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SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS: PROPOSED SINGLE HOUSE AND OUTBUILDING — NO. 18 (LOT 31) WISHART PLACE, DENMARK (A5240; 2015/158)

Submission | Name & Address Verbatim Submission Planning Services Comment
Number
S1 Details omitted as | We own and occupy a house: [address removed] next to the proposed | ¢ Planning Services have recommended refusal for the
per Council Policy. | structure referred to above. Given the large metrics of the lot 31 proposal outbuilding based on its size — refer officer comment
we, [names removed], oppose the proposal. We are surprised the section of report.
Submitter is an proposal has reached this stage of planning process given that the Shire | ¢ In regards to process, it is noted that Local Planning
adjoining size criteria on such issues are very clear in that they stipulate more Policies are guiding documents only; each application
landowner. modest and nuanced structure. An outbuilding of this size built in a is considered on its merits with due consideration to
residential zone would be at odds with the discrete nature of the existing the provisions of the policy and the objectives which
residential architecture of the street. Both [name removed] and | feel the the policy was designed to achieve before making a
building proposed belongs in an industrial park, not Wishart Place. decision. The proponent has the right to seek Council
Please continue to keep us informed of the result of this planning issue. determmz_—mtlonl on the  proposal. Neighbour
consultation is undertaken as one facet of the
assessment process prior to determining an
application.
S2 Details omitted as | Further to our discussions last week, | wish to lodge an objection to the | ¢ Planning Services have recommended refusal for the
per Council Policy. | plans as submitted. outbuilding based on its size — refer officer comment
Submitt . As you are aware, [details removed] the owner of [details removed] in this section of report. o
acLijjori?1|in3r s an de\{elopment. | believe that if an outbuildir]g of 135m?2 i_s approved for this | * \(/Zvohuer:rc;ﬁritt?sen(())l’:(;%uélr?:t]%hs naoprgirr?;/tzctlj O:'erefg;?)irbi)s/
landowner lot it would set a precedent for future applicants. If replicated on the other issibl der the “S Res 9" >0 grey
' lots this would ruin the ambience which the development is trying to permissible under the €s o provisions.
achieve. | therefore request that the outbuilding area be maintained at | ® Whilst refusal has been recommended for the
100m2. outbuilding based on its size, indicative support has
been granted for the reduced setbacks, noting that
The plans to reduce the side setbacks also presents the same Planning Services consider that vegetation screening
precedence question. The whole idea of the development was to provide will assist in this regard. It is further noted that the
space for all lots and avoid “closer settlement”. owner has proposed to plant vegetation screening.
Whatever outbuilding is finally built, | request:-
1. The exterior cladding be green so as to fit in with the surroundings.
2. The owner be required to plant shrubs/small trees adjacent to the
outbuilding so as to limit the visual impact on neighbours.
| hope that the Council will accept these recommendations.
S3 Details omitted as | We are prepared to accept the size and position of the building, but would | ¢ The proponent has proposed to modify the rear

per Council Policy.
Submitter is an
adjoining
landowner.

prefer the colour to be green, to blend in with the trees in the surrounds.

o Whilst

elevation such that it is green, however Planning
Services consider that this will not improve the visual
impact as it would apply to one wall only.

refusal has been recommended for the
outbuilding based on its size, indicative support has
been granted for the reduced setbacks, noting that
Planning Services consider that vegetation screening
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will assist in this regard.

Whether the outbuilding is approved or refused by
Council it is noted that the nominated grey colour is
permissible under the “S Res 9” provisions.
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Attachment 8.1.1d — Site Photos

Photo taken from Wishart Place looking south. Southern neighbour screened via existing
vegetation on their property. Piles of sand along front boundary of subject property and
unauthorised sea container on subject property in vicinity of southern boundary.

View from subject property to rear (eastern) boundary - existing vegetation screening on property
to east (i.e. not on subject property).
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View from the middle of the subject property to the north, lots yet to be developed. Sheds in
distance on rear neighbouring property.

Photo taken from end of Wishart Place Cal-du-sac looking south to subject property. Shed site
marked in red (not to scale).



Attachment 8.1.1e —Photos of 135m” Outbuilding in Peace Street
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