ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 11 - PEDESTRIAN WIND ASSESSMENT

Page 360



Page 361



Page 362



Page 363



Page 364



Page 365



Page 366



Page 367



Page 368



Page 369



Page 370



Page 371



Page 372



Page 373



Page 374



ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 12 - SUSTAINABILITY STRATEGY

Page 375



Page 376



Page 377



Page 378



Page 379



Page 380



Page 381



Page 382



Page 383



Page 384



Page 385



Page 386



Page 387



Page 388



Page 389



Page 390



Page 391



Page 392



Page 393



Page 394
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COVID-19 AND THE
POTENTIAL IMPACT ON
DATA INFORMATION

North Fremantie Community Needs Assessment

This report is dated 23 May 2022 and incorporates information and
events up to that date only and excludes any information arising, or
event occurring, after that date which may affect the validity of Urbis
Pty Ltd's (Urbis) opinion in this report. Urbis prepared this report on
the instructions, and for the benefit only, of 3 Oceans Property Pty
Ltd ing Party) for the purpose of a C Needs
Assessment (Purpose) and not for any other purpose or use. Urbis
expressly disclaims any liability to the Instructing Party who relies or
purports to rely on this report for any purpose other than the Purpose
and to any party other than the Instructing Party who relies or purports
to rely on this report for any purpose whatsoever (including the
Purpose).

In preparing this report, Urbis was required to make judgements which
may be affected by unforeseen future events including wars, civil
unrest, ic di lion, financial market disruption, business
cycles, industrial disputes, labour difficulties. political action and
changes of government or law, the likelihood and effects of which are
not capable of precise assessment.

All surveys, forecasts, i d g ined in
or made in relation to or associated with this report are made in good
faith and on the basis of information supplied to Urbis at the date of
this report. Achievement of the projections and budgets set out in this
report will depend, among other things, on the actions of cthers over
which Urbis has no control.

North Fremantle Community Needs Assessment

The data and information that informs and supports
our opinions, estimates, surveys, forecasts,
projections, conclusion, judgments, assumptions and
recommendations contained in this report (Report
Content) are predominantly generated over long
periods, and is reflective of the circumstances
applying in the past. Significant economic, health and
other local and world events can, however, take a
period of time for the market to absorb and to be
reflected in such data and information. In many
instances a change in market thinking and actual
market conditions as at the date of this report may
not be reflected in the data and information used to
support the Report Content.

The recent international outbreak of the Novel
Coronavirus (COVID-19), which the World Health
Organisation declared a global health emergency in
January 2020 and pandemic on 11 March 2020, has
and continues to cause considerable business
uncertainty which in turn materially impacts market
conditions and the Australian and world economies
more broadly.

The uncertainty has and is continuing to impact the
Australian real estate market and business
operations. The full extent of the impact on the real
estate market and more broadly on the Australian
economy and how long that impact will last is not
known and it is not possible to accurately and
definitively predict. Some business sectors, such as
the retail, hotel and tourism sectors, have reported
material impacts on trading performance. For
example, Shopping Centre operators are reporting
material reductions in foot traffic numbers,
particularly in centres that ordinarily experience a
high proportion of international visitors.

The data and information that informs and supports
the Report Content is current as at the date of this
report and (unless otherwise specifically stated in the
Report) does not necessarily reflect the full impact of
the COVID-19 Outbreak on the Australian economy,

Urbis has made all inquirit it i yin
preparing this report but it cannot be certain that all information
material to the preparation of this report has been provided to it as
there may be information that is not publicly available at the time of its
inquiry.
In preparing this report, Urbis may rely on or refer to documents in a
language other than English which Urbis will procure the translation of
into English. Urbis is not responsible for the accuracy or completeness
of such translations and to the extent that the inaccurate or incomplete

ion of any results in any or opinion made
in this report being i oril Urbis ly disclaims
any liability for that inaccuracy or incompleteness.
This report has been prepared with due care and diligence by Urbis
and the statements and opinions given by Urbis in this report are given
in good faith and in the belief on reasonable grounds that such
statements and opinions are correct and not misleading bearing in
mind the necessary limitations noted in the previous

rther, no ibility is accepted by Urbis or any of

its officers or employees for any errors, including errors in data which
is either supplied by the Instructing Party, supplied by a third party to
Urbis, or which Urbis is required to estimate, or omissions howsoever
arising in the preparation of this report, provided that this will not
absolve Urbis from liability arising from an opinion expressed
recklessly or in bad faith.

1/06/20:

the asset(s) and any associated business operations
to which the report relates. It is not possible to
ascertain with certainty at this time how the market
and the Australian economy more broadly will
respond to this unprecedented event and the various
programs and initiatives governments have adopted
in attempting to address its impact. It is possible that
the market conditions applying to the asset(s) and
any associated business operations to which the
report relates and the business sector to which they
belong has been, and may be further, materially
impacted by the COVID-19 Outbreak within a short
space of time and that it will have a longer lasting
impact than we have assumed. Clearly, the COVID-
19 Qutbreak is an important risk factor you must
carefully consider when relying on the report and the
Report Content.

Were we have sought to address the impact of the
COVID-19 Outbreak in the Report, we have had to
make estimates, assumptions, conclusions and
judgements that (unless otherwise specifically stated
in the Report) are not directly supported by available
and reliable data and information. Any Report
Content addressing the impact of the COVID-19
Qutbreak on the asset(s) and any associated
business operations to which the report relates or the
Australian economy more broadly is (unless
otherwise specifically stated in the Report)
unsupported by specific and reliable data and
information and must not be relied on.

To the maximum extent permitted by law, Urbis (its
officers, employees and agents) expressly disclaim
all liability and responsibility, whether direct or
indirect, to any person (including the Instructing
Party) in respect of any loss suffered or incurred as a
result of the COVID-19 Outbreak materially
impacting the Report Content, but only to the extent
that such impact is not reflected in the data and
information used to support the Report
ContentContent.
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You must read the important disclaimer appearing within
the body of this report.
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Firstly, | would like to acknowledge that re-activation of this site in a contextually sensitive manner would be most welcome. It is indeed a unique place to be shared and enjoyed. However, the development
application provided is inappropriate in so many ways that it should not proceed without major revisions.

Height

The proposed height increases are more than 24 metres {73%) above maximum height limits prescribed in LP? 3.11 and far removed from the character and scale of the surrounding area. The proposed
height increases also extend outside the zones H2 and H3 allowing for Additional Discretionary Heights under LPP 3.11. The eastern end of Tower 2 protrudes into zone G1 {maximum height 11 metres) at 27
metres high exceeding planning guidelines by 16 metres or 145%. These variations will negatively impact neighbouring residences and detract from the existing community environments.

The existing Proposed Structure Plan for the site already considers its proximity to high-frequency public transport in determining maximum building heights. For the developers to provide this as a
statement of compliance for both additional height and parking shortfalls appears to be an attempt at double or even triple accounting and should be exclude from considerations.

The proposal asserts the scale of the proposed development is “only marginally larger or generally consistent with, or generally consistent with other recently approved (and constructed or under
construction) developments”. That is not correct. The proposed 16-storey, 57.4 metre tower is twice the height of approved large-scale developments at Serai Megara and 3x the Taskers Apartments on
adjacent McCabe St.

Good Design

This scale creates signi Design i i which the have failed to address. Residents of Thompson Rd will be 6 metres below “ground level” of the proposed development. Looking
North they will be confronted by the full 43 meter high bulk of Tower 2's lowest section with the higher 57.4 metres section of this tower in their periphery. The only visual relief from this enormous built-
structure will be a gaping tunnel carpark entry {proposed Access 2). This interaction with the surrounding area is far removed from Good Design.

Another example is the Lower Plaza. The enclosed lower plaza lacks any connection with the site’s heritage or coastal location. All i by generic, larg le built structures. Linkage to
the balance of site requires access to buildings or climbing 2 flights of stairs.

Access 2 suffers a remarkable lack of Design consideration. On Coventry Pde, East and West bound traffic is separated by a median strip with established trees and thick foliage. The intersection of Coventry
Pde / Thompson Rd is a 90 degree bend divided by this median strip. Traffic entering into the proposed Access 2 or traveling east on Coventry Pde will be exposed to increased risk of serious side impact
collisions. Add pedestrians, cyclists and the introduction of 2-way traffic to this junction and it’s only a matter of time before disaster strikes. The current proposed design is completely unacceptable from
both a functional and safety perspective.

Heritage
The development will dwarf the “retained” Heritage structures to such an extent they are not in fact preserved at all. The proposed raising of the site to 6 metres above current ground levels results in the
complete domination of the buildings from the northern approach. The proposed addition of a second-storey over the existing Office building renders that structure indecipherable and significantly detracts
from the Factory facade. The demolition of the landmark sawtooth Workshop Wing and partial demolition of the Factory Building is inconsiderate of site’s cultural heritage values.

Sight Lines

The scale of the proposed development will unacceptably impact sight lines from Buckland Hill, Monument Hill and Mount Lyell. The developer’s assertion that the extent to which views are impacted is
skewed heavily towards quantitative rather than qualitative measures. Residents and visitors will lose both water and sky views. Even from a quantitative perspective the proposed loss of views is twice that
of a structure complying with LPP 3.11. Once lost these views are gone forever and precedence once set becomes the new baseline.

Overshadow

The Overshadowing analysis demonstrates a significant impact on neighbouring residences. Especially those in Pamment St and Coventry Parade (which despite developer’s comments does include
residences as well as light industry). The midday and 3PM analyses are inaccurate as the boundary walls illustrated in “compliant” models are absent from proposed increased height models. Additionally, no
modelling of Stage 2 is provided.

Community
In relation to the claimed Community Benefit it should be noted that the process outlined in the Community Needs Assessment does not include any community engagement. None at all. Several Key
Findings are factually incorrect and the claimed ity benefits are ic given the proposed di s significant failings.

Despite the assessment’s claims, North Fremantle is already well serviced by a wide variety of bars, cafes and restaurants. The amenities in adjoining Mosman Park, East Fremantle and Fremantle only add to
this rich palette. Dedicated Function Centres are available at Guild Hall and North [« Hall. All of these facilities are in keeping with the context and character of the existing i
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For the reasons outlined above, it is not considered the proposed development is appropriate for the site, or warrants the City's or JDAP’S support. Specuflmlly due to the poor urban design and Coventry
Parade interface, excessive building height and car parking shortfall, as well as the adverse impacts on the amenity of adjoining ies and ity resulting from these factors.
Accordingly, | respectfully request the authorities do not approve this application in its current form.

Thank you for the apportunity to submit my objection to the proposed development, and be considered in the decision making process.

It will be appreciated if you could please contact me on the details provided below, when this lication is to be i by the City's Planning Committee, Council and/or the Metro Inner-
South JDAP.

Thank you kindly.
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1. PARKING: The proposed plan seems to encompass almost 2,000 square metres of Public taverns etc which under the present bylaws require nearly 500 parking bays, with only some 180 provided in
the present plans. There is clearly not enough car parking allocated given the extent of resis ial and ial space all g the total of car bays.

2. TOWER TWO: The “Tower Two” building is too close to Coventry Parade. The developers own overshadowing diagrams shaw that “Tower Twa”, at a total of 47m high { 14 stories), has unacceptable
avershadowing to the existing houses/ buildings facing Coventry Parade.

82

I, {x), together with my husband {x) have built, own and reside in the residence at {x) Thompson Road at the corner of Thompson Road and Coventry Parade, opposite the proposed Matilda Bay Brewery
development site. We therefore stand to be directly affected by the proposed development across Coventry Parade from our dwelling.

Comments: While we welcome an appropriate development of this heritage site, we are not in favour of the following aspects of the proposed development, and provide alternate solutions that address our
concerns:

L. Variance to maximum building heights: The proposed excessive height Tower Block Twao, planned to directly abut Coventry Parade north side, (RL 16.0 to RL 39.8) is out of scale and will result in
unacceptable overshadowing of residences on the south side of Coventry Parade, including ours. Tower Black Two height should be significantly reduced. Further, the proposed placement of Tower Block
Two will require the demolishment of 4 bays of vintage industrial glazing of the existing building at the East end of the Coventry Parade factory elevation directly opposite our dwelling, which will completely
destroy the character of the heritage architecture we designed our own residence to reflect. The ariginal facade of the building can be preserved and overshadowing issues can reduced by setting back the
placement of Tawer Block Two towards the north of the proposed development site.

2. Lack of integration with Thompson Road and North Fremantle residential neighborhood. The proposed design does not take advantage of potential open space at RL16 within the new development, to
allow the new development to integrate with the North Fremantle community. To the contrary, we are faced with a high electrical services brick wall, an entrance to a car parking basement at RL16, two Fire
booster enclosures, and an unacceptably high Tower Block (see above). The proposed Coventry Parade entrance to the new development is poorly designed and difficult to access. The alternative entry from
the triangular park for Nth Fremantle residents, is very awkward involving a & metre set of sairs to get to the Podium Level at RL 22, and then down another 6 metre set of stairs to get into the development
courtyard. The entry and placement of a 23.8M Tower Block at the junction of Thompson Road and Coventry Parade is antithetical to i fon with the i and should
be redesigned.

&l traffic implications of proposed ignifid increased traffic on Coventry Parade and Thompson Road will result from the commercial components of the proposed Matilda
Bay Brewery Site site. The intersection of Coventry Parade and Thompson Road is already hazardous with current traffic flow, which would be significantly exacerbated by the proposed
increase in traffic volume. Insufficient attention has been paid to these significant traffic issues raised by the current plan. Al vehicle access into or frem the new development should be from McCabe Street,
where these issues do not exist.

4. Disregard of previous plans for the site develom!em In 2015, extenswe commumtv consultanon by the City of Fremantle Planning Department resulted in a mutually acceptable proposal that respected
architectural heritage, honoured the i ip with the and i ppropriate physical interface with the local environment. The current plan has ignored the
progress made in the previous planning exercise, disregarding the architectural heritage and value of the ex»sung buildings, proposing excessive commercialization and out-of-scale designs that provide little
benefit to the North Fremantle community.

In summary the developers should be refused this proposal, and should be encouraged to engage in genuine consultation with the North Fremantle community, which would result in a much more
appropriate design and well- integrated development.
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T:building height is not within the cities building code and if passed would have a negative impact on my unit at Mcabe st
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Drycleaners

A well serviced fitness centre with classes (e.g. spin/RPM, circuit training etc.) for both residents and the public

Small character filled spaces to attract discerning patrons who will be able to iate the pi setting of North ing Leighton Beach out to Rottnest in one direction and
the Swan River in the other.

‘Without access to facilities like the above, is extremely short-sighted and only serves to exacerbate car reliance and traffic congestion. It also discriminates against the elderly (e.g. downsizers) who may no
longer able to drive.

It's a unique location that needs to be preserved for current and future generations to appreciate.

Other points | wished to raise, but have run out of time, follow:

There appears to be a complete dearth of soft landscaping and deep soil; meaning that the planting of large, deep rooted trees, to provide shade, wind breaks, noise mitigation, bird and animal habitats,
public space and general amenity will be almost impossible. Extensive paving on the upper deck, where it will be exposed to the hot sun, will reduce usage during the summer months as well as increase the
dependence on artificial climatic control.

The landscaping appears to be dominated by unnecessary planter boxes.

Height

« The height of the residential towers far exceed maximum building heights.
«  Disrespectful of the local community and disregards the interests of nearby residents
* Overshadowing

Eleven Metre Podium

Heritage:
« Demolition of some of the glass walls of the heritage building.
« 2" floor on top of the heritage building is insensitive in design, negating any consideration of the aesthetics or history of the original building

G ions and ions for the proposed tavern and

| appreciate the patron capacity of the proposed tavern and restaurant in part of the development is difficult to predict given this is something ultimately determined by a liquor licence. However, | note that
the maximum number of persons accommodated pursuant to the National Construction Codes Part D1.13 Area per person according to use, the following applies:

Restaurant: 1m? per person
Bar Standing: 0.5 m? per person
Bar other: 1 m? per person

We do not know how the tavern and restaurant operator(s) would divide their standing and seated patrons, but | have used the capacity of comparable sized tavern/restaurant venues already existing in
Fremantle.
1. Tavern:
Licenced area: 1300 m? (two levels) x 65% {representing the licenced floors pace of the premises with the remainder being non-patron areas such kitchen, toilets, store rooms etc) = 845. If assuming
a split of patrons with 30% sitting and 70 % standing, the overall ratio equates to 0.85 m? per person. Therefore 845/0.85 = 994 people.
2. Restaurant:
Area: 700 m? (two levels). Using 1 m? per person standard for restaurants under the NCC and also using the 65% floor space for patrons sitting to dine, the capacity works out to be 455 patrons.

Turn it into a Foodie’s Mecca with high quality and carefully curated independent shops and stalls, dozens of vendors selling the just fresh-picked fruit and veg and other produce from regional farmers,
including top-quality meat, the freshest fish from local fishmongers,

Genuine artisanal food: locally baked products (bread, pastries, cakes, homemade pies), cured, salted and smoked meats, pickles, olives, oils and vinegars, and pretty much anything else cheese purveyors
and dairy, loads of international food, ice-cream with flavours which are 100% natural, Shoppers can also sit down to a genuinely good coffee, at one of the charming surrounding cafés or perhaps even
freshly roasted on site within the heritage building, they could even head across to a distillery and/or microbrewery possibly utilising the current facilities (if still working),
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