. illustrated Register of ¢
11 southern Tasmania Reglonal La
Growth Population Strategy 2015 £.37

{also refer substantial literature - eg. J8 Jackson, ¥i Fu Tuan, K. Lynch,
Hidenobu)

12 Spirn, A. W. The Granite Garden 1934, p. 12
13 STRLUS op Cit p.36
14 Woolley, L. 2004 op cit p.2

ion profile

12  Building Height Standards Review
June 30 2018



Item No. 8.2

Right : Central Hobart landform structure as an

City Planning Committee Meeting - 10/12/2018

extended framework, beyond Sullivans Cove.

Identifies landform features as a sequence of
‘lifts’, including city centre slopes, city centre
fringe, Inner hills, mid ground hills. Also

includes city ridges.

High ground
Middle ground hills
Inner Hills

City Centre Fringe
City Centre Slopes
City Ridge

Cove Slopes.

Basin

Cove Floor

Agenda (Open Portion)

Central Hobart - landform structure
from : HIPS 2015 Height Standards Performance Criteria
Review (Woolley 2016) p. 8

This puts Hobart in the enviable role as a
city with identifiable natural limits, at the
southern margin of the urbanised world,
that can advance a specific understanding
and appreciation of settlement values.
These include a custodial role to wilderness
landscapes within the Tasmanian
jurisdiction and beyond.

The shared cultural and natural heritage
that ascribes to peoples surroundings,

of which landscapes are an essential
component, are recognized as a foundation
to cultural identity.* Attachment to place

15 council of Eurcpe, European Landscape Convention 2004
Article 5 - ‘Each party undertzkes to recognize landscape in law 25 an
eszential o of peoples sur dings, an exp of the
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of human and landscape aesthetics, all the
more so when applied to the complexity
of the city, the location where the
experience of change is expected, if not
constant, * being both ‘natural object and
a thing to be cultivated”.

Settlement expansion

Notwithstanding the terrain, the form of
Tasmanian settlements was determined
not by grand plans, but by expansion
along main roads. Even Hobart’s initial
town plan (Meehan 1811) provided an

divarsity of thair shared cultural and natural heritage, and a foundation
of their identity,

1% Lynch K. A Thaory of Seod Eity Perm MIT 1982 p.a2
17 Levi Strauss in Spirn ep it piv

Leigh Woollzy Architect + Urban Design Consultant
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Befow : Greater Hobart is characterised by a
poly-centric low-density settlement pattern.

Building Height Standards Review
June 30 2018
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open grid capable of extension, its form
‘presuming a future provincial town rather
than a capital city’. =

The post war change in personal mobility
assisted by private automobile ownership,
combined with declining household
occupancy rates, and in the absence of a
regional strategic plan, gave rise to a poly-
centric, low-density development pattern in
the Hobart region. This is now characterized
by competing retail centres along
topographically constrained radial transport
corridors. Coupled with a resultant

decline in public transport patronage,

and expansion of the urban footprint
exacerbating travel times and distance, this
fundamentally changed Greater Hobart's
urban structure, diminishing Central
Hobart’s role as the only major centre and
retail hub.

Although “sluggish urban growth had
preserved Tasmania’s towns and cities

1& Ratcliff, E. and McNeill, B The Companion to Tasmanian History UTAS
2005. p 478
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from the ravages of twentieth century
development’ = the increasingly peri-
urban low density urban pattern, is now
encompassing earlier outlying villages and
hamlets, challenging the earlier hierarchy ©
and its defined gradation of settlement that
has “long been distinctive in the Australian
urban pattern’,

The municipal population of Hobart
declined for a time from the 1960’s as

the metropolitan area developed and

grew. Larger residential blocks, including
substantial growth of un-serviced residential
land,* generated significantly increased
vehicular movements over ever- increasing
distances. As the footprint of settlement
expanded, so retail activity also dispersed to
these suburban centres, while also servicing
peri-urban growth.® ‘This dispersement

of the population has lead to the creation

1% Davizon, G. The Companion to Tesmanian History UTAS 2005

20 Scom, P The Austrzlizn Geographer Vol @ lssue 3 1964 p 134 ‘o other
(state) displays so equitable o population balance between metropolitan
city, town and country’

21 Scoft op cit. p.134

22 state of the Environment 2003 scerjustice tas govau

23 Hobart Congestion Traffic Analysis 2016
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Left : Greater Hobart and
Metropolitan Melbourne at same
scale. 10 km + 50 km Radii

Settlement expansion : Greater Hobart *
Serviced and unserviced urban ar

* Mobart, Glanorchy, Clarence , Kingbarough, Brig

Bl inner Hobart has the highest population density in
the state with over 700 people / sq km

People per sq km.

Leigh Waolley Architect + Urban Design consuftant 13
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of a car-dependent settlement pattern Consolidating the Primary Activity
and significant areas of rural land being Centre

converted ta what is essentially residential
use”.® Reciprocal impacts on the central

{ city in these decades {1960 — 90's)
included increasing demolition for surface
and multi-storey car parking, together

s with diminished pedestrian activity and
movement.

Greater Hobart is now one of the least
densely settled of the major cities

in Australia with one of the highest
proportions of single detached dwellings.*
To address inefficiencies and inequities
emerging from an expansion of the
settlement footprint, and as low-density
development potentially threatens long-
term sustainability, areal growth (particular
residential growth) needs to be managed
on a regional or ‘whole of settlement’ basis,
underpinned through a regional strategy
plan.

An outcome of urban sprawl is creating
long travel distances with fragmented and
dispersed urban activity patterns that make
it difficult to develop and sustain a viable
public transport system. Over the past

few decades traffic volumes have grown
considerably in Greater Hobart especially ‘in
parallel with traffic growth there has been
multiple changes to land-use and transport
systems which have increased congestion
levels’

In seeking to ensure that Greater Hobart can
become a more sustainable and compact
settlement, with Hobart CBD the principal
activity centre, an urban growth boundary
intends to ‘'minimise urban sprawl and lower
density development’.= At the same time
this is intended to accommodate an increase
in population (especially along main transit
corridors). As the principal activity centre
in the regional hierarchy of Activity Centre
Networks, the Central Business Zone (as

b y the core of the Hobart Activity Centre)
Although the focus of a low density urban is intended to be the densest and most
L%gpl,g?éﬁc,fr?:r:atlr:lost:gglhm:?ﬁedﬁr;;%n 24 Southern Tasmania Regonal Land Use strategy - Providing for housing  COMpact dEVE|DpI‘I"IEI‘It precinct in the state.

LS SLate Hen needs. P24 . ;
where density is anticipated. Above : Sullivans 300000 L L e 1asn weoliey 0 3,14 The ‘primary hub for Tasmania ....where a

Accordingly planning policy confirms that
Greater Hobart be a more sustainable and
compact settlement, with the CBD the

. Principal Activity Centre in the state.”” While
Inner Hobart’s population is the densest

in the state with over 700 persons / sq

km.* this does not yet reflect sustainability
within the urban region.

- 3

Cove [COVE F|00I'] to Forest Road (Mld 26 Hebart Congestion Traffic Analysis op cit. i ifi i
ground). Below : The Cove Floor focusses 27 STRLUS op cit significant proportion of all employment

public and civic activity _ PW1 Dark Feast. 28 Australian Bureau of Statistics 2012 opportunities within the region... should
3 g o continue to be focussed”.*

It is not the purpose of this report to
confirm anticipated population growth

or consider available developable land

in the dwelling region or the city centre.

In the absence of a settlement strategy
and supporting urban design policy at the
state level however, it is noted that current
government policy is to grow Tasmania’s
population to 650,00 by 2050 =,

With Central Hobart already experiencing

29 STRLUS op oit. p.11
30 op cit. p.8s
31 op cit. p.76
52 Dmpt. State Growth Population Growth Strategy, 2015,
16  Building Height Standards Raview
June 30 2018
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Bottom:

The Central Business Zone urban blocks vary in
area. Alignment varies as a result of the non -
orthogonal streets

Below :
The non orthogonal streets - Liverpool, Murray
and Elizabeth

Agenda (Open Portion)

‘growing pains’#® it is necessary to both
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differ from one another, varying in size from

acknowledge and recognize the implications 10,000 m? — 40,000 m?. The alignment of the

of reinforcing the role of Central Hobart as
the ‘primary hub’. As the principal activity
centre in the state, and the intended focus
of commercial, retail and tourism activity,
this necessarily anticipates an increase

in density {'densification’) with urban
consolidation. (The form that this urban
focus should take needs further detailed
consideration - including urban character
assessments- beyond the scope of this
project.)

The Central Urban Blocks of the
Primary Activity Centre

Only outline morphological analysis of
Central Hobart has been undertaken.* For
this report it is necessary to confirm the
landform character and topography of the
location on the urban structure, including
amongst other characteristics, its street
alignments. In response to the location,
the scale and form of the urban blocks

33 ‘Mercury’ editorial Oct 17 2017
34 Woolley, L. 1951, 2016

non-orthogonal streets (Liverpool, Elizabeth
and Murray) has assisted some blocks in
being larger, with others reduced in area.

The scale and permeability of the urban
blocks also differ with the terrain. The
‘narrowest’ urban blocks are those between
Macquarie and Davey Streets, in response
to the topography of both the (Macquarie)
Ridge and the Escarpment descending to
the cove floor. The ‘densest’ urban blocks
are those adjacent the Hobart Rivulet. The
central urban blocks have consolidated
along both the low ground of the Rivulet
‘trough’ and the elevated ridge along
Macquarie Street. The largest and less
intensely developed blocks, are those on
the more elevated land on or adjoining the
central area slopes to the north and north
west of the central urban blocks.

By contrast the generally ‘flat floor’ provided
by reclamation within Sullivans Cove,
accentuates the adjacent rising ground. This
differentiation is especially apparent in the

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design Consultant
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Below left: Detail from the City of Hobart
Plan 1945 and the proposed deviation at
Warwick Street - and the resulting outer and
inner business zones.

Below right : The current Central Business
Zone (dark blue) and the narrowing along
Elizabeth Street,

Building Height Standards Review
June 30 2018
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vicinity of the ‘Escarpment” adjacent Davey
Street. While several urban blocks extend
the central area pattern, for the most part
the Cove Floor is characterized by multi-
directional space, established as concrete
aprons for port operations. Freestanding
buildings, many utilitarian port service
structures, provide frontages 'in the round’
in contrast to the ‘cheek by jow! street
facing urban blocks of the CBZ. The planar
space of the Cove Floor contrasts with

the undulating terrain of the city centre,
enhancing its public and civic purpose.

The shape of the Central Business
Zone

Elizabeth Street has been the primary
commercial axis in the city from the early
nineteenth century. The location and shape
of the Central Business Zone (CBZ) has been
formalised since the mid twentieth century.
Its current form is primarily focused NE/ SW
containing the urban blocks adjacent the
rivulet trough and its natural ‘basin’. Beyond
this there is a narrow edge that runs along
Elizabeth Street as far as Warwick Street.

Page 633
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(refer current zoning plan below).

It would seem that this extension, and the
general location of the rest of the zone, was
largely based on the City of Hobart Plan of
1945 (the ‘Cook Plan’). =

The Plan was written when Elizabeth
Street was the main commercial street and
primary vehicular artery, extending to the
principal port frontage in the state. (The
pontoon bridge across the Derwent was
not completed until 1946, and the Brooker
Highway was not opened until 1958).

Cook accordingly suggested a deviation at
Warwick Street (never acted upon) to Molle
Street near Macquarie Street, to provide

a diagonal by-pass of Central Hobart. The
zoning he suggested (two business zones)
(A) and (B) identified a core (Business

‘B’) bounded by Bathurst, Harrington and
Argyle Streets with buildings up to 7 stories
or 80 feet (nom. 26.5 m ) and a business
Zone A" being roughly triangular, pivoting
from Warwick Street with buildings up to a
maximum of three stories or 40 feet ( 13.2
m )_st

35 City of Hobart Plan 1945 (Cook, F)
36 Cook, F.op cit p. 32-33
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Below: The topoagraphy of Central Hobart
identifying the ‘Basin’ + the CBZ urban blocks

Below right : The CBZ core 4 fringe areas and
solar penetration streets (HIPS 2015)

Agenda (Open Portion)

This appears to have influenced the Central
Business district as a stretched precinct up
to this higher contour, beyond the compact
focus on the lower contours. At the
proposed building scales, the triangulation
of the zone (and views across it) would be
comparatively unaffected by topography,
notwithstanding the intention that the
densest zone was on the lower contours,

While the primary business zone was
focused within the lower contours of
Elizabeth Street and the rivulet basin, the
extended triangular zone was predicated on
soon to be outdated intentions.

The contours around Warwick Street at
Elizabeth Street are among the highest in
the Zone, the others being along Macquarie
Street between Harrington and Barrack.
The lower contours are where Cook and
subsequent planning schemes sought to
consolidate the zone, not stretched along
the rising contours. (Elsewhere in the 1945
Plan the low-ground areas were deemed
‘decadent” and zoned for redevelopment, in
contrast with the popularity of these areas
today).
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Mount Direction

Grass Tree Hill

Mount Hull Meehan Range

Pavilion
Point

Knocklofty o= ) Rosny Point

Kangaroa 8luff
Battery Point
. Middle Harbour
kunanyi
Long Point

Blinking Silly point

Mount Nelson

{

The landform ‘structure’ of the urban amphitheatre

Droughty Pomnt
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The Urban Amphitheatre

Shared landscape of the dwelling region

The urban amphi-theatre acknowledges the terrain of the dwelling region focused on Central
Hobart, including the layered rise of landforms, from the datum of the water-plane to the

landform horizons

The Urban Amphitheatre refers to the
integration of natural features (landform,
water, sky) contributing to the urban
setting, when viewing to and from
Central Hobart. As the layered terrain of
the dwelling region, focused on Central
Hobart, the urban amphitheatre includes
the progressive scaling of the 'natural
rise’, including the water-plane and

its bathymetry (Derwent Estuary and
Harbour).

Accordingly it includes topographic features

on both the western and eastern shores
of the city that contribute to the sense of
‘containment” by rising and high ground,
and those features that contribute to the
sense of ‘release’ within the scale of the
setting, especially assisted by the water-
plane of the harbour. The relationship
between land and water in this setting

is accentuated by headlands, that often
focus the continuous line of ridges and
crests rising from and descending to the
waterplane.

The Urban Amphi-theatre allows an
appreciation of Central Hobart ‘in the
round’, offering a consideration from

multiple differing view-points. As a layering

of landform across scales, (low, mid and

high ground) the scale and spatial character
provided by the urban amphitheatre seeks

to ensure the familiarity that attaches to

the landform of the city is acknkowledged,

particularly when viewing into and out
fram the urban centre. The water-plane
provides a focus between land and water-
appreciated regionally as an accessible

public edge and extended civic margin.
By focusing on the place of built intensity
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in Central Hobart, the Urban Amphitheatre

assists in scaling urban development and
the relationship it has with the landscape
setting, including the scales of the layered
rise. The Urban Amphitheatre provides a
spatial framewaork that can accommodate
views within and beyond the municipality.
Accordingly it identifies the layers of the
landscape of which the city (centre) is a
part.

The Urban Amphitheatre includes:

The Derwent Estuary, especially the ‘Great Embayment’

/ Middle Harbour

Wellington Range / kunanyi/ Mount Hull, Mount
Faulkner

The western shore (low, mid and high ground)
including, (but not limited to), Knocklofty, Mount
Nelson hillface and horizon leading to Porter Hill and
then Long Point, Lower Sandy Bay.

The eastern mid to high ground - Meehan Range,
Mount Direction, Gunners Quoin, Grass Tree Hill,
Headlands and points on both shores — including
Battery Point, Queens Domain and Pavilion Point,

Natone Hill and Lindisfarne Point, Rosny Hill and Rosny
Paint, Bellerive Bluff and Kangaroo Paint, Droughty Hills

and Droughty Point.

Spatial Characteristics:

The Urban Amphitheatre is defined by the rift valley of

the Derwent Estuary.

Consists of undeveloped horizons, both high ground
(generally vegetated) and water-plane

The landform character predominates at this scale,
rather than built form character

‘Containment” by rising and high ground - contrasts
with ‘release’ across waterplane

Urban ‘structure’ incorporates landform and built form

as a reciprocal relationship

Landform assists orientation within the urban
environment. The continuity of landforms and
their horizons assist re-orientation with the urban

amphitheatre.

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design consultant 21
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Queens =
Domain

Domail
Headland

Knocklofty

Hobart Rivulet valley

kunanyi
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Amphitheatre to the Cove

Landscape and settlement focus of the dwelling region
und from water-plane to horizon, incorporating adjacent hills and rid,
) 1 ve and its earlier rivulet outfalls, being the low point of the location
and flanked by distinct headlands.

The Amphitheatre to the Cove refers to Sullivans Cove — landform characteristics

the layering of rising ground from water-

plane to horizon, climbing away from the The ‘Cove’ is a place of connection between

earlier rivulet outfalls as the low point waters of the land and the sea - a re-entrant

into Sullivans Cove, incorporating adjacent  space at the outflow of the mountain

hills and ridges, especially to the west and  stream, removed from the deeper fast

north-west, and also flanked by distinct -flowing waters of the Derwent Estuary. It is

headlands. aninclining inwards, a progressive stepping
down and leveling out to the focus of the

The Amphitheatre to the Cove also refers ~ waters edge and beyond.

to the progressive scaling between the high

ground summit and the water-plane of The slopes that identify the cove are

Sullivans Cove. The emphatic topography reinforced by adjacent ridges and

of the urban setting reinforces the ‘natural headlands. The headlands that define

rise” as the most pronounced and most and embrace the cove also help provide

compressed in urban Australia. (Sea level  sheltered waters. The landforms of the

to alpine (1270m) in 8.5km ) Accordingly cove do not generate a uniform incline as

specific layered landform references are slopes differ, especially toward the low lying
identified to acknowledge this, together ‘delta’ or outflow of the Hobart and former
with movement across the land and the Domain Rivulets. Of changing gradients,
progressive stepping down from high the slopes vary from a gentle ‘swale’ and
ground to waters edge. incline (at the south west corner of the

cove — now encompassing St Davids Park),

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design Consultant 23
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an Escarpment edge (of the rise to what is
now Franklin Square), through to a shallow
transition between land and former sand
spit (at the low point of Macquarie street @
Market Place / Campbell Street).

Spatial references in the Sullivans Cove
Planning Scheme include: Cove Floor, Cove
Slopes, Cove Ridges, the ‘Wall to the Cove’
and the '‘Back of Cove”. Each of these topo-
graphic conditions suggest a built relation-
ship acknowledging the cove as both an
inclining inwards and ‘natural’ focus. With
movement along and down the grade the
sense of the cove should be reinforced. As
the shared ‘civic’ domain for both the city
and the state, this expectation should be
further reinforced through development.

The intention is to amplify appreciation of
the spatial character of the setting and its
landscape, through the form that the city
takes. This is not to devalue the evolved
urban morphology, including some incon-
gruous developments (refer ‘Non conform-
ing’ buildings), but to identify and reinforce
appreciation of the spatial characteristics
of the cove, and in part the city centre, in
response to its landform. Accordingly the
distinctive layers of Cove Floor, an Escarp-
ment edge, (sometimes including Cove
‘Wall’) a Ridge line above the escarpment,
Cove Slopes and distinct Headlands are

Horizon

Cove Floor
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identified. Each of these anticipate a layered
response between water and horizon. By
reinforcing the form and role of the cove
and the delta formed by its rivulets, the built
response should progressively ‘step down’
from its more elevated contours to the wa-
ters edge. This consideration is embedded in
a spatial appreciation of the "amphitheatre
to the cove’,

In Hobart ‘the cove’ does not exist without
‘the amphi-theatre’, it is both geologically
enmeshed and culturally integrated, and
inherent to an understanding of the place
and its morphology.

Includes:

Sullivans Cove, and the extended waterplane adjacent
Middle Harbour

The rising ground includes hill slopes leading to and
including Wellington Range / kunanyi

Escarpments, slopes and ridges adjacent the topo-
graphicincline to the cove / ‘cove floor’

The outfall of the Hobart and Domain Rivulets and their
low-ground ‘delta’.

Headlands and Ridges of Battery Point and the Queens
Domain

Characteristics:

Visual connectivity to undeveloped horizons, both
‘high’ ground and water-plane

Landform character differentiates the reclaimed edge
to the Cove Floar

‘Containment” by rising and high ground - contrasts
with ‘release’ across water-plane

Urban structure is an interplay of land-form and built-
form

High ground

Escarpment
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Landform underpins urban structure

Both the Urban Amphitheatre and the
Amphitheatre to the Cove, are embedded
features of the rift valley of the Derwent,
and its evolving urban densification. As
landforms they provide foundation to,
inform and have helped determine the
urban structure of Central Hobart.

Judgements made when moving across
the terrain, prior to and as a result of
settlement, demand negotiation - be that
crossing watercourses, ascending steeply
rising land or negotiating challenging
ground. The outcome of these decisions
provide the foundation to the urban
morphology.

Central Hobart is a case in point. The
topography of ridges, basin, hill-sides and
knolls provides a spatial framework in its
own right, (refer figs. p.13, 24 ) defining
alignments that have come to include the
shape and form of the urban blocks. Fven
where there is no apparent land, decisions
reveal themselves, such as is the case in
Sullivans Cove and the urban morphology
of the ‘Cove Floor”.
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“As a differentiated zone, neither of the land or

of the sea, nor indeed of the town, reclamation
generated an intermediate (“in-between’) ground
as a separated form, engineered as a continuous
horizontal surface, in counterpoint to the ‘given’
undulating land adjacent and below. Partly
suspended and frequently piered. it is a major
construction, its depth belying its surface expanse.
Conerete now provides the material synonymous
with the floor' of the cove, and assists in
delineating significance. As water is also ground
for vessels that count on it for support, the floor’
also includes the water of the cove. The tough
resilient space is synonymous with being in Hobart,
confirming the sense of being ‘on the edge’, while
gesturing to the often harsh reality of confronting
ever-changing weather and the movement and
harbouring of vessels within an oceanic landscape.
These utilitarian planar forms orient and locate
citizens, both within their city and the world. In
contrast to the undulating landform contours
adjacent, the rawness’ of the cove is essential in
maintaining its historically differentiated working
port functions and its distinct, yet idiosyncratic role
as civie space within the state. 'Multi-directional’
movements, inherent to the design and function
of the wharf ‘aprons’, now provide the planar,
changeable civic space hosling diverse events
vear-round.™

1 Woolley, L ‘Sheltering Hurnan Presence: Revealing place through urban
dusign practice.’ Papar ; Designing Place Cenfarence , Nottingham UK 2012

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design Consultant
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Intensity at the heart of settlement

“The city centre will provide o compact
built focus to the region and operate as the
commercial hub of the state, reflecting an
appropriate intensity at the heart of settle-
ment.. “ DFC 2016

Central Hobart is the location where urban
density is intended and where intensity

is anticipated. While ‘Density’ refers to

the amount of people or elements of
urban form (eg. dwelling units, floor area)
per unit area of land, ‘Intensity” is more
complex, referring to the concentration of
activities for example within streets and the
urban blocks of the city centre . Intensity

is generated in response to the form of a
location, yet it will also influence that form.
While density can be determined, intensity
needs to be pursued.

Where density can be quantified, intensity
is qualitative. As such intensity could
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be defined as the expression of density

in terms of quality. The challenge when
considering ‘intensity’, is how to work
toward densification while also bringing
qualitative improvement to the living /
public space involved. In Central Hobart
this can mean maintaining a level of visual
connectivity through the city blocks not just
along streets, reducing bulk where height
increases above the street wall, and also
ensuring light into streets and public spaces.

As Central Hobart is viewed down to, as well
as viewed through, the volumetric form of
the urban blocks, as well as their street edge
character, will be influenced by the intensity
of development. In this respect ‘intensity’ is
part of an integrated approach interweaving
spatial planning intentions with urban
design principles into the form the city
centre is becoming.

Considering ‘non-conforming’ buildings
or structures assists in considering and
adjusting, that form.
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3.0 Response to Context

Development (identified in red) likely to
confuse the ‘layers’ within the natural amphi-
theatres.

Considering a layered urban form

‘Non conforming’
development

“Identify through appropriate modeling
‘non conforming’ buildings that confuse
consideration of the amphi-theatre to the

o

cove and the ‘urban amphi-theatre.

As settlement and urban design values
mature and planning schemes change, so
expectations influencing the form of urban
development also change. The term ‘Non-
conforming’, does not necessarily apply to
the time a building was built, nor does it
indicate a lack of architectural excellence
per se. Itis an assessment based on the
emerging definitions and interpretations
of the Urban Amphitheatre and the
Amphitheatre to the Cove, in particular

where individual buildings or structures
could now be seen to contradict or confuse
these definitions. Accordingly it is a review
of these buildings and structures against
current and emerging planning intentions
and urban design values.

‘Non conforming’ accordingly applies across
scales, notably where spatial considerations
contained within the SCPS (1997) apply.

For example when considering the ‘amphi-
theatre to the cove’, it is necessary to
recognize the Cove Floor as a space in its
own right - (¢f. scPs 6.2) where incursions

into that functional space are considered

as important as the form (and height) of
buildings above.

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design Consultant 27
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‘Non Conforming’ Development

Compiled as a general list to broadly consider height and scale provisions,
especially in response to the spatial choracteristics of the SCPS (1957). NB. 23.2
: ‘that bulk and height of buildings must reflect the natural topography of the
Sullivans Cove Planning area, the amphi-theatre sloping down to the Cove
and the Macquarie and Regatta Point Ridges.” And subsequent provisions
arising from Height Standards - Performance Criteria Review 2016 and subject
of PSA -17-3-1 including that : ‘The city centre will develop in a way which
reinforces the layered landform rise back from the waterfront having regard
to the distinct layers of the landform, respecting the urban amphitheatre
including the amphitheatre to the Cove while providing a reduction in scale
to the Queens Domain, the Domain and Battery Point headlands and the
natural rise to Barracks Hill ",

Location

Building

Comment

Cove Floor
1 Franklin Wharf

Former Marine Board Building
Design + Construction: 1969 -71
Architect : Philp Lighton Floyd and Beattie

Prominently located on the Cove Floor, at the intersection of the Argyle and
Elizabeth street alignemnts, the free -standing office building generated a
controversial built scale — significantly higher than the 2-3 storey’s typical
within the cove / port precinct up to that time. Its location in the view

-line from the Town Hall to the water-plane of the harbour and the port,
undermined intentions that the adjacent urban block/space be developed as
an open ‘tivic square’,

Issues: Height (39.5m ) and resulting bulk in this location. Lack of active
edges to the ground floor (at time of construction) - Subsequent wind
turbines detract ..

Cove Floor
Carner Morrison and
Elizabeth streets

HEC offices
Design and Construction : 1970 -72
Architect : Bush Parkes Shugg and Moon

Extending the frontage of the existing 1938 HEC offices on the Davey /
Elizabeth street corner, the new building increased height on the Elizabeth
/ Morrison street corner on the Cove Floor -generating the second tallest
office building in the city at the time. (47.5m)

Issues: Height as a sheer wall (47.5m) and uniform bulk in this location. Lack
of active edges, especially to Morrison Street, wind and shading impacts to
the Cave Floor, especially along Morrison Street,

Cove Floor
Castray Esplanade

Former Hobart Grain Silos (c.1958)
Now Silos Apartments (c.1998)
Architect : HBV

Former industrial building sold by Grain Elevators Board - now residential
apartments — change of use just prior to SCPS (1957) being sealed. Building
scale remains an existing ‘non-conforming” height, inconsistent with
acknowledged principles for Cove Floor / Wall. With changed use building
scale is ‘non conforming” in the precinct.

Issues : Being on the Cove Floor height confuses Castray Esplanade,
Salamanca Place scale

Harrington and Davey
Streets

Abave former ABC television studios, Harrington
Street, and former Telecom/ Telstra building on the
corner of Davey and Harrington Streets.

Cove Floor Grand Chancellor Hotel Located at the earlier outflow of the two rivulets into Sullivans Cove. The
1 Davey Street (formerly Sheraton Hotel, ) site remains the low point of the Amphitheatre to the Cove. The built scale,
Construction 1985 + (including bulk and height] is inconsistent with the topographic character
Architect : (WATG) Wimberley Allison Tong and Goo | and surrounding built scale. Considerable impact on the urban morphology
of the early town, especially Hunter street / former Causeway and lower
Macquarie Street.
Issues : Height {40 m) and bulk. Precinct impacts.
Cove Ridge Empress Towers Located adjacent Princes Park at the leading edge of the Battery Point
adjacent Princes Park, | Construction : 1967 Headland, the site on the corner of Battery Square and Hampden Road is
Battery Point Architect : Bush Parkes Shugg and Moon praminent, especially from the south-east. The buildings’ height (42m) in
this location underpinned sufficient concern for the heritage values of the
precinct that a separate planning scheme was enacted,
Cove Ridge Transmission and telecommunications towers Prominent feature of (generally redundant- ABC television) infrastructure.

Within the view field from Salamanca Place to the layered slopes of kunanyi,
the former transmission tower is accordingly among the most photographed
‘nan conforming’ structures in the city,

City ridge,

Between Collins, Mac-
quarie and Harrington
streats

Commeoenwealth Government Centre

Between Collins, Macguarie and Harrington
Construction : 1571

Architects : Commonwealth Department of Works

Amalgamation of lots in the late 1960 to create an extensive site capable of
providing large floor plates - allowed a tall and bulky building on the north
facing slope - part of the Macguarie Ridge. Horizontally aligned spandrels
and fenestration accentuate the monolithic presence, in a previously fine-
grained precinct. Height: 58 m

Issues : Height and bulk on a prominent ridge.

Additions to roof top clutter the view field, especially from the west.

Building Height Standards Review
June 30 2018
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City ridge
Bathurst and Argyle
street corners

Vodaphone Building

Corner Argyle and Bathurst Streets
Construction : 2012

Architects :

Issues: Sheer walls to street frontages rise the full height of the building.
Unrelieved boundary wall to the western elevation accentuates building
bulk, with little opportunity to mitigate impact, also overwhelms adjacent
heritage structures. Frontage at ground level allows minimum depth to
activate the street edge.

Car parking structure within the ‘street wall’ provides permanent vehicle
ramp (above ground level) as an inactive frantage.

City basin
Argyle street

Elevated walkway across street

Streets are a foundation to the public domain providing orientation and
connection within the urban landscape of Central Hobart. Their amenity,
including their relative openness, assisting connection to landscape horizons,
should be protected. The elevated walkway across Argyle Street was built

as a private access between offices and the General Hospital. The enclosed
structure, (with dark tinted glass) impacts views along the street space,
especially from the higher slopes beyond Bathurst Street. Its scale
compounds shading of the street edge.

Cove Ridge
Murray and Davey
Styreets

Executive Building
Construction : 1986
Architects: Blythe Yeung and Menzies

The redeveloment of the former Mail Exchange Site was subject to urban
design principles emerging from the 1983 Sullivans Cove Urban Design
Study. The view line from Franklin Square to St Georges Church Battery Point
was to be maintained across the escarpment site, Accordingly the buildings
shape was champfered, although the view shaft was reduced in width.
Further guidelines stipulated the building be no higher than the HEC offices.
Issue : Height in this location.

Cove Floor
Macquarie Wharf

Mac 01 Hotel
Construction ; 2017
Architect : Circa Morris Nunn

The scale of the former Mac 1 shed allowed each side of the Cove ‘wall’

to be appreciated more easily, as the IXL buildings [Art School) are higher.
There is a subtle distinction between freestanding buildings on the ‘Cove
floar', generally being of lesser scale, and those of and beyond the ‘wall’
providing an edge to that space. Earlier buildings were on solid ‘natural’
ground, not ‘reclaimed’ — including those along Hunter Street, albeit above a
sand spit and rock island. The additional height of the new hotel, especially
across the Cove, confuses this ‘layered’ hierarchy . The Cove Floor is multi
—directional public (and often civic) space, facilitating movement and views
across the planar surface. The additions at the NE corner of the building in
this respect, could also be regarded as ‘non-conforming,’ as they provide a
differing pattern to the free-standing shed form. At the same time the SCP
scheme seeks improved circulation, including better physical and visual links
across the floor, especially to the water, a quality the extension interupts.

Cove Floor
Murray Street pier
Franklin Wharf

Murray Street Pier re-development
Construction : ¢ 1995
Architect : Les Penzes

Enhanced connections from the Main Spaces of the Cove Floor {including
Parliament Gardens) to the waters edge are anticipated in the SCP scheme.
(21.2) The water edge has been traditionally reinforced by piers/ buildings
that provide public access around their perimeter. As buildings they are
longer than they are wide, The Murray Street Pier building was re-developed
prior to the SCPS scheme (1997), its form departing from the (wharf) shed
typology. Its widened frontage reduces visual and physical curtilage and is
also inconsistent with the pattern of freestanding finger pier buildings.

City Ridge
Corner Davey Street
and Hampden Road

Repatriation Hospital
Construction: ¢ 1877

The multi storey brick building is located on the rise to Barracks Hill. Given
the role of the Hill to the erigins of the town, the buildings scale and form
in this location diminishes its landform significance and that of the Barracks.
Accordingly the heritage precincts (of which the Barracks provide the pivot),
are also impacted.

Back of Cove / City
basin Campbell street

Royal Hobart Hospital
Construction: 2018

The scale of the new hospital extension (currently under construction) will
rise to 68m as a uniform volume above Campbell Street. This scale will
exceed existing and anticpated development envelopes for the precinct,

noticeably those within / adjacent the low ground ‘delta’.

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design Consultant
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Concept diagram

Height Control Planes - a layering back from
the cove floor while generating an emphasis
west and north west

Building Height Standards Review
June 30 2018
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Reinforcing the amphi-theatre
Generating height control planes

‘Identify an appropriate height control
plane back from the cove floor (descending
with and moving back from the Macquarie
ridge contour) while generating an
emphasis west and north-west.”

Escarpment and Cove Face zone
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Having regard to the Urban Amphitheatre
and the Amphitheatre to the Cove,

Height Control Planes are proposed in
consideration of the Desired Future
Character statements - emerging from HIPS
Review 2016 (and the subsequent PSA 17
-3.)

In particular: * The city centre will develop
in a way which reinforces the layered
landform rise back from the waterfront
having regard to the distinct layers of the
landform, respecting the urban amphi-
theatre including the amphi-theatre to the
cove, while providing a reduction in scale
to the Queens Domain, the Domain and
Battery Point headlands and the natural rise
to Barracks Hill."

Rationale

In response to the topographic expectations
inherent to the desired future character
statement, specific considerations emerge.
The Cove Floor is regarded as a space in its
own right where existing height controls
should continue to apply. It is noted that an
approved Site Development Plan exists for
Macquarie Point.

An Escarpment Zone is then identified. This
is aligned with the edge of the escarpment
to the shore (approximating the shoreline
prior to reclamation) and rising to a curving
edge in deference to both the shore and
the natural rise. To the NE it incorporates
the ‘delta’ as the low-lying outflow between
the earlier rivulets as well - as a re-entrant
edge acknowledging the Hobart Rivulet as
the primary stream.

Above the SW corner of the cove, a deeper
re-entrant edge acknowledges the ‘swale’
that mediates the leveling of the slope now
incorporating St Davids Park. Beyond this

a further Escarpment edge is maintained
with a natural rise to manage alignments to
kunanyi from St Davids Park and the rise to
Barracks Hill on the southern margin.
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Above the Escarpment Zone and rising with recognised that views from the Cove Floor
the Macquarie Ridge a Cove Face height to kunanyi are particularly sensitive to
control zone negotiates the incline, as well  height impacts from this precinct edge of
as the curve from the delta as the ‘back the cove.

of cove’ and Domain edge. It rises to an

edge roughly parallel with the escarpment  An Inner Hills Zone further encircles the
zone, arcing back as far as Bathurst Street  ‘basin’ and the central area, beyond the

to the NE. Extending to Harrington Street  margins of the Cove Face zone. This zone
to the SW, its depth extends beyond the provides a potential transition in scale
Macquarie Ridge to Collins Street. It is from the fine grain of primarily residential
precincts adjacent. It is located in response
to the natural rise of the city centre slopes,
beyond the lower contours of the ‘basin’.

The area ‘contained’ by the height control
planes provides a potential area of ‘built
intensity’ where consideration for height
beyond the amenity building envelope

may be considered subject to scheme
provisions including : Amenity, Heritage and
Townscape.

Proposed Height Control dimensions:

Cove Floor: Existing height controls apply

- nominally 12 m - 18 m {12m eaves, 18m
roof ridge) having regard to the spatial
characteristics influencing development on
the cove floor.

Escarpment Zone: 18 m at the edge of the
Cove Floor, (existing heritage, townscape
and amenity provisions notwithstanding),
rising to a maximum 30m, plus the landform
rise across the zone.

Cove Face Zone: Rising above the
Escarpment Zone to a maximum 45 m.
Returning deeper into the Domain Rivulet
‘valley’ to ensure a reduction of scale
adjacent the Queens Domain.

. Inner Hills Zone: Rising from an outer edge
of 18 m to a maximum 45 m toward the
centre.

Battery Point edge: a transition in scale from
the 18m escarpment edge to 12 m across
the headland.

Escarpment, Cove Face, Hill face and
Battery Point edge zone

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design Consultant 31
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A Y g 7 i 2
considering an area of The area contained by the Height Control
‘built int ey Zones is a location at the centre of the
uilt intensity Central Business Zone and generally within
the Central Area ‘basin’. It is defined both
by the course of the Hobart Rivulet and the
rising ground of the city centre slopes and
ridges. It is generally behind the Macquarie
Ridge and largely forward of the Bathurst

‘Consider an area of built intensity where
provisions could be modified to complement
changes in height limits (beyond the
amenity building envelope) or potentially to
incentivise better design outcomes.”

Ridge.
The area ‘containad’ by the height contral Belng at the core of both the historic and
zones provides a potential area of ‘built contemporary city centre, it is the location

intensity.’

Hill Face Zone

32  Building Height Standards Raview
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Proposed Height cgnt,cﬁ Zones where enhanced public movement and considered a potential area of built intensity.
activity is anticipated. Being the centre of  Topographically this area would generally
the ‘primary activity hub for Tasmania’, it be located below the 20 m contour with

is the location where intensity of activity  its lowest contours adjacent the Hobart

would most efficiently be serviced. Rivulet in Argyle Street. The boundaries of
Accordingly it is the location where the zones have been developed primarily
permeability should be incentivised, in response to the landform, while also

and where public amenity should be responding to subsequent street alignments.
prioritised. In consequence the zone boundaries are

often located through the urban blocks,
Subject to existing and emerging scheme  though also having regard to eatlier
provisions, it is a location that could be laneways and their alignments.

Escarpment Zone

Cove Face Zone

Hill Face Zone

Cove Face Zone Escarpment Zone

Leigh Waolley Architect + Urban Design consuftant 33
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To co-ordinate with the proposed height Hill Face Z'-’”:‘k“
control planes and reinforce the built focus
of the activity centre network, areas beyand
the control planes {and within the Central
Business zone, Commercial and Mixed use
zones) should be subject to an 18m height

limit.

Axonom
Bathurs

Hill Face Zone

34  Building Height Standards Raview
June 30 2018



Item No. 8.2

City Planning Committee Meeting - 10/12/2018

Agenda (Open Portion)

Page 650
ATTACHMENT A

4.0 Maintaining Connectivity
Views and View Cones

Some of the proposed view cones
viswing west above the estuary and
Sullivans Cove to kunanyi

Managing and protecting views is inherent
to an appreciation of the Hobart landscape,
especially from the city centre. The
interplay between views, vistas and desired
view protection cones and planes will
assist in shaping the urban form of the city
centre.

An inventory of views (as a foundation to a
View Code or View Framework) has been
compiled [refer pages 37- 40) having regard to
the landform structure of the City Centre
and Sullivans Cove.

The locations have been determined by
their public accessibility, (eg. street edge,
parkland, roadway), whether they are
recognized viewing locations or ‘lookouts’,

(eg. Cenotaph headland, Mount Stuart
lookout), whether they have historic
connection to the development of the city
(eg. Hunter ‘Island’ — beneath Hunter Street,
Salamanca Place edge). Most are viewing
‘out” from within, while some are viewing
‘in’ to the centre.

Consistent with the spatial characteristics of
Sullivans Cove, and extended to include the
Central Area, they are categorized according
to the spatial character of the location.
Accordingly they are grouped according to
Cove Floor, Cove Slopes, Cove Ridge, city
centre ‘basin’, city centre slopes + edges,
with a pivotal location (Cove Headland-
Cenotaph) individually identified.

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design Consultant 33
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Hobarts urban image is synanymous with
its undeveloped landscape horizons.
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Beyond the Cove, the landform of the
central area progressively reveals the
categories of: City Centre ‘Basin’, City Centre
‘Slopes” and City Centre ‘Edges”.

The City Centre Edges also locates
viewpoints beyond the city centre. Their
inclusion in the inventory is however
specific to views to the city centre.

View protection cones + view lines seek to
maintain connection between the ground
plane of the City Centre and the Cove Floor
and the regional landscape horizons.

The inventory is structured as a framework
that can progressively be added to.

Page 651
ATTACHMENT A

View : a sight or prospect of a landscape, that can be
taken in by the eye from a particular place

Viewing place/ viewpoint : an acknowledged place or
area from which the view can be seen and from which
the features of the view are more or less consistently
visible.

Landscape in the view: the separate elements subject
to viewpoint and viewer: such as foreground , middle
ground and background, focal points, vanishing
points, sky scape and framing, among others.

Each of these three elements interact with each other
and will contribute to the quality, understanding and
experiance of the view. (ref oxford preservation Trust)

Within this report the terms ‘View Line” and ‘View
Cone' are used to distinguish between a defined
alignment (along a street for example) as a ‘view
line', and a view field from a specific location to an
expanded landscape horizon, as a ‘view cone’,
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View Lines and View Cones
An initial Inventory

(Refer also individual reference sheets)

View Point_Topography. View Subject _ Description / Geographic location RL References [ background
A
The prominent headland providing the northern rampart to
enotap 1o |ETi1e B Sullivans Cove and the SE margin of the Queens Domain 22.0
Al_to regional horizons | A 1.1 Kunanyiand Wellington Range jé?SEHeig-n Standards Review
A 1.11 Knocklofty (NW) HIPS 2016
A 1.2 Chimney Pot Hill (SW) HIPS 2016
A 1.3 Mount Nelson (S) HIPS 2016
A 1.4 Porter Hill (S/SE) HIPS 2016
A 1.5 Long Point, Lower Sandy Bay (5/SE) }?ﬁDC}I\-“I:j:Er:Im 2015, 50P
2015, 20
HIPS 2016
A 1.6 Harbour water-plane (5/ SE) HRUDS 2008, MPDC Masterplan
2015, SDP 2015, 2017
Middle Harbour ‘expansion’ to
Betsey Island
A 1.7 Howrah Hills / Droughty Point (SE) j[F]i_JI3§_Jﬁfg?f’gﬁ?vaﬂaxer:laﬂ
[Refer also € 3‘1] \lB.Slhe- Dak'e:vege:aticn
A 1.8 Sunrise 25 April (E) HRUDS 2008, MPDC Masterplan
2015, SDP 2015, 2017
A 1.9 River water-plane, Tasman Bridge, Meehan
Range , Domain edge (NE/ N)
A2_to local features A 2.1 Macquarie Street (SW) SCUDS 1983
SCUDWTS 1987
A 2.2 Parliament Forecourt , Cove Floor MPDC Masterplan 2015, SDP
2015, 2017
A 2.3 St Georges Church Spire, Battery Point }ﬂuﬁgczhfla;wrclaw 2015, S0P
A 2.4 Government House and Domain Hill CLA 2009

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design consuftant 37
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The reclaimed space, including flat fill and piered concrete
structure, generating the traditional port frontages, now
also provides civic space to the city and the state.

B 1.10 Hunter Island (to kunanyi)

HIPS 2016

B 1.11 Hunter Island to Betsey Island

HIPS 2016

B 1.2 Constitution Dock SE corner
(to kunanyi)

Civic Square Masterplan 2016

B 1.3 Elizabeth Street Pier SE
(to kunanyi)
B 1.4 Elizabeth Street alignment to Mt Stuart

B2 Princes Wharf

B 2.1 Forecourt PW 1 (to kunanyi)

B 2.2 Paddock to Cenotaph

PW1 + 2 Site Development and
Conservation Plans 2000

B3 Salamanca Place

B 3.1 Base of silos (to kunanyi)

B4 Macquarie Wharf

B 4.1 Between Mac 1+ 2 (to kunanyi)

C 1 Battery Point

The sloping ground adjacent to the Cove Floor - identifying
the change in contour

C 1.1 Salamanca Place @ Mc Gregor to kunanyi and
Hobart Rivulet Gully (including Knocklofty)

C 1.2 McGregor Street to Cenotaph (across cove)

C 1.3 Montpellier Retreat to Cenotaph
(across Cove Floor)

PW1 + 2 Site Development and
Canservation Plans 2000

C 2 ‘Saddle’ and ‘Swale’
between Macquarie
Ridge and Battery Point
Headland

C 2.1 St Davids Park to kunanyi

C 3 Franklin Square to
/ from Cove Floor via
Brooke Street

C 3.1 Franklin Square @ Treasury forecourt to Cove
Floor

IMAS SDP 2012

C 3.2 Brooke Street to Treasury forecourt

PW1 + 2 Site Development and
Conservation Plans 2000

C 4 Back of Cove

C 4.1 Campbell Street @ Bathurst Street (across Cove
Floor and waterplane)
C 4.2 Campbell Street @ Bathurst viewing NW

SCUDS 1983

SCUDWTS 1987
CASP — Townscape 1991
SCPS 1557 (6.4)

ACIPA SDP (2013)

D 1 Macquarie Ridge

The landform ridges beyond the cove slopes and
escarpments, reinforcing the enclosure of the cove

D 1.1 Franklin Square to St. Georges Church Spire,
Battery Point

SCUDS 1983 Montpellier DA
submission

D 1.2 Franklin Square to kunanyi

D 1.3 Macquarie Street alignment (from Antill 5t) to
Cenotaph

SCUDS 1983, CASP Townscape
1991

D2 Battery Point head-
land

Building Height Standards Review
June 30 2018

D 2.1 Princes Park to Cenotaph
(across cove)

HIPS Height Review 2016
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E 1 Viewing south- east
(NW — SE)

Page 654
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The generally lower lying ground forming part of the
Hobart Rivulet ‘trough’ {and its adjacent delta outflow) and
defined by the rising ground of adjacent ridges (notably the
Muacquarie Ridge to the 5E), and other enclosing city centre
slopes .

E 1.1 Bathurst Ridge to Macquarie Ridge - (and be-
yond) along Argyle Street

E 1.2 Along Elizabeth street from Brisbane Street

E 1.3 Bathurst Ridge to Macquarie Ridge along
Murray

E 2 Viewing south west
(NE = SW)

E 2.1 Liverpool Street from Argyle to central area
slope beyond Molle Street

E 3 Viewing NE (SW — NE)

E 3.1 Liverpool Street from Elizabeth to Argyle (and
base of Bathurst rise)

E 4 Viewing north west
(SE— NW)

E 4.1 Along Elizabeth Street from Liverpool Street

F 1 from North

The rising ground providing containment to the central area
‘basin’ especially to the N/ NW

F1.1 Boa Vista Saddle

Historic view - mid 19¢

F 1.2 Carr Street

F 1.3 Elizabeth Street, from Warwick 5t

F 1.4 Murray Street near Devonshire Sq

Historic view - mid 19C

F 1.5 Barrack Street across rivulet trough/ Mac Ridge
/ Barracks Hill

F 2 from West

F 2.1 Goulburn Street from Barrack towards
Harrington street

F 2.12 Lower Forest Road to Goulburn Street

F 2.2 Bathurst Street toward Queens Domain

CASP —Townscape 1291

G 1 East

Confirming the landform perimeters of Central Hobart -
while also reinforcing its location at the outflow of rivulets,
at the base of ridges and contained by inner area hills...

G 1.1 Glebe / Domain Carpark

G 1.2 Edward Street , Glebe

G 1.3 Scott Street, Glebe

G 1.4 Liverpool at Aberdeen Street

G 1.5 Tasman Bridge

G 1.6 Kangaroo Bluff, Bellerive

G 1.7 Tranmere, Howrah

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design Consuitant
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G 2 South G 2.1 Long Point, Lower Sandy Bay

G 2.2 Mount Nelson lookout, Mt Nelson

G 3 West G 3.1 Huon Road, South Hobart

G 3.2 Forest Road, West Hobart

G 3.3 Summit Kunanyi

G 4 North G 4.1 Elizabeth Street, North Hobart to St Georges
Church spire

G 4.2 Mount Stuart lookout, Mt Stuart

This is an initial inventory intended as a framework to be reviewed and added to.
Alignments and outline co-ordinates subject to detailed survey.

References :

SCUDS 1983 _ sullivans Cove Urban Design Study Lester Firth 1383
SCUDBWTS 1987 Sullivans Cove Urban Detail Study woclisy et sl 1227
Central Area Study Project [HCC) _ Townscape Topic Report wosliey 1991
SCPS 1597 _ Sullivans Cove Planning Scheme 1997

Princes Wharf 1 + 2 _ Site Development and Conservation Plans sheiwn, weolley 2000
HRUDS 2008 _ Hobart Railyards Urban Design Strategy scwa zoos
Cultural Landscape Assessment _ Queens Domain sheridan 200

SC Masterplan _Office of the State Architect 2010

View Code Sullivans Cove / Visual impact assessment woolley zo11

IMAS SDP [UTAS) wealley 201z

ACIPA SDP (UTAS) weelley 2013

MPDC Masterplan 2015,

MPDC SDP 2015,

Masterplan Civic Square Hobart (HCC) weslley 2018

HIPS Height Standards Performance Criteria Review woolly 2018

MPDC Re:set SDP 2017

Building Height Standards Review
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Cenotaph Headland

The prominent headland, being the south-eastern margin of the
Queens Domain and the northern rampart to Sullivans Cove

1828, Att. GW. Evars

Page 656
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A1l Regional Horizons
A 1.1 kunanyi and Wellington Range

A 1.4 Porter Hill (S/SE)
A 1.5 Long Point Lower Sandy Bay (S/SE)

A 1.3 Mount Nelson (S)
A 2.3 st. Georges church spire (S)

42 Building Height Standards Raview
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A 1.2 Chimney Pot Hill (SW) A 1.11 Knocklofty (NW)

A 2.1 Macquarie Street (SW)
The distinctive headland above Macquarie Point
(previously Queens Battery now the Cenotaph
Headland) and War Memorial (Hutchison and
Walker 1925), provides a publicly accessible and
ceremanial location from which to view the
city centre and its landscape setting - between
mountain and harbour. The location has long s
provided extensive prospects as well as more
intimate connection to the evolving form and
activity of the port, its town and city. The §
location is a pivot point when considering the
place of the city.

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design consultant 43
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Al3 A2.3 A22
Al4
Al5

A 2.4 Govt House and Domain Hill

Gunners Quain447m

@rass Tree Hill S44m

Mount Di

L

A 1.9 River waterplane and Meehan Range

44 Building Height Standards Raview
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View Point : Cenotaph headland, '\
either side of the monument. X
South west side : Lo
ALl ,AL111,A1.2,A21,A22, ?..’:’._
South east side : T
A23,A1.3 A14 ALS5 ALG, e
North east side :

ALB ALD

Leigh Woolley Architect « Urban Design Consultant 43
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kunanyi view cone ( A1.1) and
Knocklofty view cone | A1.11)
should be considered together

Knocklofty Reserve hillface (A 1.11)

above right :

An accessible hillside (for a time called
Woodmans Hill), Knocklofty was subject
to woodcutting and quarrying before
being purchased by the council in 1945
for the community. Now revegetated
thanks to local volunteers, the popular
bushland reserve of 140 hectares links
to the Wellington Reserve, providing
an important middle ground between
town and the high ground beyond. The
base of the view cone includes the high
ground of Trinity Hill,

Right : The layered rise from the railway
terminus (now Brooker Highway
Roundabout) c. 1885,

Foreground: former Domain Rivulet, Mid
frame: Bathurst Ridge with Knocklofty
behind, High ground : kunanyi and the
landform horizon.

UTAS e- prints

46  Building Height Standards Raview
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Cove Floor

The reclaimed space, including flat fill and piered concrete structure,
generating the traditional port frontages, now also provides civic space to
the city and the state.

Between land and water, the Cove
Floor is a differentiated, publicly
accessible space. As a planar
surface extended from the land
into the cove, it assists orientation.

PH30_1_5604 Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design Consultant 47
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Prideaux Harris 1804-5 irano)

Hunter Island (foreground) prior o - 2 3 X : I

to the causeway and subsequent g ! i : I.I!Iluulll'

reclamation to generate the " Xerr W e
Cove Floor. [ s v J ., . . o —
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B Cove Floor

B1 Franklin Wharf
B1.10 Hunter Island (street) to kunanyi

View Point: SE Corner of Victoria Dock
View Field : Wellington Range _kunanyi, including ‘Organ Pipes’ and horizon
Wiew Point elevation : 2.29 m (state datum)

* Co-ordinates: E 474 822,332 N 658 943.174

* Horizon Cone width = 22 © 21
* Elevated Cone width = 32°
* Cone Elevation=7°55"

* As provided by MCC Survey : April 2018

Bl.1g

View Point B 1.10 combines with
view B 1.11 to provide a deep vista
SE across the harbour water-plane.

View B1.10 should also be
considered with A& 1.1 and A 1.11.

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design consultant 49
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B 1.11 view Field

50 Building Height Standards Raview
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B1 Franklin Wharf

B1.2 Constitution Dock SE corner to kunanyi

B 1.2 view shaft

82°30°

85°16'

View Point : SE corner Constitution Dock
View Field : Across and including enclosed
dock and urban block along Argyle Street,
to face of kunanyi including horizon.

View Point Elevation : 2.29 m (state datum) §3

Shaoft co-ordinates as provided by HCC Survey ' April 2018

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design Consultant 51
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B1 Franklin Wharf
B1.3 Elizabeth Street Pier (SE) to kunanyi

View Point : SE corner Elizabeth Street Pier

View Field: toward kunanyi including SW horizon

View Shaft : along Elizabeth Street to Mount Stuart
and Goat Hills

Elevated above the waters of the cove,
the view-field from th corner of
Elizabeth Street Pier reinforces the
breadth of kunanyi. The continuity of
the horizon can b
with th af

of Mount S
cont

Building Height Standards Review
June 30 2018
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B2 Princes Wharf
B2.1 PW 1 forecourt to kunanyi

View Point : Forecourt PW 1
View Field : aligned to kunanyi

The horizon of kunanyi across the Cove
Floor and Parliament Gardens from

the entry to Princes Wharf 1 shed,
reinforces the layers of the amphitheatre.
Particularly evident at dusk, the
alignment also refers to the ‘swale’ and
creek bed now incorporating St Davids
Park, arcing back from the escarpment
edge and the ‘wall’ to the cove.

(Refer Fig.C2.1)

B2.2 ‘Paddock’ (Princes Wharf) to cenotaph

View Point : Between PW1 shed and IMAS
@ Castray Esplanade
View Field : Cenotaph with Grass Tree Hill beyond

Leigh woolley Architect + Urban Design Consultant 53
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B3 Salamanca Place
B3.1 Base of silos (NW) to kunanyi

Wb & o lulw ' ‘
i |

54  Building Height Standards Review
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B3 Salamanca Place
B3.1 Base of silos (NW) to kunanyi

View Point : Base of silos in Salamanca Place
View Field : kunanyi + layered rise, including
Knocklofty

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design Consuitant 55
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B4 Macquarie Wharf
B4.1 Between Mac 01 and Mac 02 (W) to kunanyi, (SE) down river

Stretching from the West to the south-
east the concrete apron be

Mac 01 and Mac 2 shed prc 35 @
panoramic view of the landscape
horizon. From the high ground of

56  Building Height Standards Review
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Cove Slopes

The sloping ground adjacent the Cove Floor -
Identifying the change in contour

‘atong Davey Strge 353

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design Consultant
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C1 Battery Point

C1.1 Salamanca Place @ McGregor Street to kunanyi and Knocklofty

c11 ¢

_...-t‘l i

From this location on the cove slope
rising from the Cove Floor to the

base of McGregor Street, the spatial
characteristes underpinning Sullivans i
Cove and Central Hobart are in view, Mid Ground

as a scaled sequence. They include the
Cove Floor, the Cove Wall, the Cove
Slopes, the Cove Ridges, the City slopes,
the Inner hills, the Mid-Ground and the
High-Ground. These connections should
continue to be experienced in relation
to one another, in order that the urban
landscape remains intelligible.

High Ground

Inner Hills

The ‘non conforming” impact of
outdated television infrastructure, is an
unecessary imposition within one of the
most photographed urban view-fields in
the nation,

58  Building Height Standards Raview
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C1 Battery Point

C1.2 McGregor Street to Cenotaph (across cove)

.

C1 Batteryomt

C1.3 Montpellier Retreat to Cenotaph (across Cove Floor)

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design Consultant 99
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A creek running to the SW corner of
Sullivans Cove, in an area described in
1805 as ‘a place of real seclusion and
rare beauty’, meant this area became
the settlement’s initial burial ground,
prior to it becoming St Davids Park in
1919.

Providing a gentle grade from the Cove
Floor to the base of Barracks Hill and the
Macquarie Ridge, this ‘swale’ also aligns
with kunanyi and the regional horizon.

Building Height Standards Review
June 30 2018

Agenda (Open Portion)

C2 ‘Swale’ and saddle

<

between Macquarie Ridge + Battery Point

C 2.1 St Davids Park to kunanyi
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C3 Franklin S(Euare

to / from Cove Floor via Brooke St
C 3.1 Franklin Square @ Treasury Forecourt to Cove Floor

" ) s ¥

As one of the few public places where the
‘escarpment’ to the cove is experienced
as an abrupt change in grade, the

Brooke Street ‘link’ also provides an
historic connection between Franklin
Square (and the previous courts) and

the waterfront. Views fromboth thetop  (C3 Franklin S(iu are

of the escarpment (C 3.1) and the Cove .
Floor (C 3.2) assist orientation and an to / from Cove Floor via Brooke St

appreciation of the urban landform and C 3.2 Brooke Street Pier to Treasury Forecourt
its evolving built history.

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design Consultant 61
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C4 Back of Cove

C 4.1 Campbell Street @ Bathurst Street viewing SE
(across Cove Floor and harbour water-plane)

The deep prospect along and down
Campbell Street extends across Sullivans
Cove and the waterplane to the
undeveloped and defining headland of
Droughty Point. (refer Urban Amphitheatre
p.20) Beyond the rising ground of the
Howrah Hills above Droughty and
Trywork Points, the view-field includes
the elevated Mount Augustus above
Sandford.

In the far distance (some 50 kms away)
the high-ground of the Tasman Peninsula
(Mount Koonya and Mount Arthur),
confirm this as among the deepest
prospects, (on-ground from a central city
street), in urban Australia.

C4 Back of Cove
C 4.1 Campbell Street @ Bathurst Street viewing NW

Viewing NW along Argyle Street, the inner
hills (including the Boa Vista ridge)provide
containment to the Central Area. Further
definition is provided by the high ground
horizon of Goat Hills, leading to Mount
Faulkner.

Building Height Standards Review
June 30 2018
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Alignments from the ‘escarpment’ above
the cove, (now Franklin Square) defined the
town and then the city. The Battery Point
headland is amplified by the spire of St
Georges Church (as viewed in 1981).

Refer. D1.1

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design Consultant 63
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D 1 Macquarie Ridge
D 1.1 Franklin Square to St Georges Church, Battery Point

Franklin Square is the principal public
open space along the Macquarie Ridge,
and Central Hobart. Its location above
the escarpment provided overview of
the cove and then the docks. St Georges
Church Battery Point amplifies the ridge
of Battery Point. Alignment to it from
Franklin Square connects headland

and ridge, assisting orientation and
comprehension of the urban landscape
and its layered history. Vulnerable to
development on the cove slopes, the
view shaft has been actively identified
since 1983.

NS1013_1_971

64 Building Height Standards Review
June 30 2018



Item No. 8.2 Agenda (Open Portion) Page 680
City Planning Committee Meeting - 10/12/2018 ATTACHMENT A

D 1 Macquarie Ridge

D 1.2 Franklin Square to kunanyi

The role of the escarpment, (upon
which Franklin Square is now located)
is significant to the development of the
city. Intended as the public focus of the
Meehan Plan (1811), then the site of
the first Govt. House, before becoming
Franklin Square (1852), the location
has long been pivotal to the form and
growth of the city centre. Connections
to the landscape horizons of the city
(kunanyi) are still possible from the
park - literally located at ‘the heart of
settlement’,

NB. kunanyi on the horizon W/SW beyond Macquarie Street

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design Consultant 03
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D 1 Macquarie Ridge

D 1.3 Macquarie Street
alignment NE to Cenotaph

The alignment NE along Macquarie
Street reinforces the role of the Meehan
Range to the Urban Amphitheatre,
providing containment to the central
area. {above right and right)

The street-space ‘scale’ along
Macquarie Street varies between the
urban blocks. With movement NE along
Macquarie Street, the headland of the
Queens Domain is reinforced by the
Cenotaph Obelisk (1925). The Royal
Engineers Building (1846) formalises
the Macquarie Street alignment, also
strengthening the ceremonial role and
orientation provided by the headland.

Across Sullivans Cove the grassed
headlands of Battery Point, ( Battery
Park foreground - below) and the Queens
Domain, (Cenotaph headland - middie
distance - below), can be appreciated.

D 2 Battery Point Headland
D 2.1 Princes Park to Cenotaph

Y
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City Centre ‘Basin’

The lower lying ground forming part of the Hobart Rivulet ‘trough’ (and its
adjacent ‘delta’ outflow) defined by the rising ground of adjacent ridges (notably

the Macquarie Ridge to the SE), and other enclosing city centre slopes
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E 1 Viewing South-East (NW to SE)

E 1.1 Bathurst Ridge to Macquarie Ridge (and beyond)
along Argyle Street

.

[ The ‘street space’ (and hence the
“connecting ‘view-shaft’) is strongly
simpacted by a sky- bridge, when

E 1 Viewing South-East (NW to SE)

E 1.2 Along Elizabeth Street near Brisbane Street

F21) o (O
Li

Tall trees in Elizabeth Street Mall now
mask the traditional ‘view to the docks’
down Elizabeth Street
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E 2 Viewing South-West (NE to SW)

E 2.1 Liverpool Street from Argyle to central area slope
beyond Molle street

The central area ‘basin’ is appreciated
when viewing along the undulating
alignment of Liverpool Street. At

either end of the street the natural

rise to vegetated horizons confirm the
‘contained’ scale of Central Hobart,
between Queens Domain vegetation and
the Meehan Range to the North East
(below) and the base of Chimney Pot Hill
to the South West. {right opposite)

E 3 Viewing North-East (SW to NE)

E 3.1 Liverpool Street from Elizabeth to Argyle
(below) and above Barrack (left)

Liverpool Street viewing NE from Elizabeth Street corner
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E 4 Viewing North-West (SE to NW)
E 4.1 Along Elizabeth Street from Liverpool Street

Being a primary street of the urban
grid, Argyle Street provides deep views
across the undulating terrain of Central
Hobart - from both its south-eastern
and north-western extremities. From
the Cove Floor the Macquarie Ridge
confirms Argyle Street as a cove slope
(bottom left), while from the Macquarie
Ridge the Bathurst Ridge is evident in
the middle distance (right), with the
inner city hill side of the Boa Vista
saddle beyond. The street space (and
hence the views) are compromised

by sky bridges. (Refer ‘non conforming’
p.28 ).

E 4.2, From Cove Floor along Argyle street

Building Height Standards Review
June 30 2018

E 4 Viewing North-West (SE to NW)

E 4.2 Along Argyle Street from Cove Floor and Macquarie Ridge

E4.2 From Macquagie Ridgesalong Argyle street
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City Centre Slopes

The rising ground, especially North and North-West of the low ground ‘basin’,
providing containment to the Central Area

Page 686
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F1 North
F 1.1 Boa Vista Saddle

View Point: At the junction of Park Street
and Letitia Street with Boa Vista Road,
Morth Hobart,

View Field : Toward the harbour water-
plane including Betsey Island on the
south- east horizon,

Located at the edge of the topographic
‘saddle” between the Queens Domain
and the inner hills of the city centre,
the deep prospect down and along

the edge of the Domain, and above

the former Domain Rivulet, connects
to the harbour water-plane and the
southern sky, above Betsey Island. Long
recognised as an arrival point within
the urban landscape to the capital city,
{refer knutt Bull 1865 below) the alignment
is vulnerable to development bulk and
height adjacent to the Cove Floor,

- : <
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1.
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F 1 From North

F 1.2 Carr Street North Hobart

F 1 From North

F 1.3 Elizabeth Street from Warwick Street
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i F 1 From North

F 1.4 Murray Street near Devonshire Square corner

From Maequarie Ridge along Murray street

The abrupt rise west of the city centre / - AS e
(formerly Lime Kiln Hill) was a popular AT = \ g -
late nine\{eenth centurzl viewing goint, . "ﬂg‘ / ¢ B '-t\“rf' -—l‘ﬂ
(right) - now less publicly accessible. NB. : t Murray Street . 7
Murray Street at its base - centre right. \ i

Above: Viewing NW from the Macquarie
Ridge across the Bathurst Ridge to the
inner urban hill face - from which the
image (top left corner ) and the historic
image were taken .

R

NS 1013_1_731 ) )
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F 2.2 Bathurst Street
towards Queens Domain

Meehan Range
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City Centre Edges

Locations confirming the landform perimeters of Central Hobart - also reinforcing
its placement at the outflow of rivulets, at the base of ridges and contained by

inner area hills above the waterplane datum

e

b

The layered topographic rise is strongly
evident from Tranmere
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G 1 from East
G 1.1 Glebe Carpark
G 1.2 Edward Street, Glebe to Chimney Pot Hill

N i . 2
~ v . - \l',-

‘ =
RN Do o pwes 1 e gl
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G 1 from East

G 1 from East
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G 2 from South

G 2 from South

G 2.2 Mount Nelson Lookout

Mount Direction Gunners Quoin

The Mount Nelson summit view :
with the city centre located between
defining headlands, ridges and
landforms.
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G 3 from West
G 3.1 Huon Road, South Hobart

From this elevation (RL75 m ) and
alignment (E/NE), the waterplane of the
river and harbour (combined with the 8
valley of the Hobart Rivulet), affirms the NS

location of Central Hobart.

The landform horizons of the Meehan
Range provide scale and continuity. Rosny
Hill in the middle distance, enhances

and focuses these layered relationships.
Together with the waterplane it provides
scale and orientation and assists in
identitying the city centre ‘in its setting’.
Accordingly the landform of Rosny Hill

is significant from this view-point, and
should be identified.

Meehan Range

Rosny Hill
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G 3 from West - =

G 3.2 Forest Road, West Hobart -

The city centre viewed from the Forest
Road lookout.

G 3 from West

G 3.3 Summit kunanyi
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S it

A B
iG-4 from Nort %

“E 43 Elizabeth Street, No% Hobart p

Deep views across the urban landscape are offered from various locations on the edge of the inner city
hills. Viewing south east from Elizabeth Street North Hobart, St Georges Church spire on Battery Point witk
Porter Hill, Lower Sandy Bay behind, (and Betsey Island further beyond), indicates the depth of view from
ground level still possible across the city and the urban landscape.

G 4 from West
G 4.2 Mount Stuart Lookout, Mount Stuart
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Hill Face Zone

The analysis uses available modelling
data including Councils K2Vi model.
Considerations arising will accordingly be
subject to detailed survey.
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5.0 ‘Shaping’ outcomes

Integrating view protection and height control planes

Height Control Planes have been developed townscape provisions of the planning
and modelled together with view fields scheme.

including View Protection Cones and view

shafts. A potential area of built intensity has It does indicate however that from
been indentified as the area ‘contained’ by  significant viewpoints, potential height

the height control planes. beyond the amenity building envelope,
could be considered without detriment to

When these components are modelled views identified.

together, an ‘envelope’ is generated that

will not impact the identified regionally The height control planes themselves are

locating views. This can then be considered also influenced by specific view shafts

as a potential outcome in its own right. and view cones. The further integration of
these is necessary to develop an integrated

It is recognised that this potential modelling as a potential outcome.

‘envelope’ (or residual ‘'volume’) is a

conceptual massing, rather than a potential

‘mass’. Itis not a development envelope.
The integration of height control planes + view Any development within this ‘area’ would

cones generate a conceptual volume over the K . i
contained ‘centre’. be subject to the amenity, heritage and

Hill Face Zone

.

‘Escarpment Zone
Y

>

Viewing W/SW
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5.1 Identifying the ‘Inner Core’ Precinct :

Considering the area contained by the height control planes
and the influence of View Cones shaping its potential canopy

View Cone F 1.1

The Inner Core precinct defined by the adjacent
Height Control Planes

Influence of View Cones on the Inner Core
precinct
I j .

View Cone B 1.1

View Cone A 1.1

View Cone A 1.11

View Cone B 1.2
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Top : Primary View Cone alignments passing over height control
planes and the potential area of built intensity, the ‘Inner Core’,

Left : Shape of view cones (colour coded ) over Inner Core precinct

Bottom : View Cone alignments (colour coded) with urban blocks
differentiated, above the Inner Core precinct.
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5.2 Considering the ‘Inner Core’ urban blocks

88

Central Hobart urban blocks and the
Inner Core Precinct ( ====)

Comments about the urban blocks
(refer also p.17)

In response to Meehans 1811 plan and set-
out the Central Area street grid aligns NW /
SE and NE / SW. (Refer alos - HiPs Height Review 2016
woolley p.12) The central urban blocks are as a
result generally rectilinear, typically around
200 m x 100 m, providing a typical surface
area of some 20,000 m?, Nen-orthegonal
streets [Liverpoal, Elizabeth and Murray)
contribute to the differing dimension and
configuration of the urban blocks. (Refer
diagram lower right)

Elongated along their NW/ NE and SE / SW
faces, the central urban blocks are generally
located within the central area ‘basin’,
between the natural rise of the Macquarie
and Bathurst Ridges. (Refer diag. upper and
middle right)

The course of the Hobart Rivulet provides a
natural focus within the ‘basin’ that drains
through the adjacent ‘delta’, (historically) to
Sullivans Cove. Further landform definition is
provided by the rising ground of the adjacent
ridges together with the Domain and Battery
Point headlands, and the adjacent Barracks
and Trinity Hills. (refer diagram upper right)

NB. The Amenity Building Envelope* is
identified in HIPS 2015 (Fig. 22.3) On NW / NE
I ges it indicates a i 20m street
wall face, above which a 31° building envelope
rises to 45m. On SWY SE facing frontages o
15m street frontage height and 45° building
envelope, also rising to 45m seeks to maintain
salar penetration to the opposite side of the
street.

Building Height Standards Review
June 30 2018

The ‘contained’ space of the Inner Core

Comprising the core Central Hobart

urban blocks, the ‘contained’ area can

be identified topographically as primarily
within the ‘basin’, defined by the Macquarie
and Bathurst Ridges, (to the north and
south respectively) and also by the
narrowing of the rivulet “trough’ (to the
SW), and its opening out as a ‘delta’, {to the
NE/E).

Analysing the Inner Core urban blocks

Having identified the ‘inner core” urban
blocks not subject to height control planes,
but beneath view cones, and recognising
the role of the amenity building envelope, it
is possible to consider the shape and scale
of the envelope generated between the
two.

Accordingly each ‘inner core’ urban block
has been considered with regard its
topographic features (grade and alignment),
its configuration (lineal and areal
dimension), its existing built form and the
configuration and pattern of individual lots
within the urban block. With this foundation
information the ‘amenity building
envelope™ can then be overlain to generate
a ‘base’, or anticipated block massing
condition. (Heritage and finer grained
townscape provisions not - withstanding).

The outcome is the identification of a
potential envelope, above the amenity
building envelope, that will not impact on
the identified key view fields. It may also,
subject to other provisions being satisfied,
provide for development beyond the
amenity building envelope.

This analysis is undertaken for each of the
identified primary urban blocks, (secondary
streets and laneways excluded) leading to a
diagram of the potential massing, assisted
by a section through the subject block.

NB. Within each urban block buildings under construction,
or with development approval, are toned pink.
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B3

Topographic features

Proportion / dimensions

Section B3

Urban Block B3 Largely located within the low ground ‘basin’
of Central Hobart, also incorporating the Hobart Rivulet on its
SW edge, the precinct and especially the rising ground toward
Liverpool Street has long been known as the Hospital ‘block’,
With an area of 23,795 sguare metres, it is one of the largest
urban blocks in the central area, Being roughly square, (each
boundary being approx. 150 m with orthogonal corners), it is
unusual within the Central Hobart urban grid. The natural rise
NW along Campbell Street, from the low point at its corner
with Collins, provides a 7m change in grade, while the Liverpool
Street edge remains generally level.

Built form (existing)

Lot configuration

At the edge between the Inner Core Pracinct and the Cove Face
Height Control Zone, the potential envelope above the amenity
building ervelope, and beneath the ‘ceiling’ generated by view
cones (A 1.1, F 1.1} , is focused toward the NW edge of the
urban block. As a result of its sheer face to Campbell Street,
the bulk of the new hospital (under construction), would rise
beyond the amenity building envelope. In this instance View
Cone F1.1 would also identify this additional bulk as ‘non-
conforming’.

Amenity building envelope

Potential integrated envelope
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C3

Topographic features

Proportion / dimensions

Built form (existing)

Lot configuration

Amenity building envelope

Potential integrated envelope
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Urban Block € 3 The urban block has an area of approximately
20,000m? Incorperating the Hobart Rivulet, that aligns diagenally
from near its NW corner (Elizabeth and Liverpool) to its SE corner,
(Campbell and Argyle) it is located within the low ground ‘basin’ of
Central Hobart,

With the only orthogenal corner being Argyle / Colling, the urban
block is primarily shaped by the non-orthogonal alignment of
Elizabeth Street along its south western side, and Liverpool along
its North-Eastern edge. Although the resulting urban block is
roughly square, with its perimeter street edges typically 150 m in
length, Collins Street is the anomaly, being 111.5 m in length. The
re-entrant laneway of Kemp Street provides access to the block
interior (and previously the Hobart Rivulet), from the Collins Street
frontage.

The configuration of property boundaries / lots within the

block differs between narrower frontages along Elizabeth

Street, contrasting with deeper lots along Argyle and Liverpoal.
Substantial lot amalgamation is evident, especially toward the
interior of the block, much of which remained undeveloped until
the mid 20c by virtue of the open course of the Hobart Rivulet.
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Topographic features

Proportion / dimensions
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Built form (existing)

Lot configuration

Amenity building envelope

Potential integrated envelope
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Section C4

Urban Block €4 Located within the Inner Core precinct at the
north-eastern edge of the ‘basin’, the urban block is generally
rectilinear, being some 200 m along its Bathurst Street frontage
and 100m along its Argyle and Elizabeth Street edges. The shape
of the urban bleck is largely defined by its non-orthogonal
streets, Liverpool and Elizabeth, as only the Argyle / Bathurst
Street corner is orthogonal.

With an area of 15,278 m* it is not a large block, with the natural
rise to its north-eastern corner now defined by the bulk of a
recent office/ carpark. With respect to the Amenity Building
Envelope this is a ‘non-conforming’ form. The canfiguration

of property boundaries / lots within the block differs between
narrower frontages along Elizabeth Street, contrasting with
deeper lots along Argyle and Bathurst, The section between
Bathurst and Liverpool Streets identifies a potential envelope
above the (existing) amenity building envelope, and beneath the
view cene (AL.1). In response to the dimension of the urban
black, the envelope generated is centrally located, broadly
elongated north-east / south-west.
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Proportion / dimensions

Built form (existing)

Lot configuration

Amenity building envelope

Potential integrated envelope
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Section C5

Urban Block C 5 The urban block is primarily located within the
Inner Core Precinct. Bound by Elizabeth, Bathurst, Argyle and
Melville and comprising an area of some 19,107 m2, it rises in
grade from a low point at the Elizabeth / Bathurst corner some
10 m (diagonally) across the block, to the Argyle [ Melville
corner, The natural rise toward this corner reinforces a distinctive
‘knoll. Largely rectilinear, the urban block has frontages of
approximately 200m along Melville Street [Bathurst Street 178m)
and approximately 100m along both Elizabeth and Argyle Streets.

The configuration of residual property boundaries / lots within
the block differs between earlier narrower frontages along
Elizabeth Street, and the contrast with deeper lots along Bathurst
and Melville. Substantial lot amalgamation is evident, especially
toward the NE corner.

The section between Melville and Bathurst Streets indicates

a potential residual envelope generated above the (existing)
amenity building envelope, and beneath the view cone [A1.1).
Given the dimension of the urban block, the potential envelope
generated is an elongated centrally aligned volume.
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Topographic features

Proportion / dimensions - T

Built form (existing)

Lot configuration

Amenity building envelope

Potential integrated envelope
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Section D 2

Urban Bleck D 2 'With no orthogonal corners, but with both
Elizabeth and Murray and Macguarie and Collins gererally
parallel to ane anather, the urban block generates an 18 550m?
parallelogram. The Cove Face Height Control Zone arcs through
the urban block (NE to 5W) with the whole block also subject to
the Hunter lsland View Cone (B1.1).

The SW corner is subject to the View Cone (B1.2), from the edge
of Constitution Dock viewing to kunanyi. As a result the potential
envelope above the Amenity Building Envelope is not significant
(refer indicative section). Itis also noted that the urban block,
especizally its SW edge, comprises many heritage properties,
potentially limiting application of the amenity building envelope
to the precinct. This is less the case at the NE edge of the block
whera more substantive development has already occurred, with
further development underway.

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design Consultant 93

Page 708
ATTACHMENT A



Item No. 8.2

D3

Topographic features
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Built form (existing)

Lot configuration

Amenity building envelope

Potential integrated envelope
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Section D 3

Urban Block D 3 Frequently described as the ‘city centre” block,
and located within the Inner Core Precincet, the urban block is
bound by Callins to the SE, Liverpool to the NW and Murray
and Elizabeth to the W and NE respectively. With an area of
24,370 m® and frontages varying between 135 mand 178 m,
the block is less rectilinear than those adjacent, especially to
the SW, where the rivulet trough narrows and the urban blocks
elongate. (refer diags. p.88)

Being within the ‘basin’, topographic character is determined
by the SW to NE aligned course of the Hobart Rivulet, flowing
through the block from Murray ta Elizabeth. Comparatively
shallow grades along street frontages further identify the
central area ‘basin’ location. The section (D3] between
Liverpool and Collins identifies a residual envelope above the
amenity building envelope and beneath View Cone B1.1. In this
block the street wall is often higher than the amenity building
envelope, especially at the NW and 3W corners, where sheer-
wall structures predominate.
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B4

Topographic features

Proportion / dimensions

Built form (existing)

Lot configuration

Amenity building envelope

Potential integrated envelope

Section D 4

Urban Block D 4 The extended urban block is located within the
Inner Core Precinet. The primary bleck is bound by Elizabeth,
Bathurst, Murray and Liverpool and comprises an area of some
18,885 m2. A sub-block running parallel with Elizabeth, is formed
by Criterion Street. Predominantly aligning NE — SW with
frontages varying between 108 m and 166 m, the extended urban
block is characterized by the change in grade from the lower
ground within the ‘basin’, to the Bathurst (Street) Ridge. This is
evident along both the Murray and Bathurst Street frontages,
where changes in grade of some 10 m are experienced.

The lot configuration within the block differs between the earlier
narrow frontages in evidence along Liverpool Street, contrasting
with deeper amalgemated internal lots toward Bathurst Street.

The section between Bathurst and Liverpool Streets indicates a
residual envelope generated above the (existing) amenity building
envelope, and baneath the view cone (A1.1). The existing ‘street
wall” along much of the Liverpool Street frontage is below the
Amenity Building Envelope. Streetscape character requires
detailed consideration.
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D5

Topographic features

Section D5

Urban Block D 5 The urban block is located within both the Inner
Core Precinct and the Hill Face Zane. Bounded by Elizabeth,

g Bathurst, Murray and Melville and comprising an area of some
16,256 m?, its lower contours are part of the ‘basin’, its rising
grades forming part of the Bathurst Ridge. Relatively flat along

its Murray Street boundary between Bathurst and Melville, by
contrast it has a 10m fall along Bathurst between Murray and
Elizabeth, while the gentle grade along Elizabeth Street underpins
its urban amenity.

Built form (existing)

Afiner grain of residual lot boundaries is more evident along
Lot configuration the Elizabeth and Murray Street frontages than along Bathurst
and Melville. Here lot amalgamation has generated large lots,
sometimes allowing through-block links, as evidenced with the
development of the Bathurst Street Car Park.

The cross-section between Melville and Bathurst identifies a
petential envelope above the amenity building envelope, and
beneath the view cone | Al.1), also shaped by the interface
between the Inner Core and Hill Face Zones, The building bulk
of the Bathurst Street offices, is evident beyond the anticipated
amenity building envelope along the Bathurst Street edge.

Amenity building envelope

Potential integrated envelope
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E3

Topographic features

Proportion / dimensions o

Section E 3

Urban Block E 3 encompassing part of the Hill Face Zone and the
Inner Core Precinct and bound by Collins, Harrington, Liverpool
and Murray Streets the urban block predominantly aligns NE — S\W,
with frontages varying between 120 m and 200 m. It has an area
in excess of 24,000m?, Victoria Street cuts through the south-
western carner of the block, linking Harringten and Collins.

Built form (existing)

Located within the ‘basin’, this rectilinzar urban block also
incorporates the ‘trough’ of the Hobart Rivulet. The diverse

configuration of lots differs between the earlier narrow frontages
along Liverpool and Harrington and larger interior lots, now

Lot configuration typically straddling the rivulet. The Victoria Street laneway

provides service access to the 'interior’ of the block, also
differentiating the slightly more elevated south-western corner
between Harrington and Collins Street,

The cross-section between Liverpool and Collins Street identifies a
residual envelope generated above the amenity building envelope,
and beneath the view cone (View B1.1) The ‘street wall’ to each
frontage is generally below the Amenity Building Envelope.
Accordingly streetscape character requires detailed consideration.

Potential integrated envelope
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Lot configuration

Amenity building envelope

Potential integrated envelope
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Section E 4

Urban Block E 4 The extended urban block is located within

both the Hill Face Zone and the Inner Core Precinct. The primary
block is bound by Harrington, Bathurst, Murray and Liverpool and
incorporates an area of some 22,500 m?. A sub-block running
parallel with Murray is generated by Watchorn Straet, with an
internal lane (Harrington Lane) between it and Harrington Street,
Predominantly aligning NE — SW with frontages varying between
125 m and 180 m, the extended urban block is characterized by
the change in grade from the Bathurst Street ridge to the lower
ground of the ‘basin’. The change in grade is especially evident
along the Murray Street frontage.

The diverse lot configuration differs across the extended block
notably between the narrow frontages along Liverpoal Street and
the deeper internal lots that negotiate the incline.

The section (E 4} between Bathurst and Liverpool Streets
identifies a residual envelope at the edge of the Hill Face Zone
and Inner Core precinct, generated above the amenity building
envelope, and beneath View Cones Al.1, B1.1. The ‘street wall’ to
each frontage is generally below the Amenity Building Envelope.
This is noticeably so along Liverpool Street where streetscape
character requires detailed consideration.

Page 713
ATTACHMENT A



Agenda (Open Portion) Page 714

Item No. 8.2
City Planning Committee Meeting - 10/12/2018 ATTACHMENT A

5.3 Indicative Sections : Longitudinal
The Inner Core precinct within the Central Area landform,
identifying (potential) envelopes beneath View Cones

Height Control Zone

Cove Face

Cove Face

- Height Control Zane
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5.4 Indicative views: Axonometric
Conceptual massing: Inner Core urban blocks
( and adjacent height control zones )
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Above: Viewing North-West from above the Cove Floor
Below: Viewing South-West from above the Queens Domain
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Composite Plan: P /
Inner Core Precinct / NN 4
The primary urban blocks ) '
(excluding secondary streets H ' :
and lanes) are considered i ' ! ;
at incremental heights, H ; $
incorporating set backs for the L 4 -
Amenity Building Envelope £ 4 Y
(fig. 22.3 HIPS 2016) and identified ‘-' Ao g 5%
View Cones. e’ g3 =
55m 60m
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The analysis indicates that the
deeper blocks can conceptually e Yl e gl 2
accommodate development above s N A 7 AN
the current amenity building L H 7 !
envelope (45m). This potential is i } i' i
however progressively limited above 4 < i i !
65m. { ! / g
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Note: This analysis does not consider
individual property boundaries, secondary
streets and laneways, detailed townscape
and heritage provisions.
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5.5 Summary considerations

A layered urban form underpins an intelligible topography

Reinforcing natural amphi-theatres

A dramatic landscape provides the
foundation to Central Hobart’s urban
structure and identity. Landform horizons
can be experienced from the centre of
settlement, including Sullivans Cove and
the city centre. Maintaining this spatial
character can, and should, guide future
growth of the city centre.

As the primary hub of the state activity
centre network, the Central Business Zone
should provide the compact centre of the
dwelling region and the state, and the
anticipated location of built intensity.

To assist in providing an intelligible
topography as the city centre consolidates,
a ‘layering’ of built form, stepping back
from the Cove and its low lying delta, will
reinforce the landform experience of the
‘Amphitheatre to the Cove’, while providing
the built focus of the regional ‘Urban
Amphi-theatre’,

Recognise that ‘non-conforming’ buildings
confuse the anticipated layering of built
form, and do not provide an ongoing
building height datum.

Topography and location

Development above the ‘street wall” within
the Central Business Zone will generally
have greater impacts on views the higher
the contour. The higher locations in the
zone are along Macquarie Street above
Harrington and upper Elizabeth Street,
above Brisbane.

Densification should be encouraged on
the lower contours of the CBZ, while also
acknowledging the importance of stepping
back from the rivulet outfalls. This will
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assist a compact centre that can continue
to be viewed ‘down to’ and also ‘viewed
around’.

The massing of the urban blocks within and
adjacent to the area of the rivulet outfalls
(the ‘delta’) should reinforce the contour
incline, generally to the low point of the
amphi-theatre to the cove, and the focus of
the urban amphi-theatre.

Height Control Planes

Acknowledge that height control planes -
when applied across Central Hobart, would
‘shape” built form ‘back” from the cove, and
also assist in differentiating the Queens
Domain (and Barracks Hill and Battery Point)
from the central urban blocks.

Acknowledge that the suggested height
control planes including ‘Escarpment’, ‘Cove
Face’ and "Hill Face’ zones, will assist in
managing built form to progressively reduce
in height from the higher contours toward
the Cove Floor, (and from within the central
area ‘basin’), also reducing toward the
headland promontories.

View Cones

Acknowledge that connectivity to landscape
horizons and significant landforms of the
dwelling region from the city centre and
Sullivans Cove, can continue to be achieved
by implementing view shafts and view cones
from recognised view points.

Views to kunanyi from the Cove Floor will
likely be maore substantially impacted by
development outside the Amenity Building
Envelope, if located SW beyond Harrington
Street in the CBZ.

Leigh Woolley Architect « Urban Design consultant 103
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Views to the water-plane of Sullivans Cove  hill face of the Knocklofty Reserve will be
and the harbour water-plane leading to retained by implementing view cones from
the regional landscape and the southern the Cenotaph headland. (A 1.10, A 1.11)
horizon, can be achieved in part by

implementing a view cone from the city Views to kunanyi from Franklin Wharf
edge ‘saddle’ (near Boa Vista Road and (B 1.2) and Hunter (Island) on the Cove
Cleary's Gates) (F 1.1) Floor (B1.1) can continue to be accessed

by implementing view cones from these
Views to the regional landscape horizon locations.

and high ground of kunanyi and the local

Composite images from key View Points,
including proposed height control planes and
potential envelope massing within the Inner
Core precinct.

Right : From Franklin Wharf 8 1.2

Below: From Cenotaph A 1.1, A1.11

Far Right : From Hunter Island 8 1.1

Far right middle and below : From Boa Vista
‘saddle” F1.1

Al.1,A1.11
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5.6 Emerging Design Principles

tual representation of envelope

Some considerations

Diversity and varied scale

As the focus of the region and its encompassing
landscape, Habart's city centre has well defined
central urban blocks of varying dimension and
built scale. By virtue of the landscape, the city
centre nestles within the low ground ‘basin’ also
undulating across ridges, and inner city slopes.
Local landform and topopgraphy, together

with the emerging built form, contribute to the
spatial experience of streets within the 'Inner
Core', Topographic diversity will continue to
contribute to diversity within the central city
built form. Accordingly a diversity of building
height within the inner core should be pursued
rather than a particular or uniform height
datum.

Where height increases bulk reduces

Streetscapes and urban block ‘massing” in
Central Hobart reflects a layering of building
period and scale. Generally there has been

an absence of large monolithic structures of
uniform bulk. To maintain familiar streetscape
rhythm and to assist in providing amenity, and to
seek view glimpses between buildings and avoid
sheer walls, a set back on internal boundaries
(above the “street wall’) should be pursued. An
increase in setback should be considered for
residential use.

Buildings in the Central Business Zone
accordingly should where height increases,
reduce in bulk, particularly if beyond the
Amenity Building Envelope. This should apply

above the ‘street wall’. Taller buildings in Central
Hobart accordingly must be designed ‘in the
round’ - to be seen from all sides. Buildings
outside the amenity building envelope must be
considered (and argued) across scales, in the
context of the individual property, the urban
block and the city centre,

‘Street space’ scale considered

Central Hobart has variety and diversity in the
pattern of street frontages and corresponding
‘street wall’ heights. In the context of each
urban block, street frontage heights should link
streetscape character, and the scale of street
space enclosure. Ensure development addresses
laneways and linkways as well as primary street
frontages. Maintain adequate light to street
spaces while providing continuous pedestrian
protection to the street edge.

City roof-scape

As the Central Urban blocks are viewed ‘down
upon’ from surrounding hills, buildings in the
Central Business Zone, particularly if outside
the Amenity Building Envelope, should be
designed with a profile and roof treatment in
consideration of the cityscape. Roof spaces and
their forms should be treated as a considered
aspect of the overall building form - effectively a
fifth elevation.

Fine grain / diverse height

modelﬁng (Inner Core precinct urban blocks), to varying degree to each elevation not just
- viewing east from kunanyi. (slevation 12408 m)

s T T

Although Hobart’s central urban blocks vary in
size, they are generally not large (typically 100m
% 200m) and streets are not wide (typically
18m). Accordingly it is appropriate to avoid,
especially when there is lot amalgamation, a
uniform height (and mass) to buildings above
the ‘street wall’.

To ensure (as much as possible) the fine-grain
evident in frontages is carried through to

its skyline character, and to avoid a ‘wall of
towers', differentiation in urban modelling is
sought. {The progressive implementation of the
amenity building envelope will contribute to
this outcome). This may necessitate separation
- between building elements, even the deliberate
= — U extending of finer profiled elements higher, to
- . visually differentiate the building mass, rather
than building mass being uniform.
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Conceptual envelope modelling - urban
blocks (Inner Core precinct) and adjacent
height control planes. Viewing south -east
above Elizabeth Street.
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Conclusions

* To maintain the characteristic gradation
in scale of fine-grained low-rise residential
precincts (on adjacent slopes) transitioning
to a compact centre, development intensity
should be located on the lower contours of
the ‘basin’ of the CBZ, rather than its higher
contours.

= Height control zones stepping back
from the Cove and the inner hills assist

in identifying an ‘Inner Core’ precinct
within the ‘basin’. Modelling suggests that
development above the Amenity Building
Envelope could be pursued within this
precinct, without intruding into primary
view cones, thus maintaining connectivity
to regional landscape horizons and
significant landform features.

* The area ‘contained’ by height control
planes (identified as a potential area of
built intensity) be considered an ‘Inner
Core’ precinct of the CBZ. Accordingly it be
termed the ‘inner core (height) precinct’.

» |nitial modelling of the ‘inner core’
urban blocks, the amenity building
envelope, identified View Cones, (while
acknowledging outline townscape
provisions), indicates capacity for
development above 45m, with limited
opportunity on most urban blocks above
65m.

* |n the precinct contained by the height
control zones (the ‘Inner Core’ precinct),
height beyond the anticipated Amenity
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Building Envelope could, in several locations,
rise to 75m without impacting primary view
cones, subject to heritage and detailed
townscape provisions.

* By locating within the lower contours

of the Central Business Zone (within the
‘basin’), development outside the Amenity
Building Envelope will more readily be
‘contained’ within the city’s natural
landforms, being also set back from the
Queens Domain, generally (NW) of the
Macquarie Ridge and generally (SE) of the
Bathurst Ridge, while also grading down to
the Cove Floor.

* |n considering appropriate height control
planes for Sullivans Cove and Central Hobart
the following are recommended:

An Escarpment Zone rising from
18m to 30m (+ natural rise),

A Cove Face Zone rising from
30m to 45m, (+ natural rise)

A Hill Face Zone rising from 18m to 45m.
(+ natural rise) (Refer to plan p. 30 - 32)

* Within the inner core precinct amenity,
townscape and heritage provisions and
identified view cones should determine
height outcomes.

* The combination of proposed height
control planes with view protection planes
will assist in maintaining Central Hobart as a
‘compact” and ‘contained” urban form.

LW 30 June 2018

Leigh Woolley Architect + Urban Design Consultant
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I
Cityof HOBART

| HOBART INTERIM PLANNING SCHEME 2015 l

PSA-18-4 AMENDMENT

The Common Seal of the City of Hobart

is fixed hereon, pursuant to

Council’s resolution of ............

in the presence of:

...General Manager

...Deputy General Manager

AMENDMENTS TO THE PLANNING SCHEME ORDINANCE

Amendment PSA-18-4-1

Amend Part B Administration clause 4.1 Planning Terms and Definitions by inserting a
new definition between ‘urban amphitheatre’ and “use’ as follows:

urban context report | means a report that addresses:

a) a full description of the site including shape, size,
orientation and easements:

b) topography and contours of the site and the surrounding
area:

c) street frontage features such as poles, street trees, street
furniture and cross-overs

d) the location, use and height of existing buildings and the
location of any private open space on the site and
surrounding properties:;

¢) the location of any public open space in the surrounding

page Tof ...
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g)

h)

)
K)
D
m)

1)

0)

area;
existing solar access to the site, surrounding properties
and public spaces including footpaths:

existing views to and from the site, paying particular
regard to those identified in Figure 22.6 and on the
landform horizons to kunanyi / Mt Wellington and the
Wellington Range as well as wider regional landform
horizons viewed from public spaces within the Central
Business Zone and the Cove Floor;

any pedestrian linkways or vehicular laneways in the
surrounding area;

the existing pattern of subdivision, including previous
property boundaries on the site if amalgamation has
occurred;

the history and pattern of development on the site and in
the surrounding area;

the building form, scale and rhythm of the surrounding
area;

the architectural style. building details and materials of
the surrounding area:

distances to adjoining zones;

off-site noise sources;

any other notable physical or cultural characteristics of
the site or surrounding area.

Amendment PSA 18-4-2

Amend Part B Administration clause 4.1 Planning Terms and Definitions by inserting

three new definitions between “winery” and “visitor centre’ as follows:

view cone means a view from a defined point formed by an arc towards a
landmark or horizon
view field means a view from a defined point formed by an angle and

distance to an expanded landscape horizon, including the
characteristics of the townscape, alignment to landmarks,
landscape features and topographical character within the field
of view

view shaft means a view from a defined point along a defined corridor

Amendment PSA-18-4-3

Amend Urban Mixed Use Zone clause 15.4.1 Building Height P1 by inserting a new
subclause after (d) as follows:

‘(e) be no more than 15m.’
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| PSA-18-4 Amendment

Amendment PSA-18-4-4

Amend Urban Mixed Use Zone clause 15.4.1 Building Height P2 by omitting °.” and
mserting °, and must be no more than 15m’ after ‘zone’.

Amendment PSA-18-4-5

Amend Central Business Zone clause 22.1.3 Desired Future Character Statements by
renumbering subclause 22.1.3.1 (d) to (e) and inserting a new subclause (d) as follows:

‘(d) That the Central Business Zone provides a built form that complements the
streetscape and townscape, and affords a high level of amenity.”

Amendment PSA-18-4-6

Amend Central Business Zone clause 22.1.3 Desired Future Character Statements by
omitting subclause 22.1.3.2 Building, Siting, Bulk and Design and substituting the
following:

€22.1.3.2 Building Height, Siting, Bulk and Design

The height, siting, bulk and design of a building above the street wall must be
consistent with the objectives in clause 22.1.3.1, having regard to:

(a) the consolidation of the Central Business Zone in a manner which provides
separate building forms and a layered visual effect rather than the appearance of
a contiguous wall of towers;

(b) maintaining a level of permeability through city blocks by reductions in bulk at
each elevation as height increases allowing for sunlight into streets and public
spaces;

(c) the building proportion and detail reflecting and reinforcing the streetscape
pattern;

(d) the building not being an individually promment building by virtue of its height
or bulk, thus reinforcing a cohesive built form and the containment provided by
the urban amphitheatre;

(e) reinforcing consistent building edges and height at the street wall allowing for
solar penetration where possible;

(f) the provision of weather protection for footpaths to enhance pedestrian amenity
and encourage, where appropriate. interior activity beyond the building
entrance:
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| PSA-18-4 Amendment |

(g) the provision of permeability in support of the open space network:

(h) the building addressing laneways and through site links as well as primary
street frontages:

(1) if beyond the Amenity Building Envelope (see Figure 22.3) be designed to be
seen in the round and have a roof profile and treatment which enhances the
cityscape, eg; rooftop gardens.’

Amendment PSA-18-4-7

Amend Central Business Zone clause 22.4.1 Building Height by inserting ‘and Form’
after “‘Height’ in the title.

Amendment PSA-18-4-8

Amend Central Business Zone clause 22.4.1 Building Height by omitting Acceptable
Solutions Al, A2, A3, A4 and AS and Performance Criteria P1.1, P1.2, P2, P3.1. P3.2,

P4

Ac
Al

and P35, and substituting the following:

ceptable Solutions Performance Criteria
P1.1

Building height within Height Areas 1 and 2 (see  Development within Height Areas 1
Figure 22.2.) must be no more than: and 2 must make a positive contribution

(b) 20m if on. or within 15m of, a north-west

to the streetscape and townscape, having

(a) 15m if on, or within 15m of. a south-west
regard to:

or south-east facing frontage:
(a) the height. siting, bulk, design and
materials of proposed buildings

or north-east facing frontage: and their compatibility with

(¢) 30m if set back more than 15m from a existing buildings in the area:
frontage: (b) preventing unreasonable impacts

unless an extension to an existing building by way of intrusions into the view

that: cones and view shafts in Figure

22.6 and on the landform horizons
to kunanyi / Mt Wellington and
the Wellington Range as well as
wider regional landform horizons

(i) is necessary solely to provide access,
toilets. or other facilities for people
with disabilities;

(i1) is necessary to provide facilities viewed from public spaces within
required by other legislation or the Central Business Zone and the
regulation. Cove Floor;

(¢) preventing unreasonable impacts

page 4of ...
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| PSA-18-4 Amendment

on the view fields in Figure 22.6
by way of compromising the
townscape form, alignment to
landmarks or identification of
landscape features and topographic
character;

(d) preventing unreasonable impacts
on pedestrian amenity from
overshadowing of the public
footpath, particularly for city
blocks with frontage to a Solar
Penetration Priority Street (see
Figure 22.2.);

() preventing unreasonable 1mpacts
on the amenity of public open
space from overshadowing;

(f) preventing unreasonable impacts
on pedestrian amenity from
adverse wind conditions,
particularly if development is
outside the Amenity Building
Envelope in Figure 22.3; and

(g) consistency with the Desired
Future Character Statements in
clause 22.1.3.

P1.2

A design response must be provided that
demonstrates the form, design, materials
and detailing of the proposed development
derives from and responds to
characteristics identified in an urban
context report in a way that makes a
positive contribution to the streetscape
and townscape.

If development is subject to P1.3(a)
below, the design response must address
how and why proposed civic amenities are
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PSA-18-4 Amendment |

of significant value for the city,
accessible, of high quality and desirable
for the location.

P1.3

Development must be contained within the
Amenity Building Envelope in Figure
22.3 unless it:
(a) provides significant benefits by
way of civic amenities, such as:

(1) public open space that has a
high level of amenity in
terms of access to sunlight,
space and accessibility:

(i1) pedestrian links that include
active frontages addressing
the linkway:

(iii) public areas within the
building such as plazas or
viewing areas:

(iv) public art that is high
quality, meaningful, visible
and easily accessible to the
public; or

(v) public toilets in locations
that have limited existing
facilities:

or

(b)1s a minor extension to an existing
building that already exceeds the
Amenity Building Envelope.

P14

Development must be no more than 60m
in height within Height Area 1 and no
more than 45m in height within Height
Area 2.
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A2 P2.1

Development within Height Areas 3 and
4 must make a positive contribution to
the streetscape and townscape, having
(d) 15m if on, or within 15m of, a south-west regard to:

or south-east facing frontage:

Building height within height areas 3 and 4 (see
Figure 22.2.) must be no more than:

(a) the height, siting, bulk, design
and materials of proposed
buildings and their compatibility

unless an extension to an existing building with existing buildings in the
that: area;

(e) 18m if on. or within 15m of, a north-west
or north-east facing frontage:

(i) is necessary solely to provide (b) the need to gradually transition

access, toilets, or other facilities
for people with disabilities;

(i) is necessary to provide facilities
required by other legislation or

the height of development within
Height Area 4 between higher
buildings in the core of the
Central Business Zone (Height

regulation. Area 1) and lower buildings in
adjacent zones, Brooker Avenue

and Height Area 5:

(¢) preventing unreasonable 1mpacts
by way of intrusions into the
view cones and view shafts in
Figure 22.6 and on the landform
horizons to kunanyi / Mt
Wellington and the Wellington
Range as well as wider regional
landform horizons viewed from
public spaces within the Central
Business Zone and the Cove
Floor;

(d) preventing unreasonable impacts
on the view fields in Figure 22.6
by way of compromising the
townscape form. alignment to
landmarks or identification of
landscape features and
topographic character:

(e) preventing unreasonable 1mpacts
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| PSA-18-4 Amendment

on pedestrian amenity from
overshadowing of the public
footpath, particularly for city
blocks with frontage to a Solar
Penetration Priority Street in
Figure 22.2:

(f) preventing unreasonable impacts
on the amenity of public open
space from overshadowing;

(g) preventing unreasonable 1mpacts
on pedestrian amenity from
adverse wind conditions;
particularly if development is
outside the Amenity Building
Envelope in Figure 22.3; and

(h) consistency with the Desired
Future Character Statements in
clause 22.1.3;

P2.2

A design response must be provided that
demonstrates the form, design, materials
and detailing of the proposed development
derives from and responds to
characteristics identified in an urban
context report in a way that makes a
positive contribution to the streetscape
and townscape.

If development is subject to P1.3(a)
below, the design response must address
how and why proposed civic amenities are
of significant value for the city,
accessible, of high quality and desirable
for the location.
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PSA-18-4 Amendment

A3

Building height within Height Area 5 (see Figure
22.2.) must be no more than:

(a) 11.5m; or

P23
Development must be contained within the

Amenity Building Envelope in Figure
22.3 unless it:

(1) provides significant benefits by
way of civic amenities, such as:

(j) public open space that has a high
level of amenity in terms of
access to sunlight, space and
accessibility;

(k) pedestrian links that include
active frontages addressing the
linkway;

(I) public areas within the building
such as plazas or viewing areas;

(m)public art that is high quality,
meaningful, visible and easily
accessible to the public; or

(n) public toilets in locations that
have limited existing facilities; or

(o) is a minor extension to an existing
building that already exceeds the
Amenity Building Envelope.

P24

The height of development must be no
more than:

(p) 30m within Height Area 3:
(q) 45m within Height Area 4; or

(r) 21m within Height Area 4 if
within 50m of land within Height
Area 5, Brooker Avenue or the
Commercial Zone.

P3.1

The height, siting, bulk and design of
development must respect the transition
between the Central Business Zone and
adjacent zones and must make a
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(b) 15m if the development provides at least positive contribution to the streetscape
50% of the floor space above ground floor  and townscape, having regard to:

level fi idential use:;
ey for Tesideniial e (a) the height, bulk, design and

unless an extension to an existing building materials of proposed buildings
that: and their compatibility with

(i) is necessary solely to provide access, existing buildings in the arca;

toilets, or other facilities for people (b) preventing unreasonable impacts
with disabilities; by way of intrusions into the view
(i1) 1is necessary to provide facilities cones and view shafts in Figure
required by other legislation or 22.6 and on the landform horizons
regulation. to kunanyi / Mt Wellington and

the Wellington Range as well as
wider regional landform horizons
viewed from public spaces within
the Central Business Zone and the
Cove Floor:

(¢) preventing unreasonable 1mpacts
on the view fields in Figure 22.6
by way of compromising the
townscape form, alignment to
landmarks or identification of
landscape features and topographic
character;

(d) preventing unreasonable impacts
on pedestrian amenity from
overshadowing of the public
footpath:

() preventing unreasonable 1mpacts
on the amenity of public open
space from overshadowing:

(f) preventing unreasonable impacts
on pedestrian amenity from
adverse wind conditions: and

(g) consistency with the Desired
Future Character Statements in
clause 22.1.3.

P3.2

Development must be no more than 18m
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in height.

A4 P4

Building height within 10 m of a residential zone Building height within 10m of a

must be no more than 9.5m. residential zone must be compatible
with the building height of existing
buildings on adjoining lots in the
residential zone, and must be no
more than 18m in height.

AS P5

Building height of development on the same title as Development on the same site as a place
a place listed in the Historic Heritage Code, where listed in the Historic Heritage Code and
the specific extent of the heritage place is identified directly behind that place must:

in Table E1.3.1, and directly behind that place, (2) be designed, sited, arranged,

st finished, constructed or carried out
(a) not exceed 2 storeys or 7.5m higher s0 as to not unreasonably detract
(whichever is the lesser) than the building from those characteristics of the
height of any heritage building within the place which contribute to its
place, and be set back between 5m and 10m historic cultural heritage
from the place (refer Figures 22.4 I and significance; and
22.41i); and . .
(b) for city blocks with frontage to a
(b) not exceed 4 storeys or 15m higher Solar Penetration Priority Street in
(whichever is the lesser) than the building Figure 22.2, not exceed the
height of any heritage building within the Amenity Building Envelope
place. and be set back more than 10m from illustrated in Figure 22.3, unless it
the place (refer Figures 22.4 T and 22.4 can be demonstrated that the
ii).or overshadowing of the public
(c) comply with the building height in clauses footpath on th‘e opposite side of the
22.4.1 Al-Ad- Solar Penetration Pnorl_ty Street
does not unreasonably impact on
whichever is the lesser. pedestrian amenity.
A6 P6

Building height of development within 15m of a  Building height within 15m of a frontage
frontage and not separated from a place listed in the and not separated from a place listed in the
Historic Heritage Code by another building, full lot Historic Heritage Code by another building,

(excluding right of ways and lots less than 5m full lot (excluding right of ways and lots
width) or road (refer Figure 22.5 1), must: less than 5m width) or road (refer figure
(a) notexceed 1 storey or 4m (whichever is thﬁ:zz'5 1), must:
lesser) higher than the facade building (a) not unreasonably dominate existing
height of a heritage building on the same buildings of cultural heritage

page 11 of .....
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street frontage (refer figure 22.5 ii); and significance;

(b) not exceed the facade building height of the (b) not have a materially adverse
higher heritage building on the same street impact on the historic cultural
frontage if the development is between two heritage significance of the heritage
heritage places (refer figure 22.5 ii).or place; and

(c) comply with the building height in Clause (c) for city blocks with frontage to a

22.4.1 Al - Ad4; Solar Penetration Priority Street in
Figure 22.2, not exceed the
Amenity Building Envelope
llustrated in Figure 22.3, unless it
can be demonstrated that the
overshadowing of the public
footpath on the opposite side of the
Solar Penetration Priority Street
does not unreasonably impact on
pedestrian amenity.

whichever is the lesser.

Amendment PSA-18-4-9

Amend Central Business Zone Figure 22.2 Central Business Zone Height Areas by
omitting the existing figure and substituting the following:
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entral Business Zone
ight Areas

1

(L

Solar Penetration Priofily Streets|

@ CENTRAL BUSINES ZONE
HEIGHT AREAS

T Figure 22.2

Amendment PSA-18-4-10

Amend Central Business Zone Figure 22.4 i Plan View of Permitted Development
Under 22.4.1 A4 by omitting references to “22.4.1 A4’ in the title and within the text on
the figure, and substituting with ‘22.4.1 AS”.
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Amendment PSA-18-4-11

Amend Central Business Zone Figure 22.4 ii Elevation view of Permitted Development
Under 22.4.1 A4 by omitting references to *22.4.1 A4’ in the title and within the text on
the figure, and substituting with ‘22.4.1 AS’.

Amendment PSA-18-4-12

Amend Central Business Zone Figure 22.5 i Heritage Streetscape Standard by omitting
references to *22.4.1 A5’ in the title and within the text on the figure, and substituting
with ‘22.4.1 A6,

Amendment PSA-18-4-13

Amend Central Business Zone Figure 22.5 ii Heritage Streetscape Standard Height
Example by omitting references to ‘22.4.1 A5’ in the title and within the text on the
figure, and substituting with *22.4.1 A6°.

Amendment PSA-18-4-14

Amend Figure 22.6 View Lines and View Cones by omitting the existing title and
substituting ‘Figure 22.6 View Cones, View Shafts and View Fields’.

Amendment PSA-18-4-15

Amend Figure 22.6 View Lines and View Cones by omitting the existing figure and
substituting the following table and associated figures:

View Type Viewing Point: location Reference (from Review June 30 2018) Total
View Cones A: Cenotaph Al11,A11,A12, 7
B: Cove Floor B 1.10,B 1.3,
C: Cove Slopes c1.1,
F: City Centre Slopes | F 1.1,
View Cones (reduced) A: Cenotaph Al13A14A15 A16 A1.7, A18, 9
B: Cove Floor B21,B1.11,B3.1,
View Shaft A: Cenotaph A21,A22,A23, 17
B: Cove Floor B12,B14,
C: Cove Slopes Cc2.1,
D: Cove Ridges D1.1,D 1.3
E: City Centre ‘basin’ | E1.1,E1.2,E1.3,E2.1,E3.1,E4.1,E
F: City Centre Slopes | 4.2,
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G: City Centre Edges | F 2.2,

G 1.4,
View Field (Alignment) | A: Cenotaph Al9,A24, 31
B: Cove Floor B2.2, B4.1,
C: Cove Slopes €C1.2,€13,€3.1,C3.2,C4.1,C4.2,
D: Cove Ridges D1.2,D 21,

F: City Centre Slopes | F1.2,F1.3,F 1.4,F 1.5,F 2.1,F 2.12,
G: City Centre Edges | G1.1,61.2,613,G15,G16,G1.7,
G21,622,G6G31,G6G32,G33,G4.1,
G4.2,

Footnote: the coordinates, figures and images for each view cone, view shaft and view
Sfield will be finalised prior to exhibition

Amendment PSA-18-4-16

Amend Commercial Zone clause 23.4.1 Building Height Al by omitting ‘and a
maximum of 3 storeys” from subclause (a) and ‘and a maximum of 4 storeys” from
subclause (b).

Amendment PSA-18-4-17

Amend Commercial Zone clause 23.4.1 Building Height by omitting P1 and
substituting the following:

‘P1.1

The height, siting, bulk and design of development must respect the
transition to adjacent zones and must make a positive contribution to the
streetscape and townscape, having regard to:

(a) the height, bulk, design and materials of proposed buildings and their
compatibility with existing buildings in the area;

(b) preventing unreasonable impacts by way of intrusions into the view
cones, view shafts and view fields in Figure 22.6 and on the landform
horizons to kunanyi / Mt Wellington and the Wellington Range as
well as wider regional landform horizons viewed from public spaces
within the Central Business Zone and the Cove Floor;

(c) preventing unreasonable impacts on the view fields in Figure 22.6 by
way of compromising the townscape form, alignment to landmarks or
identification of landscape features and topographic character;

(d) preventing unreasonable impacts on pedestrian amenity from
overshadowing of the public footpath:;

(e) preventing unreasonable impacts on the amenity of public open space
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from overshadowing:

(f) preventing unreasonable impacts on pedestrian amenity from adverse
wind conditions; and

P12
Development must be no more than 18m in height.’

Amendment PSA-18-4-18

Amend Commercial Zone clause 23.4.1 Building Height A2 by omitting ‘8.5m” and
substituting “9.5m’.

Amendment PSA-18-4-19

Amend Commercial Zone clause 23.4.1 Building Height P2 by omitting ‘.” and
inserting °, and must be no more than 18m’ after ‘zone’.

Amendment PSA-18-4-20

Amend Commercial Zone clause 23.4.2 Setback Al by omitting ‘less” and substituting
‘more’.

Amendment PSA-18-4-21

Amend the Planning Scheme Zoning Map by rezoning the land indicated from the
Commercial Zone to the Central Business Zone:
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Cityof HOBART

| SULLIVANS COVE PLANNING SCHEME 1997 |

PSA-18-1 AMENDMENT

The Common Seal of the City of Hobart
is fixed hereon, pursuant to

Council’s resolutionof ...............,

in the presence of:

............................................ General Manager

__________________________________________ Deputy General Manager

AMENDMENTS TO THE PLANNING SCHEME ORDINANCE

Amendment PSA-18-1-1

Amend 15.5 Wapping Local Area Plan clause 15.5.9 Height by omitting the first
paragraph, and inserting a new third paragraph under ‘“Discretionary’ Height’ as
follows:

‘Development must be no more than 21m in height’.
Amendment PSA-18-1-2
Amend Schedule 1 — Conservation of Heritage Values clause 22.3 Definitions by

omitting the definition for ‘height” and substituting the following:

‘height means the vertical distance from natural ground level at
any point to the uppermost part of a building directly

page Tof4
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above that point, excluding minor protrusions such as
aerials, antennae, solar panels, chimneys and vents.’

Amendment PSA-18-1-3

Amend Schedule 1 — Conservation of Cultural Heritage Values clause 22.4.5
‘Discretionary’ ‘Building or Works” by inserting a new dot point 7 as follows:

¢ ‘Building or works” must not be no more than 18m in height, unless within the
area bounded by Campbell Street, Liverpool Street, Brooker Avenue and
Macquarie Street. where ‘buildings or works’ must be no more than 21m in
height.

Amendment PSA-18-1-4

Amend Schedule 1 — Conservation of Cultural Heritage Values clause 22.5.4 by adding
‘facade’ before “height” in dot point 1.

Amendment PSA-18-1-5

Amend Schedule 2 — Urban Form Table A: Height and Plot Ratio by omitting ‘and
above’ after “21m’ in the last row of the table.

Amendment PSA-18-1-6

Amend Schedule 2 — Urban Form clause 23.2 Objectives by inserting new dot points 11
and 12 as follows:

e New buildings should prevent unreasonable impacts by way of intrusions into the
view cones and view shafts in Figure 8b and on the landform horizons to
kunanyi/Mt Wellington and the Wellington Range as well as wider regional
landform horizons viewed from public spaces within the Central Business Zone
and the Cove Floor.

e New buildings should prevent unreasonable impacts on the view fields in Figure
8b by way of compromising the townscape form, alignment to landmarks or
identification of landscape features and topographic character.
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Amendment PSA-18-1-7

Amend Schedule 2 — Urban Form by inserting a new Figure 8b after Figure 8a as

follows:
View Type Viewing Point: location Reference (from Review June 30 2018) Total
View Cones A: Cenotaph Al1,A11,A12, 7
B: Cove Floor B 1.10,B 1.3,
C: Cove Slopes c1.1,
F: City Centre Slopes | F 1.1,
View Cones (reduced) A: Cenotaph Al3 A14A15A16A17 ALSB, 9
B: Cove Floor B2.1,B111,B3.1,
View Shaft A: Cenotaph A21,A2.2,A23, 17
B: Cove Floor B1.2,B14,
C: Cove Slopes Cc2.1,
D: Cove Ridges D11,D13,
E: City Centre ‘basin’ | E1.1,E1.2,E13,E2.1,E3.1,E4.1,E
F: City Centre Slopes | 4.2,
G: City Centre Edges | F 2.2,
G 1.4.
View Field (Alignment) | A: Cenotaph Al19,A24, 31
B: Cove Floor B2.2B4.1,
C: Cove Slopes C1.2,C13,C3.1,C3.2,C4.1,C4.2,
D: Cove Ridges D1.2,D21,
F: City Centre Slopes | F1.2,F1.3,F1.4,F 1.5,F2.1,F 2.12,
G: City Centre Edges | G1.1,61.2,G1.3,G15G16,G1.7,
G21,G22,G31,G32,G3.3,G4.1,
G4.2,
64

Footnote: the coordinates, figures and images for each view cone, view shaft and view
field will be finalised prior to exhibition

Amendment PSA-18-1-8

Amend Schedule 2 — Urban Form clause 23.5 Definitions by omitting the definition for
height and substituting the following:

‘height

means the vertical distance from natural ground level at
any point to the uppermost part of a building directly
above that point, excluding minor protrusions such as
aerials. antennae, solar panels, chimneys and vents.’

Amendment PSA-18-1-9

Amend Schedule 2 — Urban Form clause 23.6.1A New Buildings by omitting the second

sentence under ‘Height’.

Page 3 o1 4
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Amendment PSA-18-1-10

Amend Schedule 2 — Urban Form clause 23.6.2 ‘Discretionary’ Buildings by inserting a
new paragraph after the second dot point as follows:

‘Development must be no more than 18m in height. unless within the area bounded by
Campbell Street, Liverpool Street, Brooker Avenue and Macquarie Street, where
development must be no more than 21m in height.’

Amendment PSA-18-1-11

Amend Schedule 2 — Urban Form, clause 23.8 Development in Activity Area 2.0
Sullivans Cove ‘Mixed Use’ North of Brooker Avenue by omitting .” of the last
sentence and inserting °, but must be no more than 18m in height’ after ‘clause’.

Amendment PSA-18-1-12

Amend Part G — Definitions by omitting the definition for height and substituting the
following:

‘Height

Means the vertical distance from natural ground level at any point to the
uppermost part of a building directly above that point, excluding minor
protrusions such as aerials. antennae, solar panels, chimneys and vents.’

Amendment PSA 18-1-13

Amend Part G — Definitions by inserting three new definitions between “Utility
Installation’ and ‘Visitor Accommodation’ as follows:

‘View Cone

Means a view from a defined point formed by an arc towards a landmark or
horizon

View Field

Means a view from a defined point formed by an angle and distance to an
expanded landscape horizon, including the characteristics of the townscape,
alignment to landmarks. landscape features and topographical character
within the field of view

View Shaft

Means a view from a defined point along a defined corridor’
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Scheme Clause Amendment Comment
Hobart PSA-18-4 -1 Insert a new definition | An Urban Context Report will be
. for ‘Urban Context referenced in the Central Business Zone
Interim Part B . . Report’ Height and Form provisions. The
P|anning Admlnlstr‘atlon definition sets out what is required of
4.1 Planning this report (see Annexure 2).
Scheme Terms and
2015 Definitions
PSA-18-4 -2 Insert new definitions | The terminology for views has been
for ‘view cone’, ‘view refined following the Building Height
Part B . . shaft’ and ‘view field’ Standards Review Report (L Woolley
Admlnlstrtatlon June 30 2018), and these terms are
4.1 Planning proposed to be defined for clarity.
Terms and
Definitions
PSA-18-4 -384 Insert maximum Sets a maximum height limit of 15m for

Urban Mixed Use
Zone 15.4.1
Building Height
P1and P2

building height of
15m.

the whole of the Urban Mixed Use
Zane,

PSA-18-4 -586

Central Business

Insert new clauses to
22.1.3.1and 22.1.3.2
and delete the

Amends the statements to reflect the
Building Height Standards Review
Report (L Woolley June 30 2018), and

Zone 22.1.3 - .
. reference to building ensure the statements are considered
Desired Future . . .
ch A beyond the Amenity for all developments discretionary for
aracter Building Envelope. height, not just those outside the
Statements . i
Amenity Building Envelope (see
Annexure 3).
PSA-18-4 -7&8 Insert new Acceptable | Amends the standard to introduce

Central Business
Zone 22.4.1
Building Height

Solutions and
Performance Criteria
to reference 5
different height areas,
including absolute
maximum heights for
each area.

absolute maximum heights based on
height areas derived from the Building
Height Standards Review Report (L
Woolley June 30 2018) (see Annexure
4).

PSA-18-4 -9

Central Business
Zone Figure 22.2
Central Business
Zone Height

Replace existing map
with new map
showing Height Areas
1-5 and Solar
Penetration Priority
Streets

Removes the current Figure 22.2
showing the Central Business Core and
Fringe Height Areas, and replaces with a
plan showing the new 5 height areas
(see Annexure 4).
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Areas

Central Business
Zone Figure 22.3
Amenity Building

Insert a footnote that
clarifies the maximum
height in Height Area

The Performance Criteria for Building
and Form within Height Area 3 relate to
the Amenity Building Envelope. The

Envelope 3is 30m. (Note footnote ensures it is clear that the
changes to footnotes maximum height within this envelope is
do not require an 30m in Height Area 3, rather than 45m,
amendment as they which applies in other height areas.
are not part of the
statutory scheme.)

PSA-18-4-10 & Change reference Under the current scheme, there are

11 from 22.4.1 Ad to two height areas, and two height

Central Business
Zone Figures 22.4
i Plan View of
Permitted
Development
Under 22.4.1 A4
and 22.4ii
Elevation view of
Permitted
Development
Under 22.4.1 Ad4

22.4.1 A5 in title and
within the text on the
plans

clauses. Under the proposed changes,
there are three height clauses relating
to the 5 height areas. Therefore, the
later clauses under the Height and Form
provisions need to be renumbered, and
this needs to be reflected in the plans.

PSA-18-4-12 &
13

Central Business
Zone Figures 22.5
i Heritage
Streetscape
Standard and
22.5 ii Heritage

Change reference
from 22.4.1 A5 to
22.4.1 A6 within the
texts on the plans

As above.

Streetscape

Standard Height

Example

PSA-18-4-14 & Include new figures Further view lines and view cones are
15 showing further identified in Section 4 of the Building

Central Business
Zone Figure 22.6
View Lines and

identified view lines
and view cones

Height Standards Review Report (L
Woolley June 30 2018), and these will
be added under Figure 22.6.

View Cones
PSA-18-4-16 & Amend provisions to Makes the height provisions of the
17 be more consistent Commercial Zone more consistent with

with the drafting of

the Central Business Zone and set a
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Commercial Zone
clause 23.4.1
Building Height

the Central Business
Zone and introduce a
maximum height limit
of 18m

maximum height limit (see Annexure 5).

PSA-18-4-18 &
19

Commercial Zone

Change maximum
permitted building
height of development
within 10m of a

Brings the maximum permitted height
of commercial zone development
adjacent to a residential zone into line
with the maximum permitted height of

cla.us§ 23'4‘_1 residential zone from | the Inner Residential Zone. This

Building Height 8.5m to 9.5m, and ensures development in the commercial

A2 & P2 s , . .
insert the maximum zone is not expected to be lower than is
building height of 18m | permitted in the adjacent residential
into the Performance zone. The maximum 18m height limit is
Criteria included in the Performance Criteria for

clarity.
PSA-18-4 -20 Amend A1l to require Fixes an inaccuracy in the HIPS. This

Commercial Zone
clause 23.4.2

setback to be no mare
than Om, instead of no
less than.

clause was intended to require buildings
to be built right to the front boundary.
(See Annexure 5).

Setback

PSA-18-4-21 Rezone 4 block areas 4 areas currently zoned Commercial, on
. to Central Business the boundary of the Central Business

Zoning map

from Commercial

Zone, were included within the ‘height
area 4’ band and therefore are
considered to have greater potential
than the Commercial Zone allows for. It
is considered they are better suited to
being zoned Central Business (see
Annexure 1).

PSA-18-1-1
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Sullivans Cove
Planning
Scheme 1997

15.5 Wapping Local
Area Plan clause 15.5.9
Height

Insert a new provision
that development
must be no more than
21min height.

Introduces a maximum
21m height limit for
Wapping.

PSA-18-1-2

Schedule 1 -
Conservation of
Heritage Values clause
22.3 Definitions

Replace the definition
of height with the HIPS
2015 definition of
height.

To ensure maximum
building height limits
relate to the same
definition of height in
the SCPS and the HIPS.

PSA-18-1-3

Schedule 1 -
Conservation of

Insert a new dot point
that limits the height
of development to a
maximum of 18m,

A height limit of 18m is
applied to the entire
SCPS area, except for
an area around
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Heritage Values clause
22.4.5 ‘Discretionary’
‘Buildings or Works’

except within the area
bounded by Campbell
Street, Liverpool
Street, Brooker Avenue
and Macquarie Street,
where the height limit
is 21m.

Wapping. This
specified area is
slightly larger than the
area subject to the
Wapping Local Area
Plan.

PSA-18-1-4

Schedule 1 —
Conservation of
Heritage Values clause
22.5.4 'Permitted’
‘Building or Works’

Replace reference to
‘height’ with reference
to ‘facade height’

Ensures that changing
the definition of height
in the SCPS (which was
previously to the eaves
or parapet) does not
result in unintended
consequences. Under
the heritage
provisions, it is
important that
development adjacent
to a heritage listed
building retains facade
heights that match the
facade height of the
adjacent building (not
the overall height).

PSA-18-1-5

Schedule 2 —Urban
Form Table A: Height
and Plot Ratio

Delete the row of the
table that deals with
plot ratios for
development above
21min height

Development will not
be allowed to exceed
21m in height,
therefore this row of
the table is
unnecessary

PSA-18-1-6

Schedule 2 — Urban
Form Clause 23.2
Objectives

Insert two new dot
points relating to
impacts of new
buildings on view
cones, view shafts and
view fields

Further view cones,
view shafts and view
fields are identified in
Section 4 of the
Building Height
Standards Review
Report (L Woolley Jlune
30 2018}, and criteria
relating to the impact
of a building on these
are inserted

PSA-18-1-7

Schedule 2 — Urban
Form - Figures

Specify identified view
lines and view cones
not already included.

Further view cones,
view shafts and view
fields are identified in
Section 4 of the
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Building Height
Standards Review
Report (L Woolley lune
30 2018), and
reference to these is
inserted.

PSA-18-1-8

Schedule 2 — Urban
Form clause 23.5
Definitions

Replace the definition
of height with the HIPS
2015 definition of
height.

To ensure maximum
building height limits
relate to the same
definition of height in
the SCPS and the HIPS.

PSA-18-1-9

Schedule 2 — Urban
Form clause 23.6.1A

Delete the reference to
parts of buildings
above eaves or
parapets needing to

This reference relies on
a definition of height
being to the eaves or
parapet. With the

Schedule 2 — Urban
Form clause 23.6.2
‘Discretionary’

that limits the height
of development to a
maximum of 18m,
except within the area

New Buildings reinforce the substitution of the
Objectives of the definition for height
Schedule for the HIPS definition
(being the overall
height), this
requirement is no
longer relevant.
PSA-18-1-10 Insert a new paragraph | A height limit of 18m is

applied to the entire
SCPS area, except for
an area around
Wapping. This

Schedule 2 = Urban
Form clause 23.8
Development in
Activity Area 2.0
Sullivans Cove ‘Mixed
Use’ North of Brooker
Avenue

height being no more
than 18m.

Buildings bounded by Campbell | specified area is
Street, Liverpool slightly larger than the
Street, Brooker Avenue | area subject to the
and Macquarie Street Wapping Local Area
where the height limit | Plan.
is21m.

PSA-18-1-11 Insert a reference to Ensures building height

does not exceed the
absolute maximum of
18m in this area.

P5A-18-1-12

Part G - Definitions

Replace the definition
of height with the HIPS
2015 definition of
height.

To ensure maximum
building height limits
relate to the same
definition of height in
the SCPS and the HIPS.
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PSA-18-1-13

Part G - Definitions

Insert new definitions
for ‘view cone’, ‘view
shaft’ and ‘view field’

The terminology for
views has been refined
following the Building
Height Standards
Review Report (1
Woolley June 30 2018),
and these terms are
proposed to be
defined for clarity.
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Annexure 1

Amend the Zoning Plan of the Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015 by rezoning the areas indicated in blue below from Commercial to Central Business.
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A new definition is proposed for

‘Urban Context Report’. An Urban

Context Report will be reguired for

developments that don’t meet the
Acceptable Solution for height in

Height Areas 1-4. This forms a basis

for a design response that respects

and responds to the characteristics of

the site and surrounds.

urban context report means a report that addresses:

a)  a full description of the site including shape, size, orientation and
easements;

b) topography and contours of the site and the surrounding area:

c) street frontage features such as poles, street trees, street furniture
and cross-overs

d) the location, use and height of existing buildings and the location of
any private open space on the site and surrounding properties:

e) the location of any public open space in the surrounding area;

f)  existing solar access to the site, surrounding properties and public
spaces including footpaths;

g) existing views to and from the site, paying particular regard to
those identified in Figure 22.6 and on the landform horizons to
kunanyi / Mt Wellington and the Wellington Range as well as
wider regional landform horizons viewed from public spaces within
the Central Business Zone and the Cove Floor:

h) any pedestrian linkways or vehicular laneways in the surrounding
area;

i)  the existing pattern of subdivision, including previous property
boundaries on the site if amalgamation has occurred;

J)  the history and pattern of development on the site and in the
surrounding area;

k) the building form, scale and rhythm of the surrounding area:

1)  the architectural style, building details and materials of the
surrounding area;

m) distances to adjoining zones;

n) off-site noise sources;
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o) any other notable physical or cultural characteristics of the site or
surrounding area.
| Amendment PSA-18-4-2 Three new definitions are proposed for view

4.1 Planning Terms and Definitions

cones, view fields and view shafts to identify the
differences between them.

view cone

means a view from a defined point formed by an arc towards a landmark or
horizon

view field

means a view from a defined point formed by an angle and distance to an
expanded landscape horizon, including the characteristics of the townscape,
alignment to landmarks, landscape features and topographical character
within the field of view

view shaft

means a view from a defined point along a defined corridor
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Annexure 3

Draft amendments to clause 22.1.3 Desired Future Character Statements: PSA-18-4 — 5&6

reflecting an appropriate intensity in its
role as the heart of settlement.

(b) That the Central Business Zone develops

in a way which reinforces the layered
landform rise back from the waterfront
having regard to the distinct layers of the
landform, respecting the urban
amphitheatre including the amphitheatre
to the Cove, while providing a reduction
in scale to the Queens Domain, the

Domain and Battery Point headlands and

the natural rise to Barracks Hill (see
Figures 22.7 and 22.8).

(c) That the Central Business Zone
consolidates within, and provides a
transition in scale from, its intense focus
in the Basin, acknowledging also the
change in contour along the Macquarie
Ridge, including both its rising and
diminishing grades, including to the low
point of the amphitheatre to the Cove
(see Figures 22.7, 22.8 and 22.9).

(d) That the Central Business Zone provides
a built form that complements the
streetscape and townscape, and affords
a high level of amenity.

(e) That the historic cultural heritage values
of places and precincts in the Central
Business Zone be protected and

enhanced in recognition of the significant

benefits they bring to the economic,
social and cultural value of the City as a
whole.

22.1.3.2 Building Height, Siting, Bulk and
Design

Desired Future Character Statements Implementation | Comments
Strategy
Townscape and Streetscape Character -
Clause 22.4
22.1.3.1 Objectives: Development
Standards for
(a) That the Central Business Zone provides | Buildings and
a compact built focus to the region Works

Additional clause
provides a better
linkage between
22.1.3.2and 22.1.3.1.

Reference to ‘height’
added as some of the
provisions relate
directly or indirectly to

height.
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The height, siting, bulk and design of a

building above the street wall and-beyond- It is considered that
i ildi i any development
22.3) must be consistent with the objectives discretionary for height
in clause 22.1.3.1, having regard to: (not just those outside
the Amenity Building
(a) the consolidation of the Central Business Envelope) should
Zone in a manner which provides meet these criteria.

separate building forms and a layered
visual effect rather than the appearance

of a contiguous wall of towers; )
Reinforces that taller

(b) maintaining a level of permeability elements should be
through city blocks by reductions in bulk set back from every
at each elevaticn as height increases boundary, including
allowing for sunlight into streets and internal boundaries.

public spaces;

(c) the building proportion and detail
reflecting and reinforcing the streetscape
pattern;

(d) the building not being an individually
prominent building by virtue of its height
or bulk, thus reinforcing a cohesive built
form and the containment provided by the
urban amphitheatre;

(e) reinforcing consistent building edges and
height at the street wall allowing for solar
penetration where possible;

() the provision of weather protection for
footpaths to enhance pedestrian amenity
and encourage, where appropriate,
interior activity beyond the building

entrance;
(g) the provision of permeability in support of Inserted to reflect the
the open space network; Emerging Design
Principles in the latest
(h) the building addressing laneways and version of the Building
through site links as well as primary Height Standards
street frontages; Review Project report.

(i) if beyond the Amenity Building Envelope
(see Figure 22.3) be designed to be seen
in the round and have a roof profile and
treatment which enhances the cityscape,
eqg; rooftop gardens.
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Annexure 4

Draft amendments to Central Business Zone clause 22.4.1:
PSA-18-4 - T&8

22.4.1 Building Height and Form

Clause 22.4.1 deals with form of
development as well as height.

Objective:
That building height:

(a) contributes positively to the streetscape and townscape;
(b) does not unreasonably impact on historic heritage

character;

(c) does not unreasonably impact on important views within

the urban amphitheatre;

(d) does not unreasonably impact on residential amenity of
land in a residential zone; and

(e) provides significant community benefits if outside the

Amenity Building Envelope.

Acceptable Solutions
A1

Building height within Height Areas 1
and 2 (see Figure 22.2.) must be no

more than:

(=) 15m if on, or within 15m of, a

south-west or south-east facing

frontage;

() 20m if on, or within 15m of, a

north-west or north-east facing

frontage;

(c) 30m if set back more than 15m

from a frontage;

unless an extension to an
existing building that:

@) is necessary solely to

provide access, toilets, or

other facilities for people
with disabilities;

(i) is necessary to provide
facilities required by
other legislation or
regulation.

Performance Criteria
P1.1

Development within Height

Areas 1 and 2 must make a

positive contribution to the
streetscape and townscape,
having regard to:

(a) the height, siting, bulk,
design and materials of
proposed buildings and
their compatibility with
existing buildings in the
area;

(b) preventing unreasonable
impacts by way of
intrusions into the view
cones and view shafts in
Figure 22.6 and on the
landform horizons to
kunanyi / Mt Wellington
and the Wellington
Range as well as wider
regional landform
horizons viewed from
public spaces within the
Central Business Zone
and the Cove Floor;

(c) preventing unreasonable
impacts on the view fields
in Figure 22.6 by way of
compromising the

Comments

Performance Criteria are now
separated to refer specifically to
different height areas (detailed in

Figure 22.2)

Performance Criterion P1.1 is
restructured to remove the split
between buildings within the
Amenity Building Envelope and
buildings outside of it

All development must meet P1.1,
whether it is within the envelope
or outside of it. Particular
consideration (e.g. a report by a
specialist) should be given to wind

tunneling if development is
outside of the Amenity Building

Envelope.

‘view lines and view cones' have
been split into ‘view cones, view
shafts and view fields' for
differentiation, and a new
subclause (c) has been added to
reflect the different way view fields

are considered compared to view
cones and shafts.

The view cones, view shafts and
view fields that are referenced in
the Performance Criteria (P1.1(b),

P2.1(c) and P3.1(b)) are identified

in Section 4 of the Building Height

Standards Review Report (L




Item No. 8.2

(d)

(e)

Agenda (Open Portion)
City Planning Committee Meeting - 10/12/2018

Page 755
ATTACHMENT B

townscape form, Woolley June 30 2018).
alignment to landmarks

or identification of

landscape features and

topographic character;

preventing unreasonable
impacts on pedestrian
amenity from
overshadowing of the
public footpath,
particularly for city blocks
with frontage to a Solar
Penetration Priority
Street (see Figure 22.2.);

preventing unreasonable
impacts on the amenity of

public open space from
overshadowing;

() preventing unreasonable

impacts on pedestrian
amenity from adverse
wind conditions,
particularly if
development is outside
the Amenity Building

Envelope in Figure 22.3;

and

(g) consistency with the

Desired Future Character

Statements in clause
22.1.3.

P1.2

A design response must be
provided that demonstrates the
form, design, materials and
detailing of the proposed
development derives from and
responds to characteristics
identified in an urban context
report in a way that makes a
positive contribution to the
streetscape and townscape.

If development is subject to
P1.3(a) below, the design

P1.2 is a new provision that
requires all development that
does not meet the Acceptable
Solution in A1 to provide an
‘Urban Context Report and a
design response that derives from
this report. A new definition for
‘Urban Context Report' is
proposed to support this
provision. P1.2 is intended to
ensure that the design of larger
buildings are well considered in
their context and of a high quality.
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P1.3

it:

or

P1.4

response must address how and
why proposed civic amenities are
of significant value for the city,
accessible, of high quality and
desirable for the location.

Development must be contained
within the Amenity Building
Envelope in Figure 22.3 unless

a) provides significant
benefits by way of civic
amenities, such as:

i.

public open space
that has a high
level of amenity in
terms of access
to sunlight, space
and accessibility;
pedestrian links
that include active
frontages
addressing the
linkway;

public areas
within the building
such as plazas or
viewing areas;
public art that is
high quality,
meaningful,
visible and easily
accessible to the
public; or

public toilets in
locations that
have limited
existing facilities;

b) is a minor extension to
an existing building that
already exceeds the
Amenity Building
Envelope.

Development must be no more

Page 756

P1.3 is a redrafted provision
relating to civic amenities, which
includes specific examples of
desirable civic amenities, requiring
that they are of high quality and
are easily accessible to the public.

P1.4 is a new Performance
Criterion which introduces
maximum building heights. These

3
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A2

Building height within height areas 3
and 4 (see Figure 22.2.) must be no
more than:

() 15m if on, or within 15m of, a
south-west or south-east facing
frontage;

(=) 18m if on, or within 15m of, a
north-west or north-east facing
frontage;

unless an extension to an
existing building that:

() is necessary solely to
provide access, toilets, or
other facilities for people
with disabilities;

is necessary to provide
facilities required by other
legislation or regulation.

(ii)

Agenda (Open Portion)

than 60m in height within Height
Area 1 and no more than 45m in
height within Height Area 2.

P21

Development within Height
Areas 3 and 4 must make a
positive contribution to the
streetscape and townscape,
having regard to:

(a) the height, siting, bulk,
design and materials of
proposed buildings and
their compatibility with
existing buildings in the
area,;

(b) the need to gradually

transition the height of

development within

Height Area 4 between
higher buildings in the

core of the Central
Business Zone (Height
Area 1) and lower
buildings in adjacent
zones, Brooker Avenue
and Height Area 5;

(c) preventing

unreasonable impacts

by way of intrusions into

the view cones and
view shafts in Figure
22.6 and on the
landform horizons to
kunanyi / Mt Wellington
and the Wellington
Range as well as wider
regional landform
horizons viewed from
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height limits are not ‘as of right’,
but are absolute heights which
must not be exceeded.
Discretionary development is still

required to satisfy each of the
other performance criteria, and in
many instances buildings will not
be capable of reaching these
maximum heights due to a variety
of factors detailed in other
provisions.

A2 and its corresponding
Performance Criteria is a new
provision relating to height areas 3
and 4.

The Performance Criteria are
substantially similar to those
relating to A1, however they also
reinforce the need for transition
between the more intensive
development in Height Area 1 and
lower development in adjacent
zones and Height Area 5.
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(d)

P2.2

public spaces within the
Central Business Zone
and the Cove Floor;

preventing
unreasonable impacts
on the view fields in
Figure 22.6 by way of
compromising the
townscape form,
alignment to landmarks
or identification of
landscape features and
topographic character;

preventing
unreasonable impacts
on pedestrian amenity
from overshadowing of
the public footpath,
particularly for city
blocks with frontage to
a Solar Penetration
Priority Street in Figure
22.2:

preventing
unreasonable impacts
on the amenity of public
open space from
overshadowing;

preventing
unreasonable impacts
on pedestrian amenity
from adverse wind
conditions; particularly if
development is outside
the Amenity Building
Envelope in Figure
22.3; and

consistency with the
Desired Future
Character Statements
in clause 22.1.3;

A design response must be
provided that demonstrates the
form, design, materials and

Page 758
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detailing of the proposed
development derives from and
responds to characteristics
identified in an urban context
report in a way that makes a
positive contribution to the
streetscape and townscape.

If development is subject to
P1.3(a) below, the design
response must address how and
why proposed civic amenities are
of significant value for the city,
accessible, of high quality and
desirable for the location.

P23
Development must be contained

within the Amenity Building
Envelope in Figure 22.3 unless
it:

(i) provides significant
benefits by way of civic
amenities, such as:

(i) public open space that
has a high level of
amenity in terms of
access to sunlight, space
and accessibility;

(k) pedestrian links that
include active frontages
addressing the linkway;

() public areas within the

building such as plazas

or viewing areas;

public art that is high

quality, meaningful,

visible and easily

accessible to the public;

or

(n) public toilets in locations
that have limited existing
facilities; or

(o) is a minor extension to
an existing building that
already exceeds the
Amenity Building
Envelope.

(m

6
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A3

Building height within Height Area 5
(see Figure 22.2.) must be no more
than:

(a) 11.5m-and-a-maximum-of 3-
storeys; or

(b) 15m and a maximumof 4
storeys_if the development

provides at least 50% of the floor

space above ground floor level
for residential use;

unless an extension to an
existing building that:

@) is necessary solely to
provide access, toilets, or
other facilities for people
with disabilities;

(i) is necessary to provide
facilities required by other
legislation or regulation.

Agenda (Open Portion)
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P24

The height of development must

be no more than:

(p) 30m within Height Area
3

(@) 45m within Height Area
4: or

(N 21m within Height Area
4 if within 50m of land
within Height Area 5,
Brooker Avenue or the
Commercial Zone.

P3.1

The height, siting, bulk and
design of development must
respect the transition between
the Central Business Zone and
adjacent zones and must make
a positive contribution to the
streetscape and townscape,
having regard to:

(a) the height, bulk, design
and materials of
proposed buildings and
their compatibility with
existing buildings in the
area,

(b) preventing unreasonable
impacts by way of
intrusions into the view
cones and view shafts in
Figure 22.6 and on the
landform horizons to
kunanyi / Mt Wellington
and the Wellington
Range as well as wider
regional landform
horizons viewed from
public spaces within the
Central Business Zone
and the Cove Floor,

(c) preventing unreasonable

impacts on the view fields

in Figure 22.6 by way of
compromising the
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Maximum heights are lower within
these height areas. An additional
provision restricting the height limit
within 50m of the Commercial
Zone/Height Area 5to 21m
ensures there is a clear transition
between the central core of the
city and surrounding zones.

The references to maximum
storey heights is removed for

consistency.
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townscape form,
alignment to landmarks
or identification of
landscape features and
topographic character;

(d) preventing unreasonable
impacts on pedestrian
amenity from
overshadowing of the
public footpath;

(e) preventing unreasonable
impacts on the amenity of
public open space from
overshadowing;

() preventing unreasonable
impacts on pedestrian
amenity from adverse
wind conditions; and

(g) consistency with the
Desired Future Character
Statements in clause
22.1.3.

P3.2

Development must be no more
than 18m in height.

A2A4

Building height within 10 m of a
residential zone must be no more
than 859.5 m.

A4 A5

P2P4

Building height within 10m
of a residential zone must
be compatible with the
building height of existing
buildings on adjoining lots
in the residential zone, and
must be no more than 18m

in height.

P4P5

the Acceptable Solution height
limit is increased to 9.5m, as this is
the permitted building envelope
height limit in the Inner Residential
Zone. ltis inconsistent for the
height limit in the Central Business
Zone to be lower than the
adjacent residential zone. The
maximum building height for
Height Area 5 (the area that abuts
residential zones) is reiterated in
P4.

Building height of development on the
same title as a place listed in the a place listed in the Historic
Historic Heritage Code, where the Heritage Code and directly behind
specific extent of the heritage place is that place must:

identified in Table E1.3.1, and directly (@)
behind that place, must:

Development on the same site as

be designed, sited, arranged,
finished, constructed or carried
out so as to not unreasonably
detract from those
characteristics of the place

(a) not exceed 2 storeys or 7.5m
higher (whichever is the lesser)
than the building height of any



Item No. 8.2

Agenda (Open Portion)

City Planning Committee Meeting - 10/12/2018

heritage building within the place,
and be set back between 5m and
10m from the place (refer Figures
22.4 | and 22 .4 ii); and

(b) not exceed 4 storeys or 15m
higher (whichever is the lesser)
than the building height of any
heritage building within the place,
and be set back more than 10m
from the place (refer Figures 22.4 |
and 22.4 ii);or

(c) comply with the building height in
‘ clauses 22.4.1 A1-A4 and-A2;

whichever is the lesser.

| s

which contribute to its historic
cultural heritage significance;
and

(b) for city blocks with frontage to a

Solar Penetration Priority Street
in Figure 22.2, not exceed the
Amenity Building Envelope
illustrated in Figure 22.3,
unless it can be demonstrated
that the overshadowing of the
public footpath on the opposite
side of the Solar Penetration
Priority Street does not
unreasonably impact on
pedestrian amenity.

P5P6

Building height of development within Building height within 15m of a

15m of a frontage and not separated
from a place listed in the Historic

frontage and not separated from a
place listed in the Historic Historic

Heritage Code by another building, full Heritage Code by another building,

lot (excluding right of ways and lots
less than 5m width) or road (refer
Figure 22.5 1), must:

(a) not exceed 1 storey or 4m
(whichever is the lesser) higher

than the facade building height of a

heritage building on the same
street frontage (refer figure 22.5 ii);
and

(b) not exceed the facade building
height of the higher heritage
building on the same street
frontage if the development is
between two heritage places (refer
figure 22.5 ii);or

(c) comply with the building height in
Clauses 22.4.1 A1-A4 and-A2;

whichever is the lesser.

full lot (excluding right of ways and
lots less than 5m width) or road
(refer figure 22.5 1), must:

(a) not unreasonably dominate

existing buildings of cultural
heritage significance;

(b) not have a materially adverse

impact on the historic cultural
heritage significance of the
heritage place; and

(c) for city blocks with frontage to a

Solar Penetration Priority Street
in Figure 22.2, not exceed the
Amenity Building Envelope
illustrated in Figure 22.3,
unless it can be demonstrated
that the overshadowing of the
public footpath on the opposite
side of the Solar Penetration
Priority Street does not
unreasonably impact on
pedestrian amenity.
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PSA-18-4 -9 The plan below describes the different height
areas. Existing Figure 22.2 Central Business Zone Height
Areas will be replaced with this revised Figure 22.2
showing height areas 1-5.

Figure 22.2 Central Business Zone Height Areas

f" '%")

.

RS AN
% N 4

@ CENTRAL BUSINES ZONE
HEIGHT AREAS
e Figure 22.2
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Figure 22.3 Amenity Building Envelope
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The Footnotes to Figure 22.3 Amenity Building Envelope
are amended to include clarification that in Height Area
3, the maximum height within the envelope is 30m. This
also means the third suggested 15m step would not be
achievable in this height area.

NOTE:

axciudas minor profrusions such as
awnings. chimneys. flues, pipes. aenals
waler tanks, heating or COoING equIpme
than 0.6m metres from the envelope

/’ \ i i l’ 1 5
/7 \ [ I / \
7/ 25m N | I J \
7/ \arl | 15m \
7/ ! | P 4 \
yd \ | ygot” 1 \

V4 45m 15m—}| :;’ 45m \l
7/
( | |\ feTem |
i 26m 1 o 1
| T VLT |
1 : .
L______J___ L 'L__.\L____._.L___J

Northwest/Northeast Southwest/Southeast
facing frontages. facing frontages.

The Amenity Buikiing Envelope (defined by the dotted line)

AMENITY BUILDING ENVELOPE

ops, porches,
nnae, vents, fuel or
al extend no more

Footnotes

The Amenity Building Envelope has been developed with regard to heritage, streetscape and sense of

scale, wind tunneling effects and solar penetration.

The 20m height at the northwest/northeast facing frontages maintains a 1:1 ratio of street:building
height for the purposes of townscape aesthetics and maintaining a human scale.

The 15m height and subsequent 45 degree building envelope angle at southwest/southeast facing
frontages maintains sufficient solar penetration to the opposite side of the street and also helps to

control air and wind turbulence.

The Amenity Building Envelope is shown by the thick dotted lin. The 15m setbacks for the 'steps' of
development shown within the envelope are suggestive only. Development does not have to comply
with the suggested 15m setbacks in order to comply with the envelope.

|  Note that the maximum height of the Amenity Building Envelope in Height Area 3 is 30m.
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PSA-18-4 10-13

The references to clause numbers in
Figures 22.41i,22.4ii,22.5iand 22.5 i
(shown below) will be changed to refer to
22.4.1 AS and A6 rather than 22.4.1 A4
and AS due to renumbering of clauses in
under 22.4.1 Building Height and Form

Figure 22.4 i Plan View of Permitted Development Under Clause 22.4.1 A4 A5

i

L 3 STOREYRT Se
T TR TR L

PERMTTED SEM0ST e

—

STREET

EXAMPLE OF PERMITTED DEVELOPMENT
UNDER CLAUSE 22.4.1 A4

i SETRACH FROM
=ERITAGE LTED MACK

v TRACH FROW
RTAGE LIATID PLACK

BLACE LATED ™ Toel
WTICANC MERTAGE COOE
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| Figure 22.4 ii Elevation View of Permitted Development Under 22.4.1-A4 A5

/////////////
////////////

-
e R

EXAMPLE OF PERMITTED DEVELOPMENT

Figure 22.5 i Heritage Streetscape Standard

it
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Figure 22.5 ii Heritage Streetscape Standard Height Example

HERITAGE STREETSCAPE STANDARD EXAMPLE
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PSA-18-4 14&15

Figure 22.6 View-Lines-and View Cones
View Cones, View Shafts and View Fields

This figure will be amended to include
further relevant view cones, view fields
and view shafts as detailed in Section 4 of

the Building Height Standards Review
Report (L Woolley June 30 2018) (refer
report). The title of the figure is changed
to reflect this.

15
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Fig. 22.6 View Lines and View Cones

Legend :

A 1: Macquarie Street to / from Cenotaph
View line width = street width

B 1: Hunter Street (above Hunter Island) to kunanyi (Mount Wellington)
Cone Width : 22 ° 21’ at horizon, 32° extent of arc
Cone Elevation : 7° 55', Base of cone : 6°41"
View Point :
E:474822332
N: 658943174

B 2 : Franklin Wharf (Constitution Dock edge - 10 m from SE corner) to face of kunanyi (Mount Wellington)
Angle from horizontal : 8° 34"

Building edges (left) : 81° 49’ (upper) 85° 16’ (lower)
Building edges (right) : 81° 33’ (upper) 82 30 (mid) 85° 16’ (lower)
View Point :

E 474685740

N : 658836.092

Figure 22.7 Central Hobart Landform Structure
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Figure 22.8 The Amphitheatre to the Cove within the Urban Amphitheatre

High ground
Landform Horizon

Escarpment

Diagrammatic section:
The Amphitheatre to the Cove within the Urban Amphitheatre, as identified in Figure 22.9

Figure 22.9 The Urban Amphitheatre: Plan and axonometric views
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Central Hobart
ANy —— i

~~Urban Amphitheatre viewing east/south east from kunanyi / Mount Wellington

Mount Direction

Meehan Range

Knocklofty

Mount Nelsor

Plan - Central Hobart setting including#andform horizon§
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—

T

Domasn Headland
Sullivans

Cove

Battery Poent

Urban Amphitheatre viewing north-west above estuarine waterplane

Figure 22.9 - The Urban Amphitheatre : Plan and Axonometric Views
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Annexure 5
Amendment PSA-18-4-16, 17 & 18 and 19
Commercial Zone draft amendments:
2341 Building Height
Objective: To ensure that building height contributes positively to
the streetscape and does not result in unreasonable impact | Comments

on residential amenity of land in a residential zone.

Acceptable Solutions

Performance Criteria

A1

Building height must be no more
than:

(a) 11.5m high-apd-a-maximumof

3-storeys; or

(b) 15m high-and-a-maximumof 4

storeys, if the development
provides at least 50% of the

floor space above ground level

for residential use.

P1.1

The height, siting, bulk and design of
development must respect the
transition to adjacent zones and must
make a positive contribution to the
streetscape and townscape, having
regard to:

(a) the height, bulk, design and
materials of proposed
buildings and their
compatibility with existing
buildings in the area;

(b) preventing unreasonable
impacts by way of intrusions
into the view cones and view
shafts in Figure 22 6 and on
the landform horizons to
kunanyi / Mt Wellington and
the Wellington Range as well
as wider regional landform
horizons viewed from public
spaces within the Central
Business Zone and the Cove
Floor;

(c) preventing unreasonable
impacts on the view fields in
Figure 22.6 by way of
compromising the townscape
form, alignment to landmarks
or identification of landscape
features and topographic
character,

(d) preventing unreasonable
impacts on pedestrian
amenity from overshadowing

A1 is amended to remove
references to numbers of
storeys for consistency with
heights in other zones

The Performance Criteria under
P1.1 are redrafted for
consistency with the
Performance Criteria of the
Central Business Zone.

The view cones, view shafts
and view fields that are
referenced in the Performance
Criteria (P1.1(b)) are identified
in Section 4 of the Building
Height Standards Review
Report (L Woolley June 30

2018).
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of the public footpath;
(e)

preventing unreasonable
impacts on the amenity of
public open space from

overshadowing;

(f) preventing unreasonable
impacts on pedestrian
amenity from adverse wind
conditions; and

P1.2

Development must be no more than
18m in height.

P1.2 introduces an absolute
maximum building height into
the Commercial Zone. This
height is consistent with the
maximum height of the adjoini

ng

Height Area 5 in the Central
Business Zone

A2

Building height within 10 m of
a residential zone must be no
more than 85-m9 5m.

P2

Building height within 10 m of a
residential zone must be compatible
with the building height of existing
buildings on adjoining lots in the
residential zone, and must be no more
than 18m.

A2 is amended to allow for
height up to 9.5m, as this is th

e

maximum building height in the

adjoining Inner Residential
Zone. P2 reiterates that buildir

10

height must not exceed 18m.

PSA-18-4-20

2342  Setback

Objective:

To ensure that building setback contributes positively to
the streetscape and does not result in unreasonable impact
on residential amenity of land in a residential zone

Comments

Acceptable Solutions

Performance Criteria

A1

Building setback from frontage mu
st be parallel to the frontage and
must be no less-more than:

Om.

P1

Building setback from frontage must
satisfy all of the following:

(a) be consistent with any
Desired Future Character
Statements provided for the
area;

(b) be compatible with the
setback of adjoining

A1 should read 'no more than’

rather than ‘no less than'. It is

intended that development is
built up to the street boundary

lo

maintain the current
streetscape.
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buildings, generally
maintaining a continuous
building line if evident in the
streetscape;

(c) enhance the characteristics
of the site, adjoining lots and
the streetscape;

(d) provide adequate opportunity
for parking.

A2

Building setback from the
General Residential or
Inner Residential Zone must be
no less than:
(a) 5m;
(b) Half the height of the
wall,

Whichever is the greater.

P2

Building setback from General
Residential or Inner Residential Zone
must be sufficient to prevent
unreasonable adverse impacts on
residential amenity by:

(c) Overshadowing and
reduction of sunlight to
habitable rooms and private
open space on adjoining lots
to less than 3 hours between
9.00 am and 5.00 pm on
June 21 or further decrease
sunlight hours if already less
than 3 hours;

(d) Overlooking and loss of
privacy;

(e} Visual impact when viewed
from adjoining lots;

Taking into account aspect and
slope.
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Attachment C

Central Hobart Building Height Standards Review

Summary of submissions received during community engagement process: 5 September —

17 October 2018.

partially agreed with, the
proposed figures, were
those figures considered
too high or too low?

Issue Number / percentage of submissions
Yes No Partial | Unclear Low | High Requires

further
analysis

Did the submission 275/ | 22/ 21/6.5% 1/0.5%

support the concept of 86% 7%

introducing maximum

height limits?

Of submissions that 83*/ |69/ |22/ 101/37%

agreed with the concept 30% | 25% | 8%

of maximum heights,

were the proposed

heights supported?

Of submissions that did 1/1% 1/ 89/

not agree with, or only 1% 98%

Total number of 319
submissions

* 20 of these responses only specifically reference support of the proposed heights at Collins Street, Davey Street

and Elizabeth Street, where Fragrance developments are proposed.

Suggestions for alternatives to suggested maximum building height figures:

Suggestion

Number of
submissions
in support

Maximum 15m for Wapping

1

Maximum 18m for Wapping

8

Maximum 15m for Commercial Zone

Maximum 12m for Sullivans Cove
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Maximum of 5 storeys 5
Maximum of 5-6 storeys 1
Maximum of 7 storeys 2
Maximum of 15-18m 2
Maximum of 15m for Collins Street and 18m for Elizabeth and Davey Streets 1
Maximum of 15m for Collins and Elizabeth Street, 18m for Davey Street 1
AS of 15-16m with PC maximum of 21m for HA 1-5 1
Maximum of 15m (whole city) 3
Maximum of 18m (whole city) 5
Maximum of 21m (whole city) 7
Highest maximum of 25-30m 1
Highest maximum of 30m 2
Highest maximum of 35m 1
Highest maximum of 40m 2
Highest maximum of 45m 9
Maximum of 50m for HA 1, 30m for HA 4 2
Maximum of 50m for HA 1, 40m for HA 2, 35m for HA 4 1

Maximum of 50m for HA 1, 40m for HA 2, 30m for HA 4 or 21m if within 50m of HA 1
5/Commercial Zone

Maximum of 45m for HA 1, 35m for HA 2, 25m for HA 3, 35m for HA 4 or 21m if 1
within 50m of HA 5/Commercial Zone

More even spread of height, higher in HA'5 as Elizabeth Street a growth corridor 1
All heights reduced to two thirds of proposed 1
Discretion to relax maxima by 10-20% if clear public benefit eg. Hospital. 1
Oppose maximum height limit, but suggest 75m if there has to be one 2
No higher than existing buildings in HA 1-4 1
Maximum of 45/50m for outer blocks of HA 1, 10m if past Patrick Street 1
Should be able to modify maximums in relation to the height of adjacent buildings 1
No higher than the Macg 01 building 1
Around the height of the RHH (68m) 1
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Other suggestions

High rises should be located outside the Hobart city centre (e.g. Glenorchy or Clarence)

Quality of design and materials should be a significant component

Watchorn and Bathurst (Murray to Harrington) Streets should be Pedestrian Priority Streets

Rezoning of the commercial blocks is not supported and should be dealt with as a separate
amendment

More green space and green roofs/walls

High rise developments should have lengthy public engagement and involve petitions to determine if
they are approved. There should be only 1-2 high rise developments considered each year

Higher buildings should have higher ‘green’ credentials

There should be additional view cones added that look from within the city out.

There should be protection for existing or planned solar energy systems

The report requires more information on the feasibility of site development, impact on housing
affordability, impact on Hobart’s competitiveness, analysis of Hobart’s land needs and population
growth.

Provision of affordable housing should be a reason to increase height

The Burra Charter should be used as a guide for development and DA assessments should be
considered with regard to relationships between sites, not just site specific

Existing tall buildings should be demolished

Fragrance-owned land should be bought and developed by the State Government for affordable
housing

Reuse existing carparks as hotels and discourage cars in the city with park and ride

HCC should employ a design team to determine the quality of new buildings

Consider requiring taller buildings to be more energy efficient rather than limiting heights — including
solar and wind energy, green roofs/facades, rain water harvesting etc

Development should be limited in the immediate foreshore area of Sullivans Cove

The extent of civic amenity required should be considered with respect to the extent of variation to
the Amenity Building Envelope

There should be an environmental impact assessment required for tall buildings

Number of submissions that specifically stated 60m was too high: 21 (7% of total representations).
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Summary of common arguments in support of maximum building heights:
¢ The existing beauty and charm of Hobart attracts tourists — overdevelopment will deter them;
¢ Tall buildings make it dark (blocks sunlight), windy and impersonal at street level;
¢ Highrise development will make Hobart less unique and more like other cities;
+ High rise development is not aesthetically pleasing;
e Lower development better suits Hobart's heritage;

s There are many cities around the world that have preserved their historic centre by having strict height
limits and that’s what makes them special;

s Building heights should retain viewlines as Hobart’s setting is what sets it apart;

¢ Further development can still be allowed but firm planning regulations will ensure it doesn’t detract from
the city;

¢ Set limits give certainty to all involved and save time and money spent on opposing clearly inappropriate
developments;

& Height limits will encourage more innovative design;
¢ The views from wharf to mountain play a very important role in the lives of Hobart's residents;

¢ Tall buildings give developers big profits (which often don’t stay in the state) but detract from the city’s
character and liveability permanently;

¢ The reason people choose Hobart to live in is because it is not a high-rise city;
* More development in the city will increase traffic congestion and air pollution;
¢ The people of Hobart shouldn’t have to keep defending against inappropriate proposals;

¢ Hobart’s topography and setting are unigue, so while tall buildings may be appropriate in other cities, they
are not appropriate in Hobart;

¢ Recent developments proposed by Fragrance are incompatible with Hobart;
¢ People (especially families) don’t like living in high-rises;

¢ Highrise development causes Urban Heat Island Effect by restricting airflow and ventilation — this
subsequently raises water temperatures via rain run-off;

e Ad-hoc development has resulted in some very unsympathetic buildings;

* Providing for low and medium rise development will allow growth without impacting on the charm of
Hobart;
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Summary of common arguments against maximum building heights:
¢ The city needs to be dense to thrive and grow;
¢ The city should be future proofed by having denser development;

¢ Limiting height in the CBD will create urban sprawl and force people to live further from the city, which will
increase traffic congestion — this may be against the STRLUS;

¢ Denser development is more energy efficient and don’t have to be an eyesore - eg using rooftop gardens
and plantings at different levels

e Height limits will cause block buildings up to that height, and exacerbate wind tunnelling — it would be better
to have a few high rise buildings intermingled with heritage buildings for articulation and less wind
tunnelling;

¢ Towers or spires with architectural merit and innovative exteriors should be allowed even if tall;

e Expecting to have unfettered views from all points around the city is unreasonable and unrealistic if the city
is to progress;

* Economic development will increase employment;
* Allowing denser development in the CBD can help with housing affordability;

¢ Concentrating dwellings and workplaces in the CBD and around transport routes helps with traffic
congestion and more efficient public transport;

s The proposed height limits will make it difficult to build viable 5 star hotels with a good international
operator;

& The limited area for higher development will mean demand for that land will force out existing desirable
uses that will no longer be viable;

¢ The building height caps will result in more land amalgamation and force the mass of built forms to spread
laterally over a larger footprint, limiting viewing corridors at lower levels;

¢ Changing height limits is unfair to landowners, especially as the maximum heights do not take into account
adjacent existing taller developments;

s Urban design is relatively subjective and the proposed amendments are only one of many alternative
outcomes;

& Height allows for articulation of design as well as value for investment in the streetscape and quality of
materials, and allows retention of existing buildings;

¢ Limiting building heights will not be good for the economy;

¢ There needs to be commercial confidence in the planning scheme;
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Summary of submissions from organisations:
South Hobart Progress Association

- The review is an important starting point for a long overdue discussion of what Hobartians would like their
city to look like;

- The organisation has lobbied local and state governments to show forward planning around the future of
Hobart (the ‘bath of the south’);

- Thereis a need to set maximum building heights which enhance the exiting heritage building stock (like
Paris, Vienna and Rome);

- A maximum height of 5 storeys should be the goal;
- Like some European cities, highrise could be restricted to outer areas, eg Glenorchy and Clarence;

- Does not support amalgamation, but greater Hobart’s 3 councils should create a cooperative planning
environment;

- Ad hoc development since the 1960s has spoiled the integrity of Hobart;

- The city was planned topographically on axes meaning most streets had important vistas both towards the
river and mountain. Some inappropriate developments have impeded this;

- The ad hoc decisions are due in part to the use of officer and aldermanic discretions in the planning process
which create confusion. This leads to irregular dealings and encourages developers to manipulate the system
to get the best financial outcome;

- Residents are concerned about the apparent cavalier attitude the interim scheme has for heritage, which is
also not mentioned in the Woolley report.

- Hobart still has human scale streetscapes, but absentee landlords don’t have regard for this and resent
spending money to improve historic properties. Launceston has many streets that are shining examples of
what could be achieved for Hobart's heritage.

Hobart Not Highrise

- Ata public meeting in October 2017 a motion was passed unanimously that Hobart Not Highrise Inc. lobby
to have caps on building heights in the waterfront and CBD;

- Hobart not Highrise has never put figures on what the maximums should be;
- Supports capping heights at either the recommended heights, or lower;

- Awaits the results of the public consultation and will support the majority view(s).

Tasmanian Conservation Trust

- Broadly endorses the amendments and Council is to be congratulated on instituting maximum heights for
important parts of Hobart;

- The proposed changes will protect view lines, townscape and streetscape values of Hobart city and Sullivans
Cove, while providing for low and medium rise development in the CBD and low rise in historic Sullivans
Cove;
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- The combination of height limits and additional performance criteria will ensure lower heights are retained
adjacent to residential areas, parks, historic buildings and pedestrian priority streets. These measures are
vital to reduce shading, retain access to sun and limit wind tunnelling;

- Supports the Amenity Building Envelope, view lines and view cones and definition of Urban Context Report —
combined with the maximum height they will be important tools for assessing and limiting the impacts of
developments;

- While it is acknowledged the proposed performance criteria will limit building height in many parts of area 1,
the 60m height limit is not supported as no additional buildings should be allowed to reach this height. 45m
is recommended in Area 1 with 40m in area 2 to ensure stepping down;

- The excellent performance criteria relating to bulk, design and materials, views, overshadowing and wind are
acknowledged;

- The new performance criteria relating to the urban context report are supported;

- Applying performance criteria, however, will be subjective and open to interpretation by proponents, council
staff, aldermen and the Tribunal and the Historic Heritage Code provisions will not apply universally and
have their limitations. A lower maximum height in areas 1 and 2 would be an additional safeguard to
minimise poor outcomes;

- The maximum heights for area 3 is supported.

- The Area 4 maximum height of 21m within 50m of Area 5 or the Commercial Zone is supported (there should
be a graphical depiction of this), however the maximum height in the rest of this zone should be 35m, not
45m;

- The maximum heights for Height Areas 5-8 are supported;

- The rezoning is not supported, and should be pursued as a separate amendment, as there has not been
sufficient evidence to justify it. The argument that the CBZ more accurately reflects the uses on the blocks
to be rezoned seems to imply uses have been approved that are not appropriate for the current zoning,
which should mean no more such approvals should be given and the commercial zoning retained.

- The amendments to the Townscape and Streetscape objectives and Building Height, Siting, Bulk and Design
provisions are supported, in particular those relating to laneways, through-site links and roof profiles.

Australian Institute of Architects — Tasmanian Chapter
- Commends the Council for undertaking the review project and is supportive of the proposed amendments;

- Supports the Urban Design Advisory Panel proposal that the K2VI model includes the view cone data and is
made available to applicants;

- Supportive of the Urban Context Report requirements that encourage a rigorous design process that
respects and responds to the characteristics of a site and surrounding area;

- Supports further development of a reliable and accurate 3D city modal and database to assist proponents
prior to and during design;

- While amendments are being proposed for the city centre, it is encouraged that amendments to enable an
appropriate increase in residential density in inner suburbs to meet housing demand are considered.
Implications of recent legal Decisions (Henry Designs and Boland V Clarence) are noted. The scheme intent
and provisions must be clarified to facilitate smaller scale and medium density residential development.
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Property Council of Australia

- There is a fundamental imperative to facilitate economic development within Tasmania (articulated in
LUPAA Objectives);

- The importance of the property sector in assisting economic development of the state cannot be
understated and Hobart is the major driver of the State — the issue of development scale is critical to its
economic success;

- The provision of clear, fair, orderly and sustainable development rules is essential for the sector to continue
to make the economic contribution it does;

- Any height limits must be considered in the context of the housing and accommodation challenges Hobart is
facing;

- Height restrictions could limit practical, innovative and economically viable projects to deliver student
accommodation, medium density housing and adding diversity to the market;

- Initially, the Tasmanian division tentatively supported Council in reviewing building heights however there
are concerns that the views of Leigh Woolley have not been fully appraised prior to entering such a
significant decision making process;

- Leigh Woolley’s findings should be peer-reviewed prior to any amendments being made;

- The initial amendments were driven by political posturing and debate has been at times over simplified,
lacking the sophistication and careful consideration it deserves;

- The Property Council supports removing planning authority from local government once developments
reach a certain value — development assessment and quality design review panels (including industry
specialists and a local government alderman) for key projects would improve decision making with a balance
of technical advice and local knowledge. Western Australia, South Australia and New South Wales currently
have such a system;

- The scale of development needs to be evidence based and incorporate environmental considerations as well
as economic viability;

- The concept of designating ‘out of scale’ buildings is arbitrary —this is opinion and not evidence based, and
the entire concept should be removed;

- The different zones for the height control planes are largely arbitrary, and the precincts need to look less like
diagrams supporting the underlying topography concept and deal with the existing building topography;

- The analysis of view sheds is the strength of the report but some views are included to hamper projects,
such as the Davey Street Fragrance site;

- ltis unclear why the view sheds need to be cones at all, which are very difficult to spatially model —
protecting views of hilltops and the mountain are important wherever possible, not just along an arbitrary
arc;

- The rezonings are supported although bringing the Central Business Zone against the General Residential
Zone is cautioned at the K&D site. There should be some Commercial transition portion retained;

- The report fails to respond to impacts of heritage buildings, precincts, streetscapes and small lot sizes which
impacts on envelope potential and economic viability;
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There has been no economic analysis to determine if the envelopes are currently viable, which is of great
concern — if not the city will struggle to develop. The Property Council is willing to assist Council by
undertaking a research project;

More important than building height is the quality of the urban interface at street level;

The result of the amendments will shape the city for years to come and therefore need more consideration,
not just the views of a single expert, and free from the politics of popularity;
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Height Acceptable Performance
Area Solution Maximum | Criterion
Height Maximum
Height
1 As per22.4.1 A1 60m
(30m)
2 As per 22.4.1 A1 45m
(30m)
3 18m 30m
4 18m 45mor 21m if
within 50m of
land within
Height Area 5,
Brooker Ave or
the
Commercial
Zone.
5 As per22.4.1 A3 18m
(11.5m or 15m)
6 Sullivans | As per SCPS Figure | 18m
Cove 8 deemed to comply
heights
7 Wapping | As per SCPS Figure | 21m
3b Height Control
Diagram and Figure
8 deemed to comply
heights
8 As per 23.4.1 A1 18m
Commercial | (11.5m or 15m)
Zone
9 As per 15.4.1 A1 - 15m
Urban Ly
Mixed Use
Zone
Macquarie | Building Envelopes | To be
Point SDP | provide for 15m determined
AHD to 30m AHD when revised
Masterplan is
completed

Cityof HOBART

Central Hobart Height Areas 23/11/18

* Rezone to Central Business
= = = = = = = = Pedestrian Priority Streets

i

Seale: 1:8,000

Cisclaimar: The City of Hobart does not warrant that the Information contained on this plan is correct and 2 fled survay s 0 50.00 100.00 200.00
T

to be conducted bafore the inforr

the plan s raiied upen
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Attachment E

City of Hobart - Building heights in the Inner Core — block by block analysis

Background

The report prepared for the Hobart City Council Building Height Standards — Review Project by Leigh
Woolley June 2018 examines building height potential for the ‘inner core’ region of the city.

Included in the analysis are diagrams indicating the maximum heights development on the inner city
blocks could be achieve, taking into consideration the Amenity Building Envelope and significant
view lines. Each block is considered with regard to its maximum potential height, and whether there
is the practical capacity to achieve this height.

Figure 1: Inner Core region of the city showing block identification numbers.
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50m maximum height limit

There is one block that appears to allow only for an absolute maximum of 50m — block ‘D2’.

a4
¢O©
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\
Figure 2: possible areas for 50m maximum height limit within Inner Core
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Figure 3: Block ‘D2’, showing cadastre, aerial imagery and heritage overlay.

In the area shown to be capable of higher development, there is little existing high
development or amalgamation of land blocks (with the exception of 110 Collins Street).

There is an approval for a 62.2m high tower at 28-32 Elizabeth Street (Palace hotel) which is
outside the suggested area of height concentration (due to view lines) and would therefore
not conform to these guidelines.

There are some significant heritage restrictions on the block (see figure 3 above), and the
area that could theoretically achieve a height of 50m is almost exclusively over heritage
listed places (notably St David’s Cathedral and carpark) or blocks that have already been
developed (110 Collins Street).

Blocks with any practical redevelopment potential are small, surrounded by heritage places,
and shallow in relation to the street frontage.

There is likely very little practical opportunity to achieve a height of 50m.

65m maximum height limit

There are 4 blocks that appear to allow for an absolute maximum of 65m — blocks ‘E4’, ‘D5’, ‘C5’ and

‘4.

Figure 4: possible areas for 65m maximum height limit within Inner Core
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Block E4

Figure 5: Block ‘£4’, showing cadastre, aerial imagery and heritage overlay.

Only a small section of the block is considered to be capable of supporting development up
to 65m.

Currently there is a reasonably low level of lot amalgamation on the block

There are some heritage listed places on the block (See Figure 5 above) but also some
unlisted places that have some development potential.

104-110 Murray Street is intended to be redeveloped, and two permits have been issued for
the site. One permit was approved for 59.4m office, shops and restaurant, which expires on
26 October 2019, and one permit for a 59.6m student accommodation building was refused
by Council but approved on appeal and has an extension of time until 3 September 2019.
The height diagrams for this block do not indicate it could achieve a 65m height limit.

There is a small area to the rear of the unlisted 114-116 Murray Street that could have some
potential for redevelpoment.

Critically, the diagram showing potential heights (see Figure 4) does not account for the
Amenity Building Envelope being applied to Watchorn Street, which would be required if a
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development proposal were submitted. If the diagram were adjusted to include this, the
maximum height would not reach 65m.

Block D5

Figure 6: Block ‘D5’, showing cadastre, aerial imagery and heritage overlay.

- The area notated as being capable of achieving 65m entirely over heritage places, with listed
buildings on those places taking up almost the whole area of the lots.

- Inthis instance, any development over the Amenity Building Envelope is completely over
heritage listed buildings, so there is very limited practical development potential for higher
buildings.

- The only non-listed places within the Inner Core area are 99 Bathurst Street, which has
previously been developed as offices, and 93-97 Bathurst, which has not yet been developed
and does have some development potential, but unlikely to 65m due to the size of the block,
the aspect, surrounding development and heritage.
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Block C5

Figure 7: Block ‘C5’, showing cadastre, aerial imagery and heritage overlay.

- Block C5 is one of the Inner Core blocks with the largest redevelopment potential
- heritage places concentrated along Elizabeth Street and half of Bathurst Street.
- Includes reasonably large amalgamated blocks already (except along Elizabeth Street)

- recent (May 2018) amalgamation of titles at 40 Melville Street, indicating impending
redevelopment of this site is very likely. This site could potentially be capable of achieving
development potential of 65m in a section at the rear, although it is on the very fringe of the
Inner Core area.

- Properties fronting argyle street has lower potential for development (60m in height) due to
rise in topography at the Argyle/Melville Street corner as well as impact on viewlines.

- Alikely site to be redeveloped in the near future, and likely to the maximum potential of the
site, is 62-66 Argyle Street. This specific site is considered by the height diagrams to have a
height potential of less than 45m. it is noted, however, that development is possible outside
of the Amenity Building Envelope. On adjacent properties in this location, the influence of
view cones sets in if development is above 60m, and therefore it is likely 60m may be the
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absolute maximum around this site, if development is permitted to extend beyond the
Amenity Building Envelope.

- Another prime development site is 70-82 Argyle Street, which is a large 5508m? site, which
has had one previous expired application for a supermarket, carpark and offices. Due to
topography and viewlines, development on this site is likely to generally be restricted to a
maximum of 60m with a smaller section potentially achieving 65m.

Block C4

Figure 8: Block ‘C4’, showing cadastre, aerial imagery and heritage overlay.

- Recent carpark development on the corner of Bathurst and Argyle Streets

- Existing tall buildings on the corner of Argyle and Liverpool Streets (Police headquarters) and
liverpool and Elizabeth Streets (Commonwealth Bank)

- Limited development/land amalgamation potential along Liverpool and Elizabeth Street due
to heritage

- Significant opportunity for development at 82-84 Bathurst Street (undeveloped car parking),
particularly if amalgamation were to occur with adjacent properties at 78-80 Bathurst, 52
Bathurst, 69 Liverpool Street and 75-77 Liverpool Street. The band of higher development
potential encompasses part of this site so there is potential for the maximum height of 65m
to be achieved.
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75m

There are 4 blocks that appear to allow for an absolute maximum of 75m — blocks ‘D4’, ‘E3’, ‘D3’ and
‘3%

Figure 9: possible areas for 75m maximum height limit within Inner Core
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Figure 10: possible areas for 75m maximum height limit within Inner Core, showing approximate
area in m?.
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Block D4

Figure 11: Block ‘D4’, showing cadastre, aerial imagery and heritage overlay.

- The section of this block considered to be able to accommodate 75m is small and partially
over Criterion Street. If the Amenity Envelope were to be applied to properties fronting
Criterion Street, the development potential up to this height would disappear, therefore it is
considered that this block has no potential for development to 75m.
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Block E3

Figure 12: Block ‘E3’, showing cadastre, aerial imagery and heritage overlay.

The area of the block proposed to be capable of achieving 75m in height is primarily over the

centrepoint carpark, which is already heavily amalgamated and developed. It is unlikely this
site will be redeveloped in the near future.

- No significant heritage influence on section with higher development potential.
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Block D3

Figure 13: Black ‘D3’, showing cadastre, aerial imagery and heritage overlay.

- Considered to be the ‘central” Hobart block
- Largely developed with a fairly high degree of amalgamation

- Heritage considerations at frontages, but centre largely unlisted (which is where the
potential for higher development is focussed.

- The centre of this block includes the Cat and Fiddle arcade, Target, Harris Scarfe, and the
recently completed Icon development (maximum height of 52.7m).

- The centre of the block is largely free of heritage concerns, so there is some potential for a
tower to reach more significant heights if the Cat and Fiddle Arcade/Target were
substantially redeveloped.
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Block C3

Figure 14: Block ‘C3’, showing cadastre, aerial imagery and heritage overlay.

- This block includes a relatively high degree of existing lot amalgamation and is already
significantly developed, including recent development at 38, 42 and 44 Argyle Street and 52-
56, 60 and 60A Liverpool Street for supermarket, shops, carpark and offices (maximum
height 46.4m)

- The area considered to be capable of supporting development up to 75m is over the recently
developed 42 Argyle Street and the Argyle Street carpark. It is very unlikely that further
development would occur in this location, other than perhaps for further parking levels,
which is unlikely to be the type of development that would be supported at such a
significant height.

Discussion

It is clear that in many circumstances, the maximum potential height as modelled in the report
Building Height Standards — Review Project would not be able to be practically achieved, due to
issues such as topography, lot arrangement, heritage, existing development and identified view
cones. This is particularly the case in relation to areas designated as having the potential to reach
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75m in height. The only block considered to be practically capable of achieving a height of 75m is
block ‘D3’, Hobart’s most central block.

Even of those blocks considered to have a development potential up to 65m, many do not have
significant practical potential up to this height. Only block C4 and C5 are considered to have any
potential development sites that could in part have practical scope for redevelopment to meet 65m,
although other sites within these blocks would not allow for development at this height. No
significant potential redevelopment sites on any other city blocks are considered to be capable of
achieving 65m. Two of the most prime sites for redevelopment (on Argyle Street between Bathurst
Street and Melville Street) could only reach a maximum of 60m, due to topography and view cones.

Rather than assigning each city block a separate height limit, it is considered that the most practical
approach would be to assign a single maximum height level for the whole inner core. A maximum
building height of 60m is considered practical, given the limitations on development higher than this.
It is noted that, unless strict height envelopes are applied to each block, the maximum height could
be applied to at any point within a block, not only in areas concentrated towards the centre.
Assigning a more modest (yet still significant) height limit would allow for a significant development
potential but limit negative impacts of high elements that are proposed outside of the noted areas
of concentration.

It is also noted that the height modelling is based purely on an Amenity Building Envelope
extrapolation beneath identified view cones. Other considerations such as heritage, townscape and
scale further limit setting the maximum building height at a higher level.

Even at 60m there is one city block for which this height is considered to be above what is possible
under identified view cones (block D2). However, given there is very little development potential at
all on this block, it is considered that a 60m maximum height will not pose a significant concern, and
if development on the block were to occur, height should adequately be controlled by heritage
considerations and view protection requirements.

In the one instance of block D3 where a 75m tower could be possible, there would be the potential
to apply for a planning scheme amendment for a Site Specific Qualification to allow for greater
height if redevelopment were desired. This could also potentially be the case for sites that may be
able to support 65m. In these individual instances, an amendment process would ensure proper
consideration is had to specific circumstances and whether such a height can meet all requirements
of the scheme.

Conclusion

It is considered appropriate that the maximum building height be set to 60m for the entire Inner
Core area of the Central Business Zone.
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Attachment F

Zoning Review — Commercial Zone between Melville and Brisbane Streets

Background

Work was commissioned by the City of Hobart to consider potential absolute maximum building
height limits in the Central Business Zone. In the resultant report by Leigh Woolley, Building Height
Standards — Review Report June 2018, different areas of the central area of Hobart have been
identified as having different capacity for building heights. These different height areas take into
account the topography of the city, townscape values and important view lines. Generally, the
central area of the zone is considered to be able to accommodate development above 45m in some
limited cases, and surrounding bands are able to accommodate development from 18-45m, with 18-
30m and 12-18m closer to the Sullivans Cove area (see Figure 1). Some land that is currently zoned
Commercial is included within the 18-45m height band, and it is this land that is considered for
rezoning to Central Business to align with the development potential of adjacent areas.

Study area

There are 4 block study areas considered for rezoning. Two of the study areas are only part of a
block, and one includes a full street block as well as some properties of an adjacent block (see figure
2 below).

¢ Study block 1 is within the block bounded by Brooker Avenue, Bathurst Street, Campbell
Street and Brisbane Street.

¢ Study block 2 is the full block is bounded by Argyle Street, Melville Street, Campbell Street
and Brisbane Street.

s Study block 3 is within the block bounded by Elizabeth Street, Melville Street, Argyle Street
and Brisbane Street.

e Study block 4 includes the whole street block bounded by Harrington Street, Melville Street,
Murray Street and Brisbane Street, and also includes properties with frontage to Murray
Street from the adjacent block.
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Figure 2: Study block areas, showing current zoning

Assessment
Purpose statements

The purpose statements of The Central Business Zone generally, and more specifically within the
Hobart Central Business Zone Specific Area Plan, encourage the strengthening of the area as the
primary activity centre for Hobart with highest order of activity centre uses and development, while
maintaining a pleasant human scale environment of active frontages and through-links. Residential
development and visitor accommodation are encouraged above ground floor level and the
contribution of heritage places is respected.

The purpose statement of the Hobart Commercial Zone Specific Area Plan is to provide a diversity of
uses that reflects the transition between the Central Business Zone and inner residential areas and
provide for residential use primarily above ground floor level.
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Allowable use classes under the proposed Tasmanian Planning Scheme (TPS) Local Provision
Schedule (LPS) are reasonably different between the Central Business Zone and the Commercial
Zone, as compared in the table below:

Table 1: comparison of use class status under Commercial and Business Zones in the Tasmanian

Planning Scheme.

Use status

Commercial Zone

Central Business Zone™

No Permit Required (NPR)

Natural and Cultural Values
Management

Business and Professional
Services

Passive Recreation

Food services other than drive
through take away

Utilities

General retail and hire if not
sex product shop or
supermarket greater than
400m?

Residential (home based
business)

Natural and Cultural Values
Management

Passive Recreation

Residential (home based
business)

Utilities (minor)

Permitted (P)

Bulky Goods Sales (vehicle sales
fronting Argyle, Murray,
Campbell)

Bulky Goods Sales

Emergency Services

Community Meeting and
Entertainment

Equipment Machinery and Hire

Education and Occasional Care

Residential (above ground floor)

Emergency Services

Service Industry

Hotel Industry (not Adult
Entertainment Venue)

Storage (not liquid or solid fuel
depot)

Research and Development

Residential (above ground
floor)

Sport and Recreation (above
ground floor)
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Tourist Operation

Visitor Accommodation (above
ground floor, not camping and
caravan park or overnight
camping area)

Discretionary (D)

Bulky Goods Sales (if not P)

Custodial Facility (not remand
centre)

Business and Professional
Services

Equipment and Machinery
Sales and Hire

Community Meeting and
Entertainment

Hospital Services

Educational and Occasional Care

Hotel Industry (Adult
Entertainment Venue)

Food Services

Manufacturing and Processing
(alterations and extensions to
existing)

General Retail and Hire

Residential (if not NPR/P)

Hotel Industry (alterations or
extensions to existing)

Resource Processing (food and
beverage production)

Manufacturing and Processing

Service Industry (alterations or
extensions to existing)

Research and Development

Sports and Recreation (if not P)

Residential (if not NPR/P)

Storage (not liquid, solid or gas
fuel depot)

Resource Processing (food and
beverage production)

Transport Depot and
Distribution (public transport
facility)

Sports and Recreation

Utilities (if not NPR)

Transport Depot and Distribution

Vehicle Fuel Sales and Service

Tourist Operation

Vehicle Parking

Utilities

Visitor Accommodation (not
camping and caravan park or
overnight camping area or
listed as P)

Vehicle Fuel Sales and Service

Vehicle Parking
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Visitor Accommodation

Prohibited (X)

All other uses

All other uses

*gualifications relating to the Active Frontage Qverlay are removed as the study blocks are not

within this overlay.

In general terms, the Commercial Zone has fewer NPR or P uses and slightly more D uses in
comparison to the Central Business Zone. The most notable discrepancies relate to more relaxed
service, machinery and manufacturing use provisions but tighter retail, food, entertainment and
office use provisions in the Commercial Zone compared to the Central Business Zone. The current
uses, and potential change in use status following a rezoning is considered below for each study

block:

Block 1

There are 4 properties within the block, consisting of 3191m?, 750m?, 1089m? and 2289m?in
area. Land uses are General Retail and Hire (large floor area - Officeworks), business and
professional services, visitor accommodation and residential.

Under the current Commercial zoning, all 4 uses are discretionary (accounting for residential
uses being at least partly at ground floor level). Under the Central Business Zone, 2 uses
would be NPR and 2 would be discretionary (accounting for Visitor Accommodation and
Residential at least partly at ground floor level).

Block 2

There are 3 large properties within study block 2 (with 2 including more than one title),
consisting of 1825m?, 5800m? and 7365m? in area per property. Land uses are for two of
the properties are Emergency Services (fire station and ambulance station), and the third
property is a convict penitentiary which operates as a public historical site, entertainment
and hire (community meeting and entertainment/Tourist operation).

Study Block 2 has two out of three properties with a permitted use and one with a
discretionary use under the Commercial Zone. Under the Central Business Zone, all three of
these property uses would be permitted.

Block 3

There are 13 properties within study block 2 (with 2 including more than one title), ranging
from 268m? to 2704m?. Current land uses within study block 2 are for Hotel Industry,
Residential, Bulky Goods Sales, Food Services, Educational and Occasional Care, Community
Meeting and Entertainment, Business and Professional Services and Service Industry. One
property is currently vacant, with an approved permit for redevelopment for Business and
Professional Services.

Under the current commercial zoning, the block has 4 properties with permitted use and 8
properties with discretionary use. Under a Central Business zoning, 4 properties would have
an NPR use, 5 properties would have a p use and 3 properties would have a d use. One of
these discretionary uses (Service Industry) includes the qualification that only extensions
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and alterations to an existing use a discretionary, whereas a new use of that type would be
prohibited. The vacant site’s approved use (Business and Professional Services) is currently
D but would be NPR under the Central Business Zone.

Block 4

There are 7 properties within the block, one including more than one title. Properties range
in size from 109m? to 11400m? in area. The largest property is a bulky goods sales use (K&D
Warehouse), and other uses are Business and Professional Services, Residential, Food
Services, General Retail and Hire and Service Industry.

Under the current commercial zoning, 2 properties would be in permitted use (accounting
for residential use being above ground floor level) and 5 in discretionary use. Under a
Central Business zoning, this would change to 4 properties with an NPR use, 2 permitted and
1 Discretionary (noting that Service Industry is only discretionary if alterations and
extensions to existing, with new proposed uses prohibited).

The number of uses that would be permitted or no permit required would increase under a Central
Business zoning as opposed to the existing Commercial zoning within all study blocks. Only one use
(Service Industry) would change from being permitted to discretionary/prohibited under a rezoning
scenario. There are two uses within this category in the study areas - a panel beaters and a tire
service centre. These uses would not become a ‘non-conforming use’ under the Central Business
Zone as they are existing uses that are able to be altered and extended under discretion.

It is noted that, while service industry uses are not completely precluded under the Central Business
Zone, they are not encouraged, and these sites would likely be redeveloped into ‘higher’ uses for the
zone if they were not longer commercially zoned. While it is convenient for some service industry
uses to be available within reach of the city, these city blocks are located in areas that could support
more intensive development for more optimal Central Business related uses. Areas of the
Commercial Zone will still remain around the CBD, although it is noted that as development pressure
increases, service related uses may well cease being viable in these locations. The comprehensive
future of the Commercial Zone may be subject to separate consideration as the prevailing mix of
uses changes over time.

Development potential

Land under the Central Business Zone is subject to a higher level of development potential
compared to land within the Commercial Zone. For example, the permitted height limit under the
Commercial Zone of the LPS is proposed to be 12m/3 storeys (or 15m/4 storeys if providing
residential accommodation), with an absolute maximum of 18m, and the proposed permitted height
in the Central Business Zone height area 4 is 15m on south-facing frontages and 18m on north-facing
frontages with an absolute maximum of 45m. Over this height area, the Central Business Zone
Specific Area Plan (CBZ SAP) proposed provisions for discretionary development require a gradual
transition of the height of development from the core to the surrounding zones. As all study blocks
would be on the outer edge of height area 4, it is unlikely development would have the capacity to
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reach the absolute maximum limit of 45m, although the development potential would still be higher
than if zoned Commercial.

The CBZ SAP provides additional height controls for buildings that are adjacent to heritage listed
places, which restricts development at frontages to no more than 1 storey above an adjacent
heritage place. This may reduce the permitted development height of some lots within the study
blocks if they were to be rezoned, however as this heritage adjacency provision applies only for the
first 15m of a frontage, and therefore in many instances increased potential to the rear of the same
lot would balance this heritage restriction. The overall development gain would far outweigh
potential small scale individual reductions in development potential due to the heritage adjacency
provisions.

Despite this gain in potential development potential, it is likely that Block 1 in particular does not
have significant practical potential for development at this point in time. Out of three properties,
one is a significant heritage listed place that is owned by the National Trust, and the other two are
owned by the Crown and are used for emergency services (fire and ambulance). There is still benefit
in including this block within the Central Business Zone, however, as any future expansion of the
emergency services on the site would be more easily accommodated within the height provisions of
this zone.

Development on all blocks would be restricted to some degree due to limitations such as heritage
listings and lot size/lot ownership. These restrictions would be the same despite the zoning,
although it is considered that a Central Business Zoning may provide more incentive to accumulate
and amalgamate land into larger development sites.

A property of note within the study area is the K&D Warehouse site at 103 Melville Street. Rezoning
this large site Central Business to encourage it to be developed efficiently and to its maximum
potential is considered logical. It is noted that this site is across the road from the Inner Residential
Zone, however, and therefore any development would need to reflect a transition between the
residential zone and the Central Business Zone. Provisions within the Central Business Zone SAP
have been drafted to ensure there is a sufficient transition over these fringe areas of the CBZ.

Southern Tasmania Regional Land Use Strategy

The rezoning is considered to meet the provisions of the Southern Tasmania Regional Land Use
Strategy (STRLUS), in particular:

Pi 1 maximise the efficiency of existing physical infrastructure;

AC1.1 Implement the Activity Centre Network through the delivery of retail, commercial,
business, administration, social and community and passenger transport facilities;

AC2 Reinforce the role and function of the Primary and Principal Activity Centres as
providing for the key employment, shopping, entertainment, cultural and political
needs for Southern Tasmania.

The rezoning represents a relatively minor adjustment of the current Central Business Zone
boundary, and includes land that is substantially utilised by uses that are expressly supported by the
Central Business Zone purpose and allowable use classes. It allows for some additional development
potential which consolidates Hobart as the primary activity centre, as per the Activity Centre
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Hierarchy detailed in the STRLUS. Increasing development potential also maximises the efficiency of
the existing physical infrastructure in an appropriate location.

LUPAA Objectives and State Paolicies

It is considered that the rezoning would satisfy the objectives of Schedule 1 of LUPAA (the Act), in
particular it:

- Assists sound strategic planning by not prejudicing the achievement of the relevant Zone
Objectives or the STRLUS objectives;

- is consistent with the objective to establish a system of planning instruments to be the
principal way of setting objectives, policies and controls for the use, development and
protection of land;

- provides greater flexibility to address changes in local environmental, social and
economic circumstances;

- allows for a more efficient use of the existing infrastructure and facilities;

- facilitates the integration of compatible and complementary land use activities in a
managed and safe environment;

- provides for the exercise of greater flexibility to fully consider the capability of the land.

It is not considered that the zoning change will compromise the achievement of any State Policy
objectives.

Conclusion

It is considered that all four study blocks are appropriate for rezoning from Commercial to Central
Business. The zoning will more accurately reflect the current uses on the blocks and will generally
allow for increased development potential in a well located and well serviced area on the fringe of
the CBD.



Item No. 8.2 Agenda (Open Portion) Page 808
City Planning Committee Meeting - 10/12/2018 ATTACHMENT G

22.0 Central Business Zone

22.1 Zone Purpose

22.1.1 Zone Purpose Statements

22.1.1.1 To provide for business, civic and cultural, community, food, hotel, professional, retail and tourist functions within a rmajor
centre serving the region or sub-region.

22.1.1.2 To rraintain and strengthen Hobart's Central Business District and irrediate surrounds including, the waterfront, as the
primary activity centre for Tasmania, the Southern Region and the Greater Hobart metropolitan area with a comprehensive
range of and highest order of retail, commercial, administrative, comrmunity, cultural, ermployment areas and nodes, and
entertainment activities provided,

22.1.1.3 To provide a safe, corrfortable and pleasant environment for workers, residents and visitors through the provision of high
quality urban spaces and urban design,

22.1.1.4 To facilitate high density residential development and visitor accormmeodation within the activity centre above ground floor level
and surrounding the core commercial activity centre,

22.1.1.5 To ensure development is accessible by public transport, walking and cyding.
22.1.1.6 To encourage intense activity at pedestrian levels with shop windows offering interest and activity to pedestrians.

22.1.1.7 To encourage a network of arcades and through-site links characterised by bright shop windows, displays and activities
and maintain and enhance Elizabeth Street Mall and links to it as the major pedestrian hub of the CBD.

22.1.1.8 To respect the unique character of the Hobart CBD and maintain the streetscape and townscape contribution of places of
historic cultural heritage significance.

22.1.1.9 To provide a safe, comfortable and enjoyable environment for workers, residents and visitors through the provision of high
quality spaces and urban design.
22.1.2 Local Area Objectives
There are no Local Area Objectives for this Zone.

22.1.3 Desired Future Character Statements

Desired Future Character Statements Implementation Strategy
Townscape and Streetscape Character - Clause 22.4 Developrment

Standards for Buildings and
22.1.3.1 Objectives: Works

(a) That the Central Business Zone provides a corrpact built focus to the region, reflecting an
appropriate intensity in its role as the heart of settlement.

(b) That the Central Business Zone develops in a way that reinforces the layered landform rise back
frorm the waterfront, having regard to the distinct layers of the landform, respecting the urban
arrphitheatre, including the armmphitheatre to the Cove, while providing a reduction in scale to the
Queens Domain, the Dormain and Battery Point headlands and the natural rise to Barracks Hill
(see Figures 22.7 and 22.8).

(c) That the Central Business Zone consalidates within, and provides a transition in scale from, its
intense focus in the basin, acknowledging also the change in contour along the Macquarie Ridge,
including beth its rising and diminishing arades, including to the low point of the armphitheatre to
the Cove (see Figures 22.7, 22.8 and 22,9).

(d) That the historic cultural heritage values of places and precinets in the Central Business Zone
be protected and enhanced in recognition of the significant benefits they bring to the econormic,
social and cultural value of the City as a whole,
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22.1.3.2 Building Siting, Bulk and Design

The siting, bulk and design of a building above the street wall and beyond the Amenity Building

Envelope (see Figure 22.3) must be consistent with the objectives in clause 22,1.3.1, having regard

to:

(a) the consolidation of the Central Business Zone in a manner which provides separate building
forms and a layered visual effect rather than the appearance of a contiguous wall of towers;

(b} rmaintaining a level of permeability through city blocks by reductions in bulk as helght increases
allowing for sunlight into streets and public spaces;

(c) the building proportion and detail reflecting and reinforcing the streetscape pattern;

(d) the building not being an individually prominent building by virtue of its height or bulk, thus
reinforcing a cohesive built form and the containment provided by the urban amphitheatre;

(e) reinforcing consistent building edges and height at the street wall allowing for solar penetration
where possible;

(f) the provision of weather protection for footpaths to enhance pedestrian amenity and
encourage, where appropriate, interior activity beyond the building entrance; and

(g) the provision of permeability in support of the open space network.
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22.4 Development Standards for Buildings and Works

22.4.1 Building Height
Objective:
That building height:

(a) contributes positively to the strestscape and townscape;

(b) does not unreasonably impact on historic heritage character;

(c) does not unreasonably impact on important views within the urban amphitheatre;

(d) does not unreasonably impact on residential amenity of land in a residential zone; and

(e) provides significant community benefits if outside the Amenity Building Envelope.

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria
Al P1.1

Building height within the Central Business Core Area in Figure 22,2 Developrment contained within the Armenity Building Envelope in

rmust be no more than: Figure 22.3 must make a positive contribution to the streetscape
and townscape, having regard to:

(a) 15mif on, or within 15m of, a south-west or south-east facing

frontage; (a) the haight, bulk and design of existing and proposed buildings;
(b) 20mif on, or within 15m of, a north-west or north-east facing (b) the need to minimise unreasonable impacts on the view lines
frontage; and view cones in Figure 22,6 and on the landform horizons to
kunanyi/ Mt Wellington and the Wellington Range from public
(c) 20mif set back more than 15m from a frontage; spaces within the Central Business Zone and the Cove Floor;
unless an extension to an existing building that: (c) the need to minimise unreasonable impacts on pedestrian
amenity from overshadowing of the public footpath for city
(i) is necessary solely to provide access, toilets, or other blocks with frontage to a Solar Penetration Priority Street in
facilities for people with disabilities; Figure 22.2; and
() is necessary to provide faclities required by other (d) the need to minimise unreasonable impacts on the amenity of
legislation or regulation. public open space from overshadowing.
P1.2

Development outside the Amenity Building Envelope in Figure 22.3
must provide significant benefits for civic amenities such as public
space, pedestrian links, public art or public teilets, unless a minor
extension to an existing building that already exceeds the Amenity
Building Envelope, and must make a positive contribution to the
streetscape and townscape, having regard to:

(a) the height, bulk and design of existing and proposed buildings;

(b) the need to minimise unreasonable impacts on the view lines
and view cones in Figure 22.6 and on the landform horizons to
kunanyi/Mt wellington and the Wellington Range from public
spaces within the Central Business Zone and the Cove Floor;

() the need to rminirmise unreasonable impacts on pedestrian
armenity from overshadowing of the public footpath for city
blocks with frontage to a Solar Penetration Priority Street see
Figure 22.2;

(d) the need to minimise unreasonable irmpacts on the amenity of
public open space from overshadowing;

(e) the need to minirmise unreasonable impacts on pedestrian
armenity from adverse wind conditions; and

(f) the degree of consistency with the Desired Future Character
Statements in clause 22,1.3,

A2 P2
Building height within 10m of a residential zone must be no more Building height within 10m of a residential zone must be cormpatible

than 8.5m. with the building height of existing buildings on adjoining lots in the
residential zone.
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A3

Building height within the Central Business Fringe Area in Figure
22,2 rmust be no more than:

(a) 11.5mand a maxirmum of 3 storeys;

(b} 15m and a maxirmum of 4 stareys, if the development provides
at least 50% of the floor space above ground floor level for
residential use;

unless an extension to an existing building that:

(i) is necessary solely to provide access, toilets, or other
facilities for people with disabilities;

(i) is necessary to provide facilities reguired by other

legislation or regulation.

A4

Building height of developrment on the same title as a place listed
in the Historic Heritage Code, where the specific extent of the
heritage place is specified in Table E13.1, and directly behind that
place must:

(a) not exceed 2 storeys or 7.5m higher (whichever is the lesser)
than the building height of any heritage building within the
place, and be set back between 5mand 10m from the place
(refer figures 22.4 1 and 22.4ii); and

(b) not exceed 4 storeys or 15m higher {(whichever is the lesser)
than the building height of any heritage building within the
place, and be set back more than 10m from the place (refer
figures 22.4 1 and 22.4 ii);
ar

(c) cormply with the building height in clauses 22.4.1 A1 and A2;

whichever is the lesser.
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P3.1

The siting, bulk and design of development rrust respect the
transition between the core area of the Central Business Zone and
adjacent zones and rmust make a positive contribution to the
streetscape and townscape.

P3.2

Developrment outside the Amenity Building Envelope (Figure 22.3)
rmust provide significant benefits in terms of civic amenities such
as public space, pedestrian links, public art or public toilets, unless
a minor extension to an existing building that already exceeds the
Armenity Building Envelope, and must make a positive contribution
to the streetscape and townscape, having regard to:

(a) the height, bulk and design of existing and proposed buildings;

(b) the need to minimise unreasonable impacts on the view lines
and view cones in Figure 22.6 and on the landform horizons to
kunanyi/ Mt Wellington and the Wellington Range from public
spaces within the Central Business Zone and the Cove Floor;

(c) the need to minimise unreasonable impacts on pedestrian
amenity from overshadowing of the public footpath;

(d) the need to minimise unreasonable impacts on the amenity of
public open space from overshadowing;

() the need to minimise unreascnable impacts on pedestrian
amenity from adverse wind conditions; and

(f) the degree of consistency with the Desired Future Character
Statements in clause 22,1.3.

Pa

Development on the sarme site as a place listed in the Historic
Heritage Code and directly behind that place rmust:

(a) be designed, sited, arranged, finished, constructed or carried
out 50 as to not unreasonably detract from those
characteristics of the place which contribute to its historic
cultural heritage significance; and

(b) for city blocks with frontage to a Solar Penetration Priority
Street in Figure 22.2, not exceed the Amenity Building
Envelope illustrated in Figure 22.3, unless it can be
demonstrated that the overshadowing of the public footpath
on the opposite side of the Solar Penetration Priority Strest
does not unreasonably impact on pedestrian amenity.
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A5 P5

Building height of developrment within 15m of a frontage and not  Building height within 15m of a frontage and not separated from a
separated from a place listed in the Historic Heritage Code by place listed in the Historic Heritage Code by another building, full
another building, full lot (excluding right of ways and lots less than lot (excluding right of ways and lots less than Smwidth) or read
S width) or road (refer figure 22.5 1), must: (refer figure 22.5 1), must:

(a) not exceed 1 storey or 4m (whichever is the lesser) higher (a) not unreasonably dorminate existing buildings of cultural
than the facade building height of a heritage building on the heritage significance; and
sarme street frontage (refer figure 22.5i); and
(b) not have a materially adverse impact on the historic cultural

(b) not exceed the facade building height of the higher heritage heritage significance of the heritage place;
building on the same street frontage if the development is
between two heritage places (refer figure 22.5i); (c) for city blocks with frontage to a Solar Penetration Priority
Street in Figure 22.2, not exceed the Amenity Building
or Envelope illustrated in Figure 22.3, unless it can be
demonstrated that the overshadowing of the public footpath
(c) cormply with the building height in Clauses 22.4.1 A1 and A2; on the opposite side of the Solar Penetration Priority Street

does not unreasonably impact on pedestrian amenity.
whichever is the |esser.

22.4.2 Setback

Objective:

To ensure that building setback contributes positively to the streatscape and does not result in unreasonable impact on residential
armenity of land in a residential zone.

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria
Al P1

Building setback from frontage must be parallel to the frontage and Building setback from frontage must satisfy all of the following:
rmust be no more than:

(a) be consistent with any Desired Future Character Statements
om provided for the area;

(b) be compatible with the setback of adjoining buildings,
generally maintaining a continuous building line if evident in
the streetscape;

(e) enhance the characteristics of the site, adjoining lots and the
streetscape;

(d) provide for small variations in building alignment only where
appropriate to break up long building facades, provided that
no potential concealment or entrapment opportunity is
created;

(e) provide for large variations in building alignrment only where
appropriate to provide for a forecourt for space for public use,
such as outdoor dining or landscaping, provided the that no
potential concealment or entrapment opportunity is created
and the forecourt is afforded very good passive surveillance,

A2 P2
Building setback from a residential zone must be no less than: Building setback from a residential zone must be sufficient to
prevent unreasenable adverse impacts on residential amenity by:
(a) 6y
(a) overshadowing and reduction of sunlight to habitable rooms
(b) half the height of the wall, and private open space on adjoining lots to less than 3 hours
between 9.00 am and 5.00 pm on June 21 or further decrease
whichever is the greater. sunlight hours if already less than 3 hours;

(b) overlooking and loss of privacy;
(c) visual impact when viewed from adjoining lots,

taking into account aspect and slape.

22.4.3 Design

Objective:

To ensure that bullding design contributes pesitively to the streetscape, the amenity and safety of the public and adjeining land in a
residential zone.

Acceptable Solutions Performance Criteria
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Al
Building design rmust corrply with all of the following:

(a) provide the main pedestrian entrance to the building so that it
is clearly visible from the road or publidy accessible areas on
the site;

(b) for new building or alterations to an existing facade provide
windows and door openings at around floor level in the front
fagade no less than 40% of the surface area of the ground
floor level facade;

(c) for new building or alterations to an existing facade ensure
any single expanse of blank wall in the ground level front
fagade and facades facing other public spaces is not greater
than 30% of the length of the facade;

(d) screen mechanical plant and miscellaneous equipment such as
heat purmps, air conditioning units, switchboards, hot water
units or similar from view from the street and other public
spaces;

(e) incorporate roof-top service infrastructure, including service
plants and lift structures, within the design of the roof;

(f) not include security shutters over windows or doors with a
frontage to a street or public place;

A2

Walls of a building facing a residential zone rmust be coloured using
colours with a light reflectance value not greater than 40 percent,

A3

The facade of buildings constructed within 15m of a frontage and
not separated from a place listed in the Historic Heritage Code
by another building, full lot {excluding right of ways and lots less
than 5mwidth) or road (refer figure 22.5 1), must:

(a) include building articulation to aveoid a flat facade appearance
through evident horizontal and wvertical lines achieved by
setbacks, fenestration alignment, design elements, or the
outward expression of floor levels; and

(b) have any proposed awnings the same height from street level
as any awnings of the adjacent heritage building.

A4

For new buildings or alterations to existing facades within the
Active Frontage Overlay (Figure 22.1) provide windows with clear
glazing and door openings at ground floor level in the front fagade
and fagades facing other public space boundaries no less than
80% of the surface area;

A5

For new buildings or alterations to existing facades within the
Active Frontage Overlay (Figure 22.1) awnings must be provided
over public footpaths.

22.4.4 Passive Surveillance

Objective:
To ensure that building design provides for the safety of the public.

Acceptable Solutions

Meeting - 10/12/2018

P1

Building design rrust enhance the streetscape by satisfying all of
the following:

(a) provide the main access to the building in a way that
addresses the street or ather public space boundary;

(b) provide windows in the front fagade in a way that enhances
the streetscape and provides for passive surveillance of public
spaces;

(c) treat large expanses of blank wall in the front fagade and
facades facing other public space boundaries with
architectural detail or public art so as to contribute positively
to the streetscape and public space;

(d) ensure the visual impact of mechanical plant and
miscellaneous equipment, such as heat purmps, air conditioning
units, switchboards, hot water units or similar, is insignificant
when viewed from the street;

(e) ensure roof-top service infrastructure, including service plants
and lift structures, is screened so as to have insignificant
wisual impact;

(f) not provide awnings over the public footpath only if there is
no benefit to the streetscape or pedestrian amenity or if not
possible due to physical constraints;

(g) only provide shutters where essential for the security of the
premises and other alternatives for ensuring security are not

feasible;

(h) be consistent with any Desired Future Character Staterments
provided for the area.

P2

No Performance Criteria,

P32

The facade of buildings constructed within 15m of a frontage and
not separated from a place listed in the Historic Heritage Code
by another building, full lot {excluding right of ways and lots less
than 5m width) or road {refer figure 22.5 i), must:

(a) be of a design sympathetic to the elevational treatment and
rmaterials of the existing heritage building; and

(b) not unreasonably detract from the historic cultural heritage
significance of the existing heritage place.

Pa
Provide windows in the front fagade in a way that enhances the

streetscape, provides for an active street frontage and passive
survelllance of public spaces,

P5

Awnings may not be provided over the public footpath only if there
is no benefit to the streetscape or pedestrian amenity.

Performance Criteria
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Building design rmust corrply with all of the following:

(a) provide the main pedestrian entrance to the building so that it
is clearly visible from the road or publidy accessible areas on
the site;

(b) for new buildings or alterations to an existing facade provide
windows and door apenings at ground floor level in the front
fagade which amount to no less than 40 % of the surface
area of the ground floor level facade;

(c) for new buildings or alterations to an existing facade provide
windows and door openings at ground floor level in the fagade
of any wall which faces a public space or a car park which
amount to no less than 30 % of the surface area of the
ground floor level facade;

(d) avoid creating entrapment spaces around the building site,

such as concealed alcoves near public spaces;

(e) provide external lighting to illuminate car parking areas and

pathways;

(f

provide well-lit public access at the ground floor level from
any external car park.

22.4.5 Landscaping

Page 814
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P1

Building design rmust provide for passive surveillance of public
spaces by satisfying all of the following:

(a) provide the main entrance or entrances to a building so that
they are clearly visible from nearby buildings and public
spaces;

(b} locate windows to adequately overlook the street and
adjoining public spaces;

(c) incorporate shop front windows and doors for ground floor
shops and offices, so that pedestrians can see into the
building and vice versa;

(d) locate external lighting to illuminate any entrapment spaces
around the building site;

(e) provide external lighting to illuminate car parking areas and
pathways;

(f) design and locate public access to provide high visibility for
users and provide clear sight lines between the entrance and
adjacent properties and public spaces;

(g) provide for sight lines to other buildings and public spaces.

Landscaping is not regulated in this zone in this planning scheme. It is not considered necessary in the Hobart context.

22.4.6 Outdoor Storage Areas
Objective:

To ensure that outdoor storage areas for non-residential use do not detract from the appearance of the site or the locality.

Acceptable Solutions
Al

Outdoor storage areas for non-residential uses must cormply with
all of the following:

(a) be located behind the building line;

(b) all goods and materials stored must be screened from public
view;

(¢) not encroach upon car parking areas, driveways or landscaped

dareas,

22.4.7 Fencing
Objective:

Performance Criteria
P1

Outdoor storage areas for non-residential uses must satisfy all of
the following:

(a) be located, treated or screened to avoid unreasonable
adverse irmpact on the visual armenity of the locality;

(b) nat encroach upon car parking areas, driveways or landscaped
areas,

To ensure that fencing does not detract from the appearance of the site or the locality and provides for passive surveillance.

Acceptable Solutions

Performance Criteria
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Al
Fencing rmust cormply with all of the following:

(a) fences, walls and gates of greater height than 1.5m rmust not
be erected within 4.5m of the frontage;

(b) fences along a frontage must be at least 50% transparent
above a height of 1.2m;

() height of fences along a cormmon boundary with land in a
residential zone rmust be no more than 2.1m and rmust not
contain barbed wire.

22.4.8 Pedestrian Links

Objective:

P1

Fenang rmust contribute pesitively to the streetscape and not

have an unreasonable adverse irmpact upon the amenity of land in

a residential zone which lies opposite or shares a cormmon
boundary with a site, having regard to all of the following:

(a) the height of the fence;

(b) the degree of transparency of the fence;
(c) the location and extent of the fence;

(d} the design of the fence;

(e) the fence materials and construction;

(f) the nature of the use;

(g) the characteristics of the site, the strestscape and the
locality, including fences;

(h) any Desired Future Character Staterments provided for the
area.

To ensure that the existing network of malls, arcades and through-site links is maintained.

Acceptable Solutions
Al

Existing malls, arcades and through-site links must be retained.

Performance Criteria
P1

Building design rmust comply with all of the following;

(a) Opportunities for through site pedestrian links are not
reduced;

(b) Connections are provided to existing malls and arcades.
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Figure 22.1 Active Frontage Overlay

City of Hobart Planning Scheme 2012
Figure 221

ACTIVE FRONTAGE OVERLAY
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Figure 22.2 Central Business Zone Height Areas

Hobart Interim Planning Scheme 2015

CENTRAL BUSINESS ZONE
HEIGHT AREAS

Figure 22.2
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Figure 22.3 Amenity Building Envelope
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cooling equipment, that exio
g frovm the evveiope.
AMENITY BUILDING ENVELOPE
Footnotes

The Amenity Building Envelope has been developed with regard to heritage, streetscape and sense of scale, wind tunneling
effects and solar penetration.

The 20m height at the northwest/northeast facing frontages maintains a 1:1 ratio of street:building height for the purposes of
townscape aesthetics and maintaining a hurman scale.

The 15m height and subseguent 45 degree building envelope angle at southwest/southeast facing frontages maintains sufficient
solar penetration to the opposite side of the street and also helps to control air and wind turbulence.

The Amenity Building Envelope is shown by the thick dotted lin. The 15m setbacks for the 'steps' of development shown within
the envelope are suggestive only. Developrment does not have to comply with the suggested 15m setbacks in order to cormply
with the envelope.
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Figure 22.4 i Plan View of Permitted Development Under 22.4.1 A4

STREET

EXAMPLE OF PERMITTED DEVELOPMENT
UNDER CLAUSE 22.4.1 Ad
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Figure 22.4 ii Elevation View of Permitted Development Under 22.4.1 A4
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Figure 22.5 i Heritage Streetscape Standard

STREET 2

Lot boundaries

HERITAGE STREETSCAPE STANDARD
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Figure 22.5 ii Heritage Streetscape Standard Height Example

22.4.1A5(2) | z244450) ]

HERITAGE STREETSCAPE STANDARD EXAMPLE
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Figure 22.6 — View Lines and View Cones
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Fig. 22.6

View Lines and View Cones

Legend :

A 1: Macquarie Street to / from Cenotaph
View line width = street width

B 1: Hunter Street (above Hunter Island) to kunanyi (Mount Wellington)
Cone Width : 22 ° 21’ at horizon, 32° extent of arc
Cone Elevation : 7° 55", Base of cone : 6°41°
View Point :
E:474822.332
N: 658943.174

B 2 : Franklin Wharf (Constitution Dock edge - 10 m from SE corner) to face of kunanyi (Mount Wellington)
Angle from horizontal : 8”34’
Building edges (left) : 81° 49’ (upper) 85° 16’ (lower)
Building edges (right) : 81° 33’ (upper) 82 30 (mid) 85° 16’ (lower)
View Point :
E:474685.740
N : 658836.092
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Figure 22,7 - Central Hobart Landform Structure

“Meadiand

Figure 22.8 — The Amphitheatre to the Cove within the Urban Amphitheatre
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Landform Horizon

Escarpment

Diagrammatic section:
The Amphitheatre to the Cove within the Urban Amphitheatre, as identi

Figure 22.9 — The Urban Amphitheatre: Plan and axonometric views
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Meehan Range

kunanyi

Mount Nelson

Plan - Central Hobart setting includingfandform horizoi

Domain Headland

Battery Point

Urban Amphitheatre viewing north-west above estuarine waterplane

Figure 22.9 - The Urban Amphitheatre : Plan and A ic Views

Map 22.1 Central Business Zone Active Frontage - LISTmap

Page 826
ATTACHMENT G



Item No. 8.2

Agenda (Open Portion)

Page 827
City Planning Committee Meeting - 10/12/2018

ATTACHMENT H

St Davids
Park

(.|
Scheme Boundary Heights as per
Wapping Local Area Plan

HOBART
L€

ITY COUNCIL

N\ SULLIVANS COVE
; PLANNING SCHEME
(A
\

(S

Aquatic
Centre

Elizabeth St

Princes

SULLIVANS COVE

—
CSIRO Man‘g
Laboratories

Yy

8 metres
9 metres
12 metres
15 metes =
18 s -
15 metres’ l:l

—

Height discretionary

Macquarie Point

0 50 100 150 200
metres
Cultural Significance - in

lentage Values, the

Figure 8

RIVER DERWENT

DEEMED TO COMPLY HEIGHTS




Item No. 8.2 Agenda (Open Portion) Page 828

City Planning Committee Meeting - 10/12/2018 ATTACHMENT I

Cityof HOBART

[ SULLIVANS COVE PLANNING SCHEME 2015 |

PSA-18-1 AMENDMENT
INSTRUMENT OF CERTIFICATION

It 1s hereby certified that draft Amendment PSA-18-1 to the Sullivans Cove
Planning Scheme 1997 meets the requirements specified in section 32 of the
Jformer provisions of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993,

The Common Seal of the Hobart City
Council is fixed hereon, pursuant to

........................................... General Manager

............................................ Deputy General Manager
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Cityof HOBART

[ HOBART INTERIM PLANNING SCHEME 2015 |

PSA-18-4 AMENDMENT
INSTRUMENT OF CERTIFICATION

It 1s hereby certified that draft Amendment PSA-18-4 to the Hobart Interim
Planning Scheme 2015 meets the requirements specified in section 32 of the
Jformer provisions of the Land Use Planning and Approvals Act 1993,

The Common Seal of the Hobart City
Council is fixed hereon, pursuant to

........................................... General Manager

............................................ Deputy General Manager




