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4. Bulk and Scale 
 
The front of the proposed development is inconsistent with the maximum wall height prescribed by clause 
4.1.2.1 of MDCP 2013. The proposed non-compliances are not supported in this instance, as the apparent 
size of the resultant development will be inconsistent with the character of the streetscape and as the dwelling 
has not been appropriately stepped in consideration of the fall of the land. 
 
The proposed building wall height at its maximum as amended is 7.1m at the front of the development. This 
is at single point at the ridge of the roof lining up with the highlight windows. From here the maximum wall 
height falls away to the south (6.5m) and drops down to the lower roof on the North (7.0m) as the site falls 
away. While this is a technical non-compliance, we feel it needs to be considered in more detail. The wall 
height control is only for walls, then the DCP refers to allowance for roof under Clause 4.1.2.3 Roof Height.  
The proposal is a contemporary approach to the traditional pitched roof form. When we consider both the 
wall and roof height, the proposal presents a similar bulk, scale and form that a traditional gable end roof 
would. So in this instance the maximum height of 7.1m is more comparable to a 9m (6.5 + 2.5m) ridge 
point. Considering this we feel the proposal is a reasonable outcome and not causing any adverse impacts 
compared to a compliant design. Importantly, the southern edge complies with the control, minimising 
overshadowing and bulk and scale to the rear of the Ethel St properties. 
 
Also to note is the dotted profile of the current house at the rear of the site. The proposal is set in and lower 
than the current house. Refer to DA402 
 
The dropping of the levels have assisted in minimising impacts. Dropping any further would result in 
excessive retaining along the southern boundary as the site is lower than the existing boundary edge. 
 
 
5. Setbacks 
 
With a setback of 5.38m to Maretimo Street, the proposal does not comply with the 6m minimum front setback 
control prescribed by this control. The proposal is inconsistent with the relevant underlying objectives of the 
control in regards to character of the street and the incompatibility of the proposal with the predominant 
setback existing in the street. 
 
Manly DCP 2013 states that; 

a) Street Front setbacks must relate to the front building line of neighbouring properties and the 
prevailing building lines in the immediate vicinity. 

 
The proposed front setbacks – 5.38m & 9.06m – are in line with the DCP controls & existing neighbouring 
properties prevailing building lines. Refer to Figure 2, approximate street front setback diagram. 
 
The proposals streetscape character is in conjunction with the existing neighbouring properties, in particular 
to No. 21A, 23A and 25A, which share similar subdivision characteristics and 2 storey street front elements. 
Refer to Figure 3 of mentioned neighbouring properties. 
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It was understood from out phone discussion that this concern was related to privacy of No. 17 Maretimo St. 
The existing rear house to the west. 
 
This has been further considered, by increasing the landscape edge to the west of the terrace, reduction in 
terrace width, addition of 2m high privacy screen and open pergola structure. 
The aim is to provide a more screened off terrace area, with further landscape and minimise potential for 
overlooking. 
Refer to amended floor plans and section 01 (DA302 & 401). 
 
8. Landscaped Area 
 
The proposed development results in a significant non-compliance to the landscaped open space control. 
While it is acknowledged that full compliance is difficult given the constraints of the site, the degree of 
landscaped area noncompliance proposed is not supported. The footprint of the development is to be 
reduced to achieve a greater proportion of landscaping on the site and consistency with the objectives of the 
landscaped open space control. 
 
Given the nature of the site & its restrictions, it is to be expected to find difficulties to adhere strictly to council 
DCP controls in particular to landscape calculations. Per proposals calculation (DA701), should all 
landscaping be included then the minimum required percentage can be reasonably achieved. 
 
Refer to the figures below of properties at 23A & 25A Maretimo Street, which share similar site & subdivision 
characteristics, both are fronting the streetscape, and both have limitations in achieving the required 
landscape requirements. 
 
Overall, we feel the proposal maximises as much open space as can reasonably be achieved on a site of 
this scale and nature (width battleaxe driveway). Evidence of this, is the terrace above the garage, which 
could have been a simple roof, but instead utilised for further open space and landscaping. Considering the 
compliance with FSR, Height and general setback, we are of the opinion that the proposal makes a 
considered effort to maximise open space where possible, not dissimilar to neighbouring properties of 
similar scale and context.  
 
The design of the ground floor also goes a long way in maximising the small site area, by providing a 
seamless inside/outside flow that creates an extension of both inside and outside, giving a sense of space 
and opportunities for enjoyment. 
 
As mentioned in the original SEE. When considering all the area (not specifically as required in the DCP) the 
areas comply. It is difficult to apply such strict area/size controls to a site of this nature. Further justification 
was provided in the SEE. Extract below: 
 
While the proposal does not strictly comply with the numerical requirements, it is considered the proposal 
meets the objectives of the control. The development does not require the removal of any existing trees or 
important landscape features on the site. Private open space has been oriented to the northern boundary to 
limit any amenity impacts with regard to privacy. Landscaping treatments are proposed to surround the 
ground level terrace to provide additional screening and ensure this space achieves high amenity for the 
occupants. 
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