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17 March 2020

General Manager
Northern Beaches Council
PO Box 82
Manly NSW 1655

Dear Sir/Madam,

691 Pittwater Road, Dee Why NSW 2099

 1. I refer to a request from Mr Hamish Humphreys of Gannet Developments for a traffic
engineering  assessment  of  the  proposed  redevelopment  at  the  above  address.  The
proposed redevelopment comprises a change of use from the existing business premises
(a  bank)  to  a  64-unit  boarding  house  with  small  office  and  retail  components.  My
assessment is outlined below.

 2. The latest previous Development Approval for use as a business premises was granted
on 22 July 2016 (DA 2016/0589). The original DA2008/0562 for alterations and additions
to a business premises was approved on 16 May 2008.

 3. Council’s assessment report for DA 2016/0589 states as follows.

 4. No car parking spaces are allocated to the approved development. 

 5. The approved development has a gross floor area (GFA) of 956.5 m2, split between two
floors (customer service area on the ground floor and offices on the first floor). 

 6. Current  parking requirements  for  the approved land uses,  set  out  in  the Warringah
Development Control Plan (WDCP) 2011 Appendix 1 – Car parking requirements, are
reproduced in a table below (it must be noted that the original approval in 2008 was
under  the provisions of  WDCP 2000 which  contained the same car  parking rates  as
WDCP 2011).

 7. If  calculated  as  per  the  WDCP  rates,  the  car  parking  requirements  for  the  existing
development are as follows: 

 a) Customer service area (ground floor): 587.6/16.4 = 35.8 spaces 

 b) Office area (first floor): 368.8/40 =  9.2 spaces

 c) Total: 35.8 + 9.2 = 45 spaces 

 8. There is, therefore, a historical parking deficiency of 45 spaces that should be applied as
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a credit for any development application sought for the use of the premises. 

 9. Parking requirements for the components of the proposed development, set out in the WDCP 2011 Appendix
1 – Car parking requirements are reproduced below. 

 10. The car parking requirements for the proposed development can be calculated as follows:

 a) Boarding house: 

• In 2019, a research report on occupants of recent boarding house developments was commissioned
by the Southern Sydney Regional Organisation of Councils (SSROC) and carried out by UNSW. The
report outlined the results of surveys at 237 boarding houses in City, Inner and Outer suburbs. It is
the present author's opinion that this report provides the best basis for comparison as required by
the WDCP. 

• The research report showed that the car ownership at boarding houses was 33% of of the number of
households.  Based on this rate,  the car parking requirement for the proposed 64-unit  boarding
house is 64 × 0.33 = 21.1 spaces. 

 b) Office: 

• The total  GFA for the proposed office spaces are 186.8 m2.  The car parking requirement for the
offices is thus 186.8/40 = 4.7 spaces. 

 c) Retail area: 

• The  total  GFA  for  the  proposed  retail  area  is  82.4  m2.  The  car  parking  requirement  for  this
component is thus 82.4/16.4 = 5 spaces. 

 d) The total requirement for all 3 components is 21.1 + 4.7 + 5 = 30.8 say 31 spaces. 

 11. No car parking spaces are proposed. However, if the above calculated credit of 45 spaces for the existing car
parking deficiency is applied, then the proposed redevelopment will result in a reduction of the existing car
parking deficit by

 a) 31 (required) – 0 (provided) – 45 (credit) = 14 car parking spaces.

 12. The current bicycle parking requirements for the proposed building, set out in the WDCP 2011 part C3(A) –
Bicycle parking and end of trip facilities are outlined below.
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 13. The bicycle parking requirements for the proposed development are thus as follows.

 a) Boarding house (64 units / 119 beds) 

• residents: 119/10 = 11.9 spaces. 

• visitors: 119/20 = 6.0 spaces. 

 b) Office (190.2 m2)

• employees: 186.8/200 = 0.9 spaces. 

• visitors: not applicable (less than 750 m2) 

 c) Retail (81.3 m2)

• employees: 82.4/200 = 0.4 spaces. 

• visitors: 82.4/600 = 0.1 spaces. 

 d) Total: 11.9 + 6.0 + 0.9 + 0.4 + 0.1 = 19.3 say 20 spaces

 14. Thirty-four  (34)  bicycle  spaces are  proposed.  This  provision complies  with  and substantially  exceeds the
WDCP requirement. Bicycle servicing facilities are also proposed near the bicycle racks. 

 15. The proposed car and bicycle parking provision and likely traffic impacts are also considered to be satisfactory
for the following reasons. 

 a) The site has good public transport provision, being 30 and 50 metres walking distance from two bus
stops. The bus stops serve 19 bus routes with frequent services (146, 158, 169, 185,199, E54, E60, E69,
151, 178, 180, 188, B1, E78, E79, E80, E83, E85 and L90).

 b) The proposed development will significantly improve the traffic situation. Trip generation from boarding
houses is likely to be mostly in the morning and afternoon commuter peak hours. It is likely that there
will be a decrease in terms of car based trips as compared with the approved bank use, which, by its
nature generates trips throughout the day. 

 c) There are considerable on-street parking opportunities for the residents during the typical peak demand
hours (outside of business hours). Refer to the survey analysis on page 6.

 d) It  is  important  to  note that  surrounding developments mostly  comprise commercial  and retail  uses.
Therefore,  residents  of  the  proposed  development  will  have  less  competition  for  on-street  parking
outside of business hours. 

 16. A pre-lodgement meeting (application number PLM2019/0229) was held by the Northern Beaches Council
and the client. Concerns raised by the Northern Beaches Council related to traffic and parking are reproduced
below.

 17. Amendments were made to the previous architectural drawings, submitted for the pre-DA meeting with the
Council. The current drawings indicate that there is an opportunity to provide three (3) car parking spaces
(refer  to  TEF  drawings  19091/01  to  19091/03)  after  a  rear  access  lane,  proposed  by  Council,  becomes
available. 

 18. Council’s  Traffic  Engineer’s  comments  make  a  reference  to  the  State  Environmental  Planning  Policy
(Affordable Rental Housing (SEPP ARH)) 2009 provisions. The car parking provision for boarding houses in the
SEPP ARH are reproduced overleaf.
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 19. The minimum provision of 32 parking spaces, requested by the Council, was calculated using the rate from
Clause 29 of SEPP ARH. However, it must be taken into account that SEPP ARH does not set out minimum
parking rates to be complied with. Instead, SEPP ARH defines parking provision standards which, if achieved,
cannot be used by a consent authority to refuse consent.  In other words, SEPP ARH provides the maximum
rates that can be requested by the authority, not the minimum rates to be provided. 

 20. SEPP ARH provides further clarification in this regard in Clause 29(4) as follows: “(4) A consent authority may
consent to development to which this Division applies whether or not the development complies with the
standards set out in subclause (1) or (2)”.

 21. It must be noted that the Land and Environment Court NSW (LEC NSW) has previously granted an approval to
a boarding house located at 727 Pittwater Road, Dee Why (2018/281364). This site is located within the same
Dee Why CBD area.  The approved boarding house (with 25 units) had very limited car parking provision (3
spaces) which was much lower than the maximum rate set out in the SEPP (ARH) 2009. However, the LEC
NSW considered the car parking provision satisfactory.

 22. In another recent LEC judgement, with regard to a proposed boarding house at No. 10 Nareee Road, Frenchs
Forest, Commissioner Timothy Horton has handed down the following findings in relation to the car parking
provision that were below the SEPP ARH maximum rates:

 23. It  is  important  to note here that,  firstly,  the above findings would fully apply to the currently  proposed
boarding house, and, secondly, that the proposed development is in a much better location than that at No.
10 Naree Road in relation to employment, essential services and public transport. 

 24. The potential need to own vehicles by the tenants of the proposed development is significantly reduced by
the site’s proximity to essential services. The site is located within walking distance to a large shopping centre
(including grocery shopping), fast food outlets, banks, post office, medical centres, pharmacies and a church.
There is a number of leisure and entertainment facilities (e.g. cafes, restaurants, traditional hotels, parks and
the Stony Range Regional Botanic Garden) within walking distance as well. The Dee Why beach can be easily
accessed both on foot and using a bicycle.

 25. The  UNSW  report  surveyed  boarding  houses  in  SSROC  Council  areas,  including  Sutherland  Shire  LGA,
Canterbury-Bankstown LGA and Bayside LGA. Public transport infrastructure in these areas is not significantly
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different, particularly if one considers the actual location of the proposed site, essentially in the middle of the
Dee Why CBD, with good public transport provision and good access to facilities as described above. In this
regard, it is important to note the results of the UNSW surveys.

 26. As shown in the charts above, non-car modes of transport constitute in the order of 80% for travel to shop
and to socialise. With most of the shopping and leisure facilities within walking distance from the proposed
development  it  can  be  realistically  assumed  that  the  non-car  travel  mode  share  for  the  proposed
development would be similar if not greater to those reported by the UNSW study.

 27. It  is  also important  to note that  neither the DCP, nor the RMS (2002) Guide require any bicycle parking
provision. The potential low income tenants of the proposed development are likely to own motorcycles,
scooters and bicycles instead of cars.  The proposed development provides parking for 34 bicycle spaces.
Some of these spaces can be used by scooters. It is reasonable to expect that more than adequate bicycle /
scooter provision would replace the need to use cars. 

 28. It is also of significant importance that the Northern Beaches Council recently introduced amendments to
both the WLEP and WDCP. These amendments came into force on 28 February 2020. The Council recognises
the specific criteria of the Dee Why Town Centre through the following objectives.

 29. The proposed development complies with the above objectives by maximising the use of alternative forms of
transport from private vehicle use. By doing so, it puts less vehicular traffic on the street network (thus having
lesser impact on its capacity), reduces conflicts with pedestrian movements and visual impacts of parking.

 30. Section 7 “Traffic and Parking” of Part G1 Dee Why Town Centre of the WDCP, in line with the WLEP, sets out
the following objectives.

 31. The  proposed  development  complies  with  the  first  and,  presumably,  the  main  objective  by  minimising
provision for private cars whilst  at  the same time maximising provision for cycling.  The proposed design
promotes a mode-shift away from car dependency and encourages walking, cycling and public transport use.
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 32. Section 8 “Car share” of Part G1 Dee Why Town Centre of the WDCP sets out the following objectives.

 33. The future proposed three (3) car parking spaces at the rear of the site can be allocated to car share services
(all 3 or some spaces). This would be consistent with the objectives of Section 8 “Car share” above and will
negate or substantially reduce a need for private car ownership. The car share allocation would fully address
the WDCP objectives.

 34. In the meantime, before rear access would be available, some residents may still own a car (this is likely to be
a very small number of residents, considering all the reasons presented above). It can be reasonably assumed
that such residents would be employed not near the proposed development. They would require long term
parking primarily outside of typical business hours (overnight). On-street parking areas have time restrictions,
however these do not apply during the typical residential demand periods. 

 35. Parking demand surveys were conducted to check the availability of car parking spaces near the site.

 36. The parking demand survey was conducted on Saturday March 7, 2020, representing typical peak demand
periods for the proposed residential use and retail developments in the same area.

• The parking demand survey was conducted between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m.

 37. The survey locations are shown in Figure 1 at the end of this report. 

 a) Within the public car park (CP1), there is a 3 hour parking restriction from 8:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. from
Monday to Saturday.

 b) Generally, the on-street parking restrictions are as follows. 

• 30 minutes parking restrictions: 8:30 a.m. to 3:00 p.m. from Monday to Friday and 8:30 a.m. to 12:30
p.m. on Saturday

• 1 hour parking restrictions: 8:30 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. from Monday to Friday and 8:30 a.m. to 12:30
p.m. on Saturday.

 38. The survey results are demonstrated in Table 1 attached to this report.

 39. The survey results for the business peak were as follows.

 a) The peak occurred at 11:00 a.m.

 b) There were 53 spaces vacant in the public car park (CP1) during the peak. 

 c) There were 34 spaces vacant within 250 metres walking distance (on-street) from the site during the
peak.

 d) There were 87 spaces vacant within all areas during the peak. 

 40. During the typical peak parking demand for residential developments (before 9:00 a.m. and after 5:00 p.m),
the results were as follows.

 a) There were at least 57 spaces vacant (to a maximum of 95) in the public car park (CP1).

 b) There were at least 14 spaces vacant (to a maximum of 26) on-street within 150 metres walking distance
from the site.

 c) There were at least 16 spaces vacant (to a maximum of 29) on-street within 150 to 250 metres walking
distance from the site.

 d) There were at least 87 spaces vacant (to a maximum of 150) within all areas.

 41. Ample parking opportunities exist during the typical residential peaks to cater for the likely additional parking
demand by the proposed boarding house.  Occasional short-term parking demand from residents during the
business hours (for those residents leaving to work later or returning earlier) is also well catered for by car
parking areas with time restrictions. 

 42. The proposed redevelopment is supportable on traffic and parking grounds.
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Please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned should you require further information.

Yours faithfully,

Oleg I. Sannikov
Director
MEngSc (Traffic Engineering)
MIEAust PEng 
FAITPM

Attachments: 
• Excerpts from the UNSW report.
• Three (3) diagrams prepared by TEF Consulting 
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Figure 1. Parking survey locations.
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Table 1. Parking survey results. 
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Saturday Number of parked cars
07/03/20 Parking Location Total

Time CP1 1a 1b 1c 1d 2a 2b 3a 3b 4a 4b 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 1a-4b 5-13 All

7:00 70 1 9 2

No
 p

ar
ki

ng

No
 p

ar
ki

ng

1 6 12 10 10 1 8

No
 p

ar
ki

ng

3 5 3 1 23 7 51 51 172
8:00 67 1 6 2 1 12 13 9 10 6 8 3 6 4 3 17 9 54 56 177
9:00 105 0 8 2 0 12 14 10 10 11 8 3 6 4 3 17 5 56 57 218

10:00 107 1 7 2 3 12 15 10 11 6 6 3 5 6 2 13 5 61 46 214
11:00 109 0 7 2 4 11 14 10 12 8 7 3 6 8 2 13 5 60 52 221
12:00 86 1 8 3 5 12 9 10 11 8 6 2 6 12 2 15 4 59 55 200
13:00 78 1 6 2 3 14 10 10 10 11 8 2 6 11 2 16 4 56 60 194
14:00 73 1 5 2 4 12 18 9 11 7 5 2 6 9 3 15 4 62 51 186
15:00 63 0 6 2 3 9 13 9 10 7 6 3 6 6 2 16 3 52 49 164
16:00 55 0 6 3 2 13 12 10 8 4 6 3 6 8 3 11 4 54 45 154
17:00 67 0 2 3 2 9 11 10 10 5 7 3 6 6 1 12 4 47 44 158
18:00 75 0 1 2 3 9 15 10 10 2 6 3 5 9 3 17 4 50 49 174
19:00 74 1 2 3 5 11 17 10 10 7 6 3 5 8 4 17 4 59 54 187
20:00 68 0 2 2 5 7 12 9 12 2 6 3 6 8 4 15 4 49 48 165

No of spaces 162 1 9 3 NP NP 5 15 18 10 12 20 8 NP 3 6 10 4 18 4 73 73 308

Saturday Number of vacant parking spaces
07/03/20 Parking Location Total

Time CP1 1a 1b 1c 1d 2a 2b 3a 3b 4a 4b 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 1a-4b 5-13 All
7:00 92 0 0 1

No
 p

ar
ki

ng

No
 p

ar
ki

ng

4 9 6 0 2 19 0
No

 p
ar

ki
ng

0 1 7 3 -5 -3 22 22 136
8:00 95 0 3 1 4 3 5 1 2 14 0 0 0 6 1 1 -5 19 17 131
9:00 57 1 1 1 5 3 4 0 2 9 0 0 0 6 1 1 -1 17 16 90

10:00 55 0 2 1 2 3 3 0 1 14 2 0 1 4 2 5 -1 12 27 94
11:00 53 1 2 1 1 4 4 0 0 12 1 0 0 2 2 5 -1 13 21 87
12:00 76 0 1 0 0 3 9 0 1 12 2 1 0 -2 2 3 0 14 18 108
13:00 84 0 3 1 2 1 8 0 2 9 0 1 0 -1 2 2 0 17 13 114
14:00 89 0 4 1 1 3 0 1 1 13 3 1 0 1 1 3 0 11 22 122
15:00 99 1 3 1 2 6 5 1 2 13 2 0 0 4 2 2 1 21 24 144
16:00 107 1 3 0 3 2 6 0 4 16 2 0 0 2 1 7 0 19 28 154
17:00 95 1 7 0 3 6 7 0 2 15 1 0 0 4 3 6 0 26 29 150
18:00 87 1 8 1 2 6 3 0 2 18 2 0 1 1 1 1 0 23 24 134
19:00 88 0 7 0 0 4 1 0 2 13 2 0 1 2 0 1 0 14 19 121
20:00 94 1 7 1 0 8 6 1 0 18 2 0 0 2 0 3 0 24 25 143

Note: negative numbers indicate vehicles parked illegally
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Research Paper by NSW University’s 
City Futures Research Centre 
 
The University of New South Wales undertook a research paper to assess the 
effectiveness of Division 3 (Boarding Houses) under the Affordable Rental Housing 
SEPP 2009. 
 

Key Takeaways: 
1. The research showed boarding houses accommodate a demographic who 

have a very low reliance on cars and car ownership. The statistics showed 
that less than 23% of occupants used a car regularly and 74% of boarding 
rooms were occupied by a single tenant only. 

2. Page 7 of the report states that the policy changes requiring the provision of 
increased off street parking in boarding houses will typically mean excavation 
and underground parking will be required. This in turn increases the costs of 
delivery and undermines the feasibility of a boarding house relative to other 
potential land uses.  

3. Figure 2.3 on page 8 and data on page 9 speak further to the fact that over 
two thirds of occupants do not own vehicles and that access to public 
transport is of a high important in reducing reliance on private means of 
transportation. 

4. The research also shows that 91% of tenants were employed or in tertiary 
study with two-thirds already holding tertiary qualifications – speaking to the 
type of occupant and opposing the general view of local communities that the 
occupants will be “undesirables”. 

 
Key points have been highlighted and included on the following pages and the full 
document is available in Appendix D. 
 
We have reached out to NSW Planning on numerous occasions to seek access to the 
research relied upon in the implementation of the changes to parking and 12 room 
limit in the R2 zone and have had no success. It is unclear if supporting data was 
researched or relied upon at all at this stage. 
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11x 660L bins
(Twice weekly

collection)
1x 240L green bin
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Proposed car park layout
Design checks as per AS/NZS 2890 series
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