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3. Reduced access and open space associated with the Greenway: I understand that the

development will build right up to the goods railway line rather than leaving a green

space atong the corridor. In addition, the green space through the development leading to
the Greenway is too narrow, with most of the open space included in the Council’s master

plan excluded from this application.

4. Unnecessarily large undcrground shopping centre: This will not only lead to greater
traffic congestion, but reduce the amenity of the actual development. Smaller shops on
the boulevard/street level that complement those in the surrounding villages would lead to
more social interaction and a nicer environment for residents as well as surrounding

neighbours which may be attracted to a new village atmosphere.

Thankyou for considering my concerns, I look forward to hearing your deliberations

on this development application and how it will impact on our community ammenity.

Sincerely,

Lorraine Edney & John Hibbert










integration with surrounding fand uses and transport. The development needs to be more
sympathetic to Greenway, in terms of provision of biodiversity and biodiversity impacts, its
integration of public open space and active transport networks, and the bulk and scale of
the proposal. The current concept does not adeguately “address” the sustainability goals
for the GreenWay, nor maximises opportunities for a new development in this corridor to
enhance the quality of open space at the same time provide for additional biodiversity.

Contrary to the assertions in the proponents document, Friends have not discussed this
concept proposal with Ecotransit, and have not met with any of the proponents, nor have
provided any verbal or written support of their concepts. Thus the assertion in the concept
report that in some way there is a nexus between Ecotransit's support for the proposal
and Friends of the GreenWay or the GreenWay Steering Committee’s support is incorrect.

Friends would be happy to provide further information or clarification on any of the matters
in this submission if required. Please contact Greg Stonehouse on
gregs@exemail.com.ay or ph. 8564 0196.

Kind Regards

Bruce Ashley
on behalf of Friends of the GreenWay

cc
General Managers: Ashfield, Leichhardt, Canterbury Councils (pl CC to
Councilors)
John Chudileigh, Inner West Environment Group
Friends of the GreenWay Committee members
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and on land he doesn't control. The proposed 900sg.m. "green boulevarde” is just that - a divided
street with trees down the middie! Open space needs should be met on-site. the open areas shown
between the buildings are likely to be accessways and private courtyards, not usable public spaces.

6) | don't understand how this development was granted and accepted under The Part 3A

Concept Plan rules. I believe a development of this genre needs to be deemed "State
Significant" and I cannot see how this applies to this development, given my unbderstanding
of the meaning "State Significant”. Clarification on this point would be appreciated.

Marrickville Council and the comminity's planning for this area should not be impeded or
pre-empted - this Concept Plan should be rejected.
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buildings in the area are only 1-2 stories high. A nine story building would be the highest

in the area, above council regulations, and set a precedent for future developers.

3. The proposed underground shopping centre is simply too large: As noted, this will
not only lead to greater traffic congestion, but have the perverse effect of reducing the
amenity of the development. Smaller shops on the boulevard/street level that
complement those in the surrounding villages would lead to more social interaction and
a nicer environment for residents as well as surrounding neighbours which may be

attracted to a new village atmosphere.

Thankyou for considering these concerns,
Sincerely,

Garry Stevens
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buildings in the area are only 1-2 stories high. A nine story building would be the highest
in the area, above council regulations, and set a precedent for future developers.,

3. The proposed underground shopping centre is simply {oo large. As noted, this will
nof only lead to greater traffic congestion, but have the perverse effect of reducing the
amenity of the development. Smaller shops on the boulevardfstreet level that
complement those in the surrounding villages would lead to more social interaction and
a nicer environment for residents as well as surrounding neighbours which may be

attracted to a new village atmosphere.

Thankyou for considering these concerns,

Sincerely,

Garry Stevens
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not an island. The application is for only haif of the McGill Street
precinct site for which Marrickville Council has commissioned a much
better considered and resolved Masterplan. This Masierptan,
Marrickville Council's LEP and two other Part 3A proposals - the
Allied Mills site and the Sydney Light Rail extension - have immediate
bearing on this site. To achieve a good planning cutcome, it is
strongly recommended that the terms of reference for the Planning
Assessment Commission require it to take a coordinated approach by
considering the three Part 3A applications together with reference to
Marrickville Council's Masterplan, and in collaboration with Transport
NSW with reference to the requested RTA traffic study for the whole
area affected,

1. Height, Butk & Scale

The scale of the proposed development would take it out of the realm
of what is appropriate for a 'neighbourhood centre’ to being a de
facto 'town centre’. This is not consistent with what has been planned
for in the Sydney Metropolitan Strategy.

The floor space ratio (FSR) of the development proposal is more than
double what has been proposed as desirable for such a development in
Marrickville Council's Masterplan and would compromise the possible
future development of the rest of the McGill Street site.

The development designed by Tony Qwen for the developer is
unsympathetic to the scale of residential buildings in the streets
adjoining and turns a blind face to the proposed Greenway. In the site
it creates long corridor access rather than multiple entry points, and
the activity of the loading dock area for the proposed supermarket is
in conflict with the light rail station and crossing point between the

site and the Summer Hill area.

Overshadowing for most periods of the day in any season would
compromise the usability of the public and private open spaces
depicted. The eastern side of the Greenway corridor would be deprived
of all morning sun, while the narrow 'green boulevarde’ paralle! to
Hudson Street would also be overshadowed.

According to the observations of Marrickville Council's Development
Control Engineer, flooding could be a problem caused by some aspects
of the development proposal and a flood study has been recommended.

2. Public and Private Open Space

The Marrickville LGA is undersupplied with public open space and
Council proposes provision at the rate of 1.6 hectares per 1000
population (below the accepted standard of 2.83 per 1000 population)
should be agreed by the developer through a Voluntary Planning
Agreement. Council recommends this be provided free by the developer
as part of his Section 94 contribution.

The Marrickville Councit Masterplan has recognized the requirement for
adequate public open space. it is planned to provide a well located

and reasonable sized public open recreation area, bordered by services
and a small scale 'village square' style of retail which would be
interactive with passers by and provide aptimal connection between the
proposed light rail station, Lewisham station, Greenway and
surrounding residential streets. This is one of the attractive

features of this Masterplan.

tnstead, the developer currently provides misleading representations
both of the quantum and extent of his proposed public open space
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provision. The depictions of ‘central park’ and ‘greenway corridor
frontage’ are outside the applicant’s site and are therefore unable fo
be defivered. The fact that the fand south of the developer's land is
in multiple ownership makes it highly unlikely that it ever wilt be
available for the proposed public open space application.

The triangular so-calted public open space areas are a poor substitute
for the Masterplan's semi-private open space provisions for new
residents.

3. Supermarket and Retail/Commercial Uses

There is already more than adequate provision of supermarket and high
street large scale retail in close proximity to and in every direction

from this site - at Ashfield, Summer Hill, Marrickville, Petersham and
Dulwich Hill. The developer's ctaims that there is unsatisfied
over-demand on current retait in the area is not substantiated.
Residents are particularly concerned over the impact of the proposed
large scale retail which also goes against the specific comments made
in the Director General's report. The deleterious conseguences would
be severai-fold:

- increased traffic pressure in already gridlocked commuter streets

- increased parking in surrounding streets already insufficiently

coping with demand

- unfair competition with local businesses

- noisy large scale delivery vehicles at all hours day and night

- interference with site permeability and through site pedestrian access
- compromising of what could be the enhancement of the quality of
public open space with the provision of small cafes, domestic scale
retail and other compatible services.

4, Traffic, Parking and Servicing

Possibly of greatest impact on the whole area surrounding the
development site would be the traffic generated somewhat by new
residents but most particularly by supermarket patrons and deliveries.
There is already severe congestion during peak hours and at weekends
along Old Canterbury Road and Longport Street particularly at the
railway bridge where it becomes Railway Parade. Consequent rat runs
through surrcunding streets are already problematic as the result of
sever traffic congestion along the major commuter routes and street
parking is highly competitive . The higher the proposed FSR the worse
this will become. It is all very well for the intention to be to

minimise car dependancy but this is not what would necessarily happen.
There is limited possibility to achieve street widening to cope.

It is strongly recommended that the traffic study commissioned by
Marrickville and Ashfield Councils be given detailed consideration and
that a more detailed traffic study be commissioned from the RTA before
any decision is made,

5. Conclusion

Though the residents and local small business representatives have
reservations about the height and density of Marrickville Council's
Masterplan for the McGill Street precinct, there is strong support for
the approach taken to staggering the building heights over the depth
of the site (the lowest with top storey setbacks facing residential
streets), small scale retail and commercial provision instead of large
supermarket/s, substantial and strategically well located public and
private open space and well considered location of on-site streets and
their connection to main roads. By contrast there is strong objection
to most aspects of the developer's proposal which is regarded as badly
designed, over-developed and insensitive to the realities of the site
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and its surroundings.

We respectfully request that the developer's proposal be considered in
relation to the requested traffic studies and together with the other
immediately relevant Part 3A proposals for the Allied Mills site and

the Light Rait extension. At the very least we ask that the proposed
development be required to adhere to the Marrickville Council
Masterplan and LEP as well as other major strategic planning
instruments inciuding the Sydney Metropolitan Strategy.

We also reguest that the Planning Assessment Commission visit the
three adjacent Part 3A sites to see the context for themselves and
that community members be allowed to address the PAC at a public
hearing.

Thank you for the opportunity to make this submission.

Yours sincerely

Tamara Winikoff

Ry,










Lewisham and Summer Hill are heritage suburbs which have for many, many years had
an industrial component. I understand that as our population increases these sites are
being fast replaced in the need to produce housing. But developers too must understand
that their developments are to be in keeping with the existing character of the area and
that their greed cannot feave residents with the legacy of reduced quality of living. I guess
what I’m frying to say is that when the developers are long gone I'll be sitting in my car
in a traffic jam.

Yours sincerely

Natalie Collins







Another objection to the proposal is that the provision of public open
spaces is inadequate. The developer is wanting to use land (which he
does not own or control) other than the area which he has proposed
to develop on fo suit his needs and seems to not have taken into
consideration the needs of the residents in the surrounding areas. The
intended open areas proposed by the developer are more likely 1o be
used as access ways and private courtyards which will not be used as
public spaces. In addition, in my (Eugene de Leon) experience as a
Police officer | believe that there will be a high risk that young groups
of people will loiter and misuse the area. This can also lead to anti-
social behaviour, which will impact the residents.

Furthermore, as a resident of McGill Street, Lewisham, we find that the
traffic on Old Canterbury Road is already congested. Having an exira
200 or so residents in the area will only make matters worse especially
during peak hours which is already too busy. This will not only affect
Lewisham but all the other surrounding suburbs that pass through this
main road on a daily basis. The peak hour will definitely be extended
for the whole day and throughout the night.

Finally, there are also parking considerations to consider. At the
present time we currently find it hard to park on our street even though
we have "PAID" parking permits. At times, we have to park a couple
of streets away as we have to compete with the businesses already
surrounding us. Even though the proposed development intends 1o
accommodate parking spaces for the 900 or so residents, where will
their visitors park? You also need to consider the parking spaces that
the business owners and their clients will need. This will also add to our
parking space problems and to the surrounding residents around Old
Canterbury Road.

In summary, we Eugene de Leon and Crystal de Leon of 9 McGill
Street Lewisham, NSW 2049, strongly object to Application No:
MPO08_0195 78-90 OLD CANTERBURY ROAD, LEWISHAM CONCEPT PLAN
and ask that the PROPOSAL BE REFUSED for the reasons outlined above.

Regards,
Mr Eugene de Leon and Mrs Crystal de Leon

? McGill Street,
Lewisham NSW 2049




