From: "John Sindel" <jsindel@bigpond.net.au>

To: <plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.an>

Date: 16/02/2011 9:39 pm

Subject: Concept Plan (MP08_0207) & Project Application (MP10_0219, Pymble

Attachments:  J SINDEL Planning Objection MP08_0207 & MP10_0219.pdf

Dear Sir/Madam,

1 object to this proposal attached please find my letter giving reasons.

Yours faithfully

John Sindel



15 Albion Avetiug
Pymble NSW 2073
Thursday 10 Feb 2011

ATTENTION:! Director Métropolitan Projects

Major Projects. Assessment:

Department-of Planning

GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

" Dear Sir/ Madaim,
RE: Concept Plan (MP08_0207) & Project Application (MP10_0219)
Residential developrient at Avon, Beechworth and Arilla Roads, Pymble
[ OBJECT TO THIS PROJECT
The number of units proposed (355) and the height of the: buiidings (11 and 9 storeys) are
not apprapriate-for this residential area.
The proposed heigfits are far outside the planning limits. that apply to the site as discussedin
the Environmiental. Assassmetit.
Comparison with other dévelopients on the Highway corfidor or near the railway turinel is
not valid.

Vehicular traffic: movements in the local streets will be considerable, contrary to the forecast.
At eertain fimes every day the fraffic is already fully congesting local streets even before the:
development near the railway tunnel are occupied.

Yours faithfully

John Sindel




From: Kelly Wilkinson <kelsw@live.com=>

To: Simon Truong <simon.truong@planning.nsw.gov.au>
CC: <assessments@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 11/02/2011 8:45 am

Subject: Online Submission from Kelly Wilkinson (object)

Afttachments: Wilkinson submission - Avon, Beechworth and Arilla Roads, Pymble.pdf

Please see attachment for our submission.

Name: Kelly Wilkinson

Address:
9 Arilla Road

Pymble NSW 2073

1P Address: - 203.108.177.162

Submission for Job: #2919 MP08_0207 - Concept Plan for 5 residential building envelopes of 4 fo 11
storeys in 5 stages for up to 355 units with underground car parking and landscaped open space/riparian

rehabilitation
https://majorprojects.onhiive.com/index.pl?action=view_job&id=2919

Site: #1833 Avon, Beechworth and Arilla Roads, Pymble
https://majorprojects.onhiive.com/index.pl?action=view_site&id=1833



Major Projects Assessment
DPepartment of Planning
GPO Box 39 -

Sydney NSW 2001

11 February 2011

Attn: Director Metropolitan Projects

MAJOR PROJECT PROPOSED AT AVON, BEECHWORTH AND ARILLA ROADS,

PYMBLE (MP08_0207 AND MP10_0219)

We object to the proposed development for the reasons detailed in this submission.

First and foremost, it is questionable as to whether the subject applications should
indeed be assessed as a Major Project under Part 3A of the Environmental Planning
& Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) as:

State Environmental Planning Poficy No 53 - Metropolitan Residential
Development (SEPP 53) no longer applies fo any of the subject sites, and
from what | can tell, there are no savings or transitional provisions applicable
to applications lodged before the SEPP was amended, and

The stated Capital. Investment Value (CIV) is applicable to the development
as it is currently proposed, which grossly exceeds several development
standards relevant to the subject sites (i.e. floor space ratio (FSR) and
number of storeys). Therefore the CIV would likely be less than the $100
million threshold for residential, commercial or retail projects under Schedule
1 of the Stafe Environmental Planning Policy (Major Development) 2005
(Major Development SEPP) if the proposed development complied with the
relevant development standards.

Key issues with the proposed development:

The number of dwellings proposed, which will substantially increase the
number of residents in the area and severely affect the amenity of the existing
residents, particularly with regard to traffic implications,

The bulk/scale of the proposed development and the number of storeys
proposed (up fo 11 storeys), which is inconsistent with both SEPP 53
{previcusly applicable to the subject sites) and the Ku-ring-gai Local
Environmental Plan (Town Cenfres) 2010 (Ku-Ring-Gai LEP), which permits
between five and seven storeys. If approved, the proposed buildings will
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cause unacceptable visual impact, affect privacy and overshadow adjoining
properties, and therefore impact the amenity of the surrounding residents,
particularly those along Avon Road and Arilla Road.

e The impact on the Commonwealth-protected Blue Gum High Forest (a
Critically Endangered Ecological Community) including the proposed
regeneration/reconstruction works.

e The size of the proposed development, which will result in an increased hard
surface area, increasing the amount of run-off produced, which will flow into
the watercourse that dissects the subject sites and fraverses several
properties southwest of the sites. This is discussed in further defail below.

e The impact the proposed development will have on traffic, which is currently
functioning at a near-unacceptable level and will be worsened if the proposed
development is approved. This is discussed in further detail below.

« The impact the construction of each stage of works will have on existing
residents, particularly with regard to construction traific, noise and dust that
will be produced. This was very poorly managed during the construction of
the Meriton development {at the junction of Pymble Avenue, Everion Sireet
and Avon Road — not 300m from the subject sites). This is discussed in
further detail below.

Traffic and transport

Eight people permanently reside in our home, with an additional two frequently
staying with us. Between us we have eight cars, two of which are not necessarily
needed fo get to work (i.e. they could utilise public transport). The remaining six cars
are required to get our family members to work because the location of their
workplace has limitedfinsufficient public transport services available, or because their
car is needed for frequent use throughout the day.

The purpose of such information is to point out that even though we are within
walking distance of Pymble Station, the majority of the people in our household need
their cars to get to work or for frequent use during the day — we would rarely utilise
the services of the train line. This should be cdlosely analysed and carefuliy
considered when looking to permit 355 additional dwellings smack-bang in the middle
of an existing residential area, where it is not uncommon for a househoid to have
more than two cars, and is an area that is already overloaded with trafiic and dealing



with roads incapable of accommodating the existing demand, let alone anything
further. It needs to be recognised that a number of those who will reside in the
proposed development will nof wtilise the nearby frain services and will own cars, and
therefore will place further demand on the existing roads - contrary to what the
Proponent considers will result from the proposed development ©...when the new
apartments fare] builf, traffic would actually be reduced during peak hours because
residents would be able to walk to the area’s two major destinations - Pymble Ladies
College and Pymble Station...” (North Shore Times dated 4 February 2011). The
vicinity of the proposed development to Pymble Station should not be a reason to
justify permitting such a large number of dwellings on the subject sites.

The roads surrounding the proposed development seem to be at, or at least very
close to, capacity in peak periods and are already insufficient in managing the
existing traffic demand, let alone catering for the upcoming residents of the Meriton
development and the potential future residents of the subject development. A
statement in the Parking & Traffic Report (undertaken as part of the Environmental
Assessment (EA) for the proposed development) that the proposed development
‘... would have minimal impact on traffic conditions along the surrounding roads, and
a negligible impact on the Pacific Highway...' and ‘.. .will not affect the operation of alf
nearby infersections...! (Gennaoui Consulting Pty Lid 2009) is absolutely inaccurate
and untrue. The proposed development will undoubtedly cause undue impact on all
the surrounding roads, due to an increased number of vehicles using the roads as
well as the three additional access roads/driveways proposed for the development,
Subsequent traffic implications will severely affect the amenity of the existing
residents who are already dealing with high traffic levels and incapable roads.

Current use of the roads surrounding the subject sites for on-street parking is a large
part of why the proposed development cannot be accommodated within the existing
road network. On-street parking is currently utilised along Avon Road, extending from
Pymbie Avenue to Avondale Golf Course, almost everyday, with cars parked on both
sides. On-street parking along Avon Road is utilised by residents, students of Pymble
Ladies College (PLC), commuters, and, as of late, construction vehicles and new
residents from the Meriton develepment. On-streel parking on both sides of Avon
Road results in barely enough rocom for two cars to drive through at the same time
(particularly when many vehicles are in fact 4WDs and when cars park just slightly
too Tar out from the kerb), which frequently causes issues — many cars have been
side-swiped and many side mirrors have been knocked off. Further, when Avon Road
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is full with on-street parking, the sight-line where the road bends (outside property
no.'s 7 and 11) is very poor. The risk of a head-on collision occurring at that location
is high. Avon Road (and the same would apply to Pymble Avenue and Arilla Road) is
not wide enough to cater for on-street parking on both sides of the road as well as
accommodate the movement of more than one car between the parked cars

comfortably.

As mentioned, the parking situation along Avon Road has been worsened since the
Meriton development commenced construction, which added construction vehicles to
the already unacceptable traffic issues, including many large trucks. On one
particular day my daughter (along with many other vehicles) got stuck behind two
trucks, which were travelling in opposite directions along Avon Road, meeting where
the road bends outside property no.'s 7 and 11. Neither truck was able to see the
other coming until they met head-on, and then they had to converse about who was
in the best position to reverse out (faking into consideration all the cars that had
queued up behind them) to allow the other to pass. In the meantime, vehicles
continued to queue up, and until the frucks came up with an adequate solution to free
up the road again! Although this was potentially a one-off situation, these sorts of
oceurrences are likely to become more frequent if the proposed development is
approved, and therefore must be considered before 355 more dwellings are
approved in the area. Responding to this point with a requirement for the Proponent
to produce a Construction Management Plan {(CMP) for the proposed development is
not good enough as it clearly proved to be insufficient with regard to the Meriton
development. It really must be recognised that the roads surrounding the subject
sites cannot accommodate much more!

Further ftraffic issues arise where the capacity of the intersections onto Pacific
Highway at Beechworth Road and Livingstone Avenue are struggling fo
accommodate existing demand adequately. During peak times, residents,
commuters, PLC-related traffic, construction traffic from the Meriton development,
and now new residents to the Meriton development are clearly placing increased
demand and pressure on these intersections. Traffic queues form from Pacific
Highway down Livingstone Avenue, as well as across Everton Street all the way back
to the round-about at the top of Pymble Avenue, on a regular basis. This causes
severe congestion in combination with the gqueues that form from the driveways info
PLC {on Avon Road) all the way back to the round-about at the top of Pymble
Avenue, as well as accommeodating the two frequently used pedestrian crossings
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between the Meriton development and PLC. AND, just to make the situation more
complex/dangerous, there is now an additional entry onto the round-about at the top
of Pymble Avenue in the form of driveway access to the Meriton development — an
ingenious planning decision! Traffic queues also form from Pacific Highway down
Beechworth Road as far back as over the railway bridge and at least to where the
proposed driveway for the subject development will be located. Additionally,
residents of the high-density development in Clydesdale Place (off Pacific Highway)
add to the level of traffic in Beechworth Road as many use it to turn around in order
to access the south bound lanes on Pacific Highway. The proposed development will
simply add to an already complex and overloaded local road network.

The existing local traffic situation is already unacceptable. The impact the proposed
development will inflict in terms of traffic is highly unlikely to “...have minimal impact
on traffic conditions along the surrounding roads, and a negligible impact on the
Pacific Highway..' or ‘..not affect the operation of...nearby intersections...
{Gennaoui Consulting Pty Ltd 2008). In my opinion, the Parking & Traffic Report is
significantly deficient as it significantly underestimates thq traffic situation currently
and the traffic generation likely as a result of the proposed development. Additionally,
the Parking & Traffic Report fails to consider the wider traffic context and the

cumulative fraffic impact.

If the proposed development is approved, it would be a classic case of high-density
development being approved to simply meet the requirement for more houses in
Sydney whilst other critical considerations, including infrastructure (particularly roads
and rail networks), remain completely insufficient! Inadequate infrastructure to
supportt the proposed development should be enough to refuse the applications. If
approval is granted, the traffic implications alone will cause significant adverse
impact to residents and will by no means achieve a good planning outcome.

Water management

The hard surface area that would result, should the proposed development be
approved, will increase the amount of run-off that will drain into the watercourse that
dissects the subject sites, flows under Arilla Road and traverses several properties in

a southwest direction.



First, | question whether the existing drainage infrastructure under Arilla Road has
adequate capacity to accommodate the amount of additional run-off that would be
produced (i.e. is there the need for augmentation of the existing infrastructure?), and
second, | question whether the properties that are located adjacent fo the
watercourse are at risk of localised flooding. Currently the watercourse experiences
substantially higher water levels during high rain periods, and if the additional run-off
is not managed properly (should the proposed development be approved), there is
the risk that Arilla Road and all the properties adjacent to the watercourse will be
subject to localised flooding. Further, inadequate water management e.g. increased
run-off and poor quality water flowing into the watercourse will negatively impact on
the ecosystems downstream.

The Proponent suggests that the watercourse should not even be considered a
watercourse however, in accordance with the definition of ‘river’ in the Dictionary of
the Water Management Act 2000, it is undoubtedly a watercourse.

Construction period

The impact the construction of each stage of works will have on existing residents,
particularly with regard to construction traffic, noise and dust that will be produced, is
of large concern. Most of this concern is raised as construction of the Meriton
development has beenfcontinues to be very poorly managed even though a CMP
would have been undertaken. Therefore, responding to this point with a requirement
for the Proponent to produce a CMP for the proposed development is not good
enough as it undoubtedly proved to be insufficient with regard to the Meriton

development.

Further issues that arose as a result of the construction of the Meriton development

include:

o Trucks making deliveries to the site at inappropriate times, including during
peak times and during the night, disturbing local traffic and residents.

e Road/pavement closures being undertaken (particularly on Avon Road)
during inappropriate times, e.g. peak periods and on Saturdays, and being
inadequately managed.

Examples of inadequate management include:
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e Not notifying residents of anticipated closures; and

e Inadeguate signage and provision of altemate routes e.g. encouraging
vehicles to turn into PLC, drive around the round-about and exit back
out onfo Aven Road 10m from where vehicles entered. This is not an
alternate route and is undoubtedly an inadequate solution. Cne
road/pavement closure was made worse when it occurred for the
majority of the day on a Saturday, which happened fo be a home
game for sport at PLC and many people were visiting the schoot who
weren't familiar with the area — you can imagine it would be rather
difficult {o determing an alternate route in an area you don’t know well
due to the road you'd usually utilise being closed with inadequate

signage provided.

Road/pavement closures were largely inconvenient each time they occurred

because they were very poorly managed.

Further comments

-]

Integration of the proposed development with the existing neighbourhood,
particularly with the local road network {as required in the Director-General's
Requirements dated 11 February 2009), is severely poor and will largely
impact on the amenity of the existing residents.

The cumulative traffic impact of the proposed development in combination
with the existing fraffic produced by residents, PLC, commuter traffic,
construction traffic from the Meriton development, the new residents to the
Meriton development, and the construction traffic and the future residents of
the proposed development, will result in adverse impacts to the existing
neighbourhood,

None of the proposed consultation has been undertaken, as stated it would
be in the Consultation Strategy (Appendix 32} that was submitted as part of
the EA for the proposed development,

We understand that the subject sites were nominated specifically for higher density
development by the NSW Government, and that this has been incorporated the Ku-
Ring-Gai LEP, however the proposed development grossly exceeds several critical
development standards (including FSR, height and number of storeys), which are
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subsequently detrimental to the amenity of the existing residents — '...a high level of
residential amenity...' (as required in the Director-General's Requirements dated 11
February 2009) will not be achieved by the proposed development.

In developing a concept plan for the subject sites, the Proponent suggests that in
order to accommodate the critical environmental constraints that are applicable to the
subject sites, the "best” outcome is to simply increase the number of storeys to limit
the footprint of the proposed development. This is unacceptable — it is purely for the
financial benefit of the Proponent and it completely disregards the development
standards specifically developed for the subject sites. The proposed development is
nothing but a gross overdevelopment of the subject sites, and one which will cause

significant adverse impacts to the locality.

In light of the recent report produced by the Independent Commission Against
Corruption (ICAC) — The Exercise of Discretion under Part 3A of the Environmental
Planning and Assessment Act 1979 and the Stafe Environmental Planning Policy
(Major Development) 2005) — and given the deficiencies and inaccuracies obvious in
the documentation provided to support the EA for the proposed development, as well
as taking into consideration the undoubted impact the proposed development
threatens, | consider that it would be fairly difficult to justify approving the proposed
development in its current form, or even granting approval with modifications.

We urge you to reject the proposed development.

Kind regards

W% %WK%WA«O% \ |

IKinson

v
‘ o

9 Arilla Road ‘
Pymble NSW 2073



Set January 2011

ATTENTION: Director Metropolitan Projects
Major Projects Assessment
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sirs/Madam -

Re: Concept Plan (MP08_0207) & Project Application {MP10_0219)
Residential development at Avon, Beechworth and Arilla Roads, Pymble

As far as | am concerned the sheer number of units propoged (355):and the height of the buildings
(11 and 9 storeys for two of the puildings) are absurd for a single residential area.

| note also that the proposed heights are well outside thé planning limits that apply to the site as
discussed in the Environmental Assessment.

There can beé no valid comparison with units located on the Paciﬂc.\Highway corridor or near the
railway tunnel. These are either close to a main road or are nearby the station. And even the
developments in Clydesdale Place for example are o more.than 7 storeys high at the railway line
frontage:

Regards;

LG

(v Pl DORIRL)

b Jubilee Avenuc .
Primble New DoT3
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ATTENTION: Director Metropolitan Projects
Major Projects Assessments

Re: Concept Plan {MP08_0207) & Project Application (MP10_0219)
Residential Development at Avon, Beechworth and Arilla Roads, Pymble.

31 January 2011
Dear sir/madam

I wish to lodge an objection in the strongest terms to the above development proposat for
the following reasons:

1. An enormous increase in traffic congestion will result without any increased traffic
management planning or safety measures to support the increased traffic volume.
Traffic is already at saturation point in this area.

2. The increase in traffic will pose a significant danger to pedestrians inciuding 2,000
school children attending Pymble Ladies’ College, crossing daily at a pedestrian
crossing in a congested, narrow 2 lane street.

3. Trafficis already congested in this pocket due to the restricted access to the Pacific
Highway. The only road outlets for this precinct are Livingstone Ave and Beechworth
Rd. Each has two lanes only for left and right hand turns onto the Pacific Highway.
The traffic signals allow 8 cars at most to turn on each signal change {far fewer if
pedestrians are crossing the highway) . Accordingly, only one South-bound lane is
available for through traffic and all traffic banks back at peak times.

4. The degradation of the local environment will increase the flood danger. This area is
well known historically as having amongst the highest annual rainfalls in the Sydney
Metropolitan area. These proposed buildings {on the side of a hill} will create heavy
and increased water run-off.

5. Urban consolidation in this area will increase flood risk- very recently explained (24
January 2011) by Associate Professor Basant Maheshwari, a water resources
researcher in the UWS School of Natural Sciences. He states land use changes could
mean higher flood levels, flash flooding in unexpected areas and more frequent
floods with ail the changes in land uses due to on-going urbanisation.
http://www.unijobs.com.au/read university news.php?title=flood safety expert ¢
alls for closer analysis_of land use changes 18083

6. The development will have an unacceptable level of impact on views and
overshadowing of adjoining sites and the public domain.

7. The height, bulk and scale of the proposed development (5 residential building
envelopes of 4 to 11 storeys) is not in keeping within the context of this precinct -
being single storey dwellings.
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Escalated power demands-which may lead to blackouts and disruption as equipment
becomes overloaded.

Commuter parking for Pymble train station, already inadequate, will be impossible.

Commuter and resident cars parked currently on both sides of the 2 lane Avon road
restrict traffic flow such that only one lane operates in peak hour (at the northern
end of Avon Road). Any increase in traffic due to this development will result in a
gridlock particularly on school days.

Trains, buses and schools will become even more overcrowded.

The disruption to the community during the demelition and construction period of
the project.

Footpaths in Arilla and Avon Rd are inadequate.

The heritage-listed Stationmaster's cottage off Avon Rd (next to the rail line) will be
destroyed.

Other recent developments in Pymble Ave, the Avondale development in Clydesdale
Place, major proposed development for Everton St and Pymble Ave-all need to be
considered in conjunction with this new proposal for overall impacts on traffic,
safety, flooding, views, shadowing and height and bulk considerations.

The area is part of the protected Blue Gum High forest, which will be in danger due
to the environmental impact of this development.

P,

Nicolas Shortis

5 Billabong Ave, Turramurra NSW 2074



24 January 2011
Tolar € O& GeS

The Director of Metropolitan Projects WL of A HmERT,
Major Projects Assessiiient
Department of Planning
PO Box:39

Sydiey NSW 2001

e el

Dear Sirs/Madam;

Re: Concept Plan:(MP08 0207} & Project Application (MP10_0219)
Rasidential develapmient at-Avon, Beechiworth and Arilla Roads, Pymble

With reference to. your invitation for submissions.on-the above mentioned proj ject, T wish to make-
it kngwn that T STRONGLY object to it in its preseént formi, not becauise: it 15 i my backyard but
for the follawing reasons:

o Built Form:
The whole concept is just tog bulky for the size¢ of its:proposed footprint:and the fopography of the
land pareel. It is no.ordinary plot of Tand:. All the: proposed residential envelopes arejust too bulky
especially envelope 3. The pr oposed he1ght is also foo high. Having buildings.with more than.4
stotieys tall away froni thenain highway and. town:cériters. s sheer environedital destruction..

The visualimpact of this propesal is very substantla} and will be felt;most by those residents
living at'the-southern & western-end and ofithe site due mainly to the-terrain of the-site. It willbe
hke havmg a waII of concrete as 1ts north eastern ne1 ovhbour P]ease v1s1t the Pymble Avenue/Avon

appreo1ate the concer;

‘The develope1 will argue that:there will be frees planted to: block the buildings from the view of the
: ours Whaf guarantees do we have Do nof: thmst a developer Who has

pi:OpOSed?Wlth each new proposa] wzth g cousxderatlon to theften aitt and topocraphy of the szte

o Accessibility
As this s1te is away: from the:mai, hlghway and ‘hordered by Suburban roads,, the raﬂway line and

pr oposec{ entranee at s, An la;fRoad s very close to @ blmd corier; very dangerous Once ggain, this
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is fiot'a typical site which has direct access from major highways. To access, one have to make use
of suburban roads with mainy Junctzons

o Traffic
The traffic study may notindicate the true number of vehicles that will be using the surrounding
roads that lead to/the site. Did it fake into consideration the potential increase in the- number of
veliicles usihg these loeal roads frony the following:
1. Residents of the Merifon ronbark development located at the corner of Pymble Avemue
and Avon Road once it is fully occupied?
2. Residents from the Avondaledevelopment in Clydesdale Place wishing to travel South?
3. Vehicles from futire-de ‘élopments in thie vieinity-of the site, and also from future
developments by P)?mble Ladies Collgge?

1t is-not a Pymble Ladies College problem as suggested by the traffic report submitted by the
developer. It is 4 problem for alI frain-commuters; whe park their cars near-the station, local
tesidents, developers afid thig: applomng authority:

Plans should payclose attention to-the “Developmentcontrdls and design guidelines - six
SEPPY 53 sites in Ku-ringzgai” dafed January 2003 prepared by the Departmenf of Planning
for Site. 2, and also the Council’s- “Ku-ri ing-gai Development Control Plan (Fown Centres)
2010. Only by following thise adopted guidelines will we Have trausparesicy and alevel
playing field forall,

In summary, I strongly-urged that the subject Coneept'Plan & Project. Application be
I ejected as presented. It.is justtoo massive, Traffic will be a nightmare. Train commuters
and iocal reszdents wﬁl be depm'ed of street parkmg Thlsi‘-apphcatwn shou[d not be looked

cons.lc,le.ratmnz

Twould also request that:niy namenot made available 1o the Bropenent.and also on.the:
department™s website.

Yours singerely,




SITE DESIGW

3C.6 SPECIFIC SITE CONTROLS
FOR1A, 1,5 & 7 AYON ROAD; N° 1 ARILLA ROAD, N° 12
MAYFIELD AVENUE & N5 -8 BEECHWORTH ROAD, PYMBLE

Controls

1 Thisisectiorapplies tothelandicomprising Nos 14,1, 5and 7
Ayon: Road‘ Na 1 Anl{a Road, No 12 Mayfield Avenueand Nos 2-8
ntified as.5ité 2 Development conirals
Ky-ring-gafl.

4 Deveiopment for the purposesiof mediumor high density residential
eni m accordance w1th the dessgn

SEPP 53 sites i Ku- r}né—g&f dated'. ar{uary
Department of Planning.

03, prepared by the

3 1F4 development applicationis tade in Fegpect of part of this site:

f

il Theiconsent authority musitake inta consideration the effect
that the proposed dev;a[epmeni will, or is reasonably likely:
- lop.the remainder of the Site in
‘ N trols and design
gw alines—six SEFP Y sitesiin Ku- <ririg-gei, and

ii}. The consentauthority must nol grant development consent
to !he developrient appl:catwr‘l if the‘ consent authority is:0f
1] il ‘ xould, or wouid be

the abihty toldevetop the remainderof he site in'the manher
described in.Development-controls and design guidelines—six
SEPP 53 sifes I Kiysring-gal.

Ku,—,ﬁﬁg,‘-}j’ai &eﬁielﬁ;ﬁ'rﬁc'f{f Tontral Plan iTewn Conidest 2036
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Ku-ring-gal Local Environmentat Plan [Town Centres) 2010 Users Guide |

—
The Standard Instrument atso provides-the opportunity for the inclusion of local provisions @
eitheras stand alone clauses, andfor as additions to the mainclauses in the temptate. The -
KLEP 2010'has included a number aF provisions wzth;n the writt: mssrument to achieve

destred local, piannmg gutcomes, These include local aims, additional zéhe objectives, certain
permsSsible and.prohibited land uses, devélopment standards: and other-additional local

praovisiohs:which are Rot inconsistent with the compulsory provisions..

Foltowing:Ts & description of the variaus parts of the Writfen Instrument
Part-1 - Preliminacy

Part'1 of the KLEP 2010 contains fofimal statutory information including thename of the plan,
its.commencernent, the aims of the plarrand its relationship to other planning instruments.

Part 2 - Zoningsand perinitted uses
Part 2 of thewwiritteninstrument providés Zoring and land use defails.

Zoning divides:the land covered by the KLER2010.into districts.or *Zzones™ which specify the
permitted and prohibited uses.

The Standaid Instrumient sets-out 34 standsrd zones: for councils to chodse from when
preparing a hew LERfor thelrlocat government afed. Councits may selecl-zones as
appropriate to:the needs of their local areas, takingiinto account any relevant State or regioniat
planning guidance.

Fér each zone, the Standard Instriment sets: out ‘cdre’ objectlves for development in the zope,
‘andrequires certain perinitted or: prohibited land.uges. The KLEP 2010 has'ineluded a. nurnber
:of local-objectives for-fhe zones being used.as well asidentifying all permltted land uses for
each zone. Details.of these can he found/in the Land-Use Table underPart 2 of the KLEP 2010:

RZ= Low Densujfﬁeﬂdem‘fa[ appiies to land where pnmars'ly'-low density. housingis
ishi 1o i i‘agethe provisian of

« RI= Medlum Bens:ﬂfﬁesrdenffa{ “10 prov:de for medtum density housmg generally in
‘ NMel storeys: ne: provides: forincregsed

%+ High Densily Residentiat:=1¢ pro lgeneral
‘ re typrcally located closer to rall/ i us;;and "centres of




_Ku-ring-gal Local Environmental Plan {Town Centres}-2010 Users Guide

Part 6 - Additional Local Provisions

The KLEP 2010includesa number of local provisions, which have been incorporated inta Part
6 of the writteninstrirnerit. Thesé incltide the following:

»  Clause 4,1~ Particular site requ;remenfs formulti dwelling housmg and residential
flat buf[dmgs ~ gstablishes minimarh street frontages for restderitiat flat buildings and
mitrlti dwelling ‘hotising (town Hbuses).

s Glause 62 Ground floor development in busipess zones - - mandates agtive ground
floors-ph:buildings-in business zopes to ensufe more vrbrant shreet frontages and
betterurban design outcomes,

°. L‘Jause 6 3 Mmfmum bu;la’mg street frantagevn busmess zones.+ requ‘t ress

s Clatse.é.4 - Urban design excéllence for Key Sites -provides incentives, in the: form of
additional height and FSR | for larger development sites-to. provide the h:ghest
standard ofurban and arch:tectural dasagn ol tcomes in areas of local strateglc

" and eco{og:ca[ proéesses -are: prot’ected and; enhanced The areas sub;ect to th:s clause
are |dentafied in: the Natura[ resources. sensrtfwz‘y B/odfversny Map A specmc

botentlal lmpact’ on chfld'fen

Schedules:
‘The Staridard nstrimment contains five schedules, althotgh there is'provisian fr additional
sthediles to be added.over tinie.

The schedules that sreTeferenced byiclauses in the KLEP 2010.are:

» Schedile 1 - Additiohal pérmitted: uses {clalise 2.5
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ission from Kylie Alvaro

{@m ect)
Against - Annex Website Submissions for job MP08 0207

- Concept Plan for 5 residential building envelopes of 4 to
11 storeys in 5 stages for up to 355 units with underground
car parking and landscaped open space/riparian
rehabilitation

Please see attached for our submission.

Name: Kylie Alvaro

Address:
4 Arilla Road
Pymble NSW 2073

IP Address: - 203.108.177.162

Submission for Job: #2919 MP08_0207 - Concept Plan for 5 residential building envelopes
of 4 to 11 storeys in 5 stages for up to 353 units with underground car parking and landscaped
open space/riparian rehabilitation

https://majorprojects.onhiive.com/index pl?action=view_job&id=2919

Site: #1833 Avon, Beechworth and Arilla Roads, Pymble
https://majorprojects.onhiive.com/index.pl?action=view_site&id=1833

Status:Actioned on 09/02/2011
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iviajor Projects Assessment
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39

Sydney NSW 2001

9 fFebruary 2011
Attn: Director Metropolitan Projects

MAJOR PROJECT PROPOSED AT AVON, BEECHWORTH AND ARILLA ROADS, PYMBLE (MP08_0207 AND
MP10_0219)

We abject to the subject Major Project for the following reasons:

e The number of dwellings proposed, which will significantly increase the number of residents in
the area and severely affect the amenity of the existing residents, particularly with regard to
traffic. )

e The bulk/scale of the proposed develepment and the number of storeys proposed, which will
cause unacceptable visual impact, affect privacy and overshadow adjoining properties, and
therefore impact the amenity of the surrounding residents, particularly those in Avon Road and
Arilla Road.

e The impact the proposed development will have on the Blue Gum High Forest {a Critically
Endangered Ecological Community), particularly as a result of the proposed
regeneration/reconstruction works.

o The size of the proposed development, which will result in an increased hard surface area,
increasing the amount of run-off produced, which will flow into the creek that dissects the
subject sites and traverses several properties (including ours) southwest of the sites.

e The impact the proposed development will have on traffic, which is currently functioning at a
near-unacceptable level and will be worsened if the proposed development is approved.

e The impact the construction of each stage of works will have on existing residents, particularly
with regard to construction traffic, noise and dust that will be produced. This was very poorly
managed during the construction of the development at the junction of Pymble Avenue, Everton
Street and Avon Road.

Of particular concern to us and our property is the impact the proposed Major Project will have in terms
of increasing the amount of run-off produced upstream. The hard surface area that will result (should
the proposed development be approved) will increase the amount of run-off that will drain into the
creek that flows under Arilla Road and traverses our property on the south east boundary.

We are concerned that the existing drainage infrastructure under Arilla Road does not have adequate

_capacity to accommodate the amount of additional run-off that will be produced, and that therefore

there is a risk that all properties that are adjacent o the creek could experience localised flcoding. As it
is the creek experiences substantially higher/concerning water levels during high rain periods, and if the
additional run-off is not managed properly (should the proposed development be approved), there is
the risk that Arilla Road and all the properties adjacent to the creek will flocd.



We understand that the subiect sites were nominated specifically for higher density development by the
NSW Government, and that this has been incorporated into Ku-Ring-Gai's LEP, however we are
concerned about the scale of the proposed Major Project, and the impact it wilt have on traffic and
water, which is likely to unreasonably affect the amenity of the existing neighbourhood.

We request that you reject the proposed Major Project.

Kind regards

LA P

Kylie and Ruben Alvaro

4 Arilia Road
Pymble NSW 2073



From: Malcolm Grice <malcolm.grice@macquarie.com>
To: Simon Truong <simon.truong@planning.nsw.gov.au>
CC: <assessments@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 11/02/2011 6:13 pm

Subject: Online Submission from Malcolm Grice (object)

I object to the proposed development for the following reasons:
- Scale

The proposed development is completely out of scale with the surrounding area and shows no sympathy for
the existing locale or neighbourhood streetscape and residents

- Character

The proposed development is out of character with the immediate and surrounding area and makes no
contribution to enhance the qualiy of life of residents

- Traffic/Parking

The proposed development in its planned phases adds 355 units and resultant car spaces and car use to an
area which is already straining with the volume of traffic at key times through out the day. The peak hour
traffic in the area is gridlocked already and there is no capacity for additional traffic. I already witness
improvised manouvres in the surrounding intersections due to inadequate roads. Isuggest that
consideration be given to the effective evacuation of the area in a catastrophic bushfire.

In summary, this development application reflects all the greed and opportunism that our elected
representatives are meant to protect us from.

Yours sincerely,

Malcolm

Name: Malcolm Grice

Address:
15 Beechworth Road

Pymble

NSW 2073

IP Address: - 203.210.68.145

Submission for Job: #2919 MP08_0207 - Concept Plan for 5 residential building envelopes of 4 to 11
storeys in 3 stages for up to 355 units with underground car parking and landscaped open space/riparian

rehabilitation
https://majorprojects.onhiive.com/index.pl?action=view_job&id=2919

Site: #1833 Avon, Beechworth and Arilla Roads, Pymble
https://majorprojects.onhiive.com/index.pl?action=view_site&id=1833



From: Mark Marriott <markm@banditchippers.com.aw>

To: "plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au" <plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au>
cC: "Mark Marriott’ <memarriott@optusnet.com.au>, Sue Marriott <smarriott@ba...
Date: 18/01/2011 9:38 am

Subject: PROJECT OBJECTION

Attachmenis:  Objection - Mark Marriott.pdf

Please find attached my letter Objecting Strongly to a massive development proposed for residential
Pymble in Sydney.

Thank you,
Mark Marriott

5 Jubilee Ave,
Pymble, NSW, 2073
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Attention: Director Metropolitan Projects
Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning

GPO Box 38

SYDNEY NSW 2001

ﬁuig,l@, AVL

ﬂ7 m‘g\zl MS\A// _2_137:7:

January 2011

Dear Sirs/Madam -

Re: Concept Plan (MP08_0207) & Project Application (MP10_0219)
Residential development at Avon, Beechworth and Arilla Roads, Pymble

I OBJECT TO THIS PROJECT
As far as | am concerned the sheer number of units proposed (355) and the height of the buildings

(11 and 9 storeys for two of the buildings) are absurd for a single residential area.

I note also that the proposed heights are well outside the planning limits that apply to the site as
discussed in the Environmental Assessment.

There can be no valid comparison with units located on the Pacific Highway corridor or near the
railway tunnel. These are either close to a main road or are nearby the station. And even the
developments in Clydesdale Place for example are no more than 7 storeys high at the railway line
frontage.

Regards,

L —

maz/é Z.{w-a/.{ %’/7:’#

\ /8"///20/;.
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Attention: Director Metropolitan Projects g?f(;%

Major Projects Assessment

Depatrtment of Planning

A GPO Box 39

] SYDNEY NSW 2001,

ﬁulﬂ{la& Ava_
(7w\b\¢/ (ds,w/ 2072

lanuary 2011

Dear Sirs/Madam -

Re: Concept Plan (MP08_0207) & Project Application (MP10_0219)
Residential development at Avon, Beechworth and Arilla Roads, Pymble

I OBIECT TO THIS PROJECT

As far as | am concerned the sheer number of units proposed (355) and the height of the buildings
{12 and 2 storeys for two of the buildings) are absurd for a single residential area.

| hote also that the proposed heights are well outside the planning limits that apply to the site as
discussed in the Environmental Assessment.

There can be no valid comparison with units located on the Pacific Highway corridor or near the
railway tunnel. These are either close to a main road or are nearby the station. And even the
developments in Clydesdale Place for example are no more than 7 storeys high at the railway line

frontage.

R_e_gg_ljds,

1% —

Shark Edoyara Moot

/8‘///20//.




From: “Michelle Key" <michellekey@iinet.net.au>
Te: <plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au>
Date: 13/02/2011 4:44 pm

Subject: Concept Plan

Attachments: CONCEPT PLAN.JPG

Dear Sir/Madam,

Please see the attached objecting to the proposed development between Avon,
Arilla and Beechworth Road.

Kind regards,

Michelle and Brenton Key

3 Linden Ave

Pymble NSW 2073

g,

e,
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January 2011

ATTENTION: Director Metropolitan Projects
Major Projects Assessment:

Departmient of Planning

GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sirs/Madam -
Re: Conicept Plan (MIP08.0207) & Project Application (MP10_0219)
Residential development at Avon, Beechworth-and Arilfa Roads, Pymble
[ QBIECT TO THIS PROIECT
As far as | am concerned the sheer number of Units proposed {355) and the height of the buildings
(11 aiid 9 storeys for'two of the buildings) ate dbsurd for a single reésidéntial area.

| note also that the proposed heights are well outside the planning limits that apply to the site a
discussed in the Environmental Assessment,

There can bé no valid compan' on S &d on the Padific. Highway corridor:or near the
railway tunnel, These are either ciese to a ‘main voad or aré nearby the station. And even the
developments: in Clydesdale Place for exaniple are no more than. 7 storeys high at the railway line
frontage.

Regards,

Pombla. O30 2073



From: “Natalie Cronin" <nataliccronin@bigpond.com>
To: <plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au=

Date: 12/02/2011 12:11 am

Subject: Part 3A submission MP08_0207 and MP10_0219

Attachments:  Part 3A Submission MP08_0207 MP10_0219.DOC

Please find attached my submission on Part 3a Major Projects proposals, MP08_0207 and MP10_0219.
Thankyou

Regards

Natalie Cronin

55 Miowera Road
North Turramurra NSW 2074



Major Projects Assessments
Department of Planning
23-33 Bridge Street

Sydney NSW 2000

MPO8 0207 — Concept Plan for 5 residential building envelopes of 4 to 11 storeys in 5 stages
Jfor up to 355 units with underground car parking and landscaped open space/riparian
rehabilitation — 1, 14, 5 Avon Road, 1 Arilla Road, 4 & 8 Beechworth Road, Pymble

MP10 0219 — Stage 1 construction of a 4 to 6 storey residential flat building — 1, 14, 5 Avon
Road, 1 Arilla Road, 4 & 8 Beechworth Road, Pymble

Dear Sir/madam

I am writing to strongly object to the above proposals under Part 3A Major Projects for the
following reasons:

Inconsistency with SEPP 53 and Town Centres LEP

This site was one of six in Ku-ring-gai identified under SEPP53 for multi unit housing. After
gazettal of the Town Centres LEP, the NSW Minister for Planning removed them from SEPP
53. As aresult, the sites were to come under the planning controls of the Town Centres LEP

with the Minister no longer the consent authority.

However, the height of this 11 storey concept plan grossly exceeds both SEPP 53 and the
Town Centres LEP planning controls and once again the Minister will potentially be the
consent authority. The site is zoned for 5 to 7 storeys in the Town Centres LEP and up to
7 storeys under SEPP53.

There is no justification for this proposal to be assessed as a site of State or Regional
significance. It is simply a cluster of unit blocks that blatantly exceeds all planning controls,
no doubt to profit from impressive views.

The recent ICAC inquiry into Part 3A recommended that the Planning Assessment
Commission become automatically responsible for all private state-significant development
applications that exceed local development rules by more than 25 per cent. It also
recommended that the types of development projects that can be determined by the planning
minister using the special powers should also be restricted to development applications that
would be permitted under current land zoning,.

Inappropriate and excessive scale and bulk

Planned heights of up to 7 storeys under SEPP 53 and the Town Centres LEP were already
totally inappropriate for the surrounding 2 storey residential zoning, especially given the
downhill slope. It’s evident from the nearby Merifon development on Avon Road that
development of this scale on the ridgeline, looms above the residential homes below it.



Eleven storeys would be grossly intrusive and beyond the heights allowed anywhere in Ku-
Ku-ring-gai, even under the Town Centres LEP.
Impact on riparian zone

The site contains a riparian zone which will no doubt be affected by the size of the
development. Deep soil excavation for the buildings and removal of vegetation will affect
run off and water flows, possibly even leading to flooding downhill.

Impact on critically endangered Blue Gum High Forest

The site contains critically endangered Blue Gum High Forest (BGHF) which is protected
under both State and Federal legislation. It forms part of an important east- west bio-linkage.
There is no evidence that the Department of Environment, Climate Change and Water has
been consulted on this proposal, even though it contains a critically endangered ecology.

The developer states in his application that “the site has many gum trees which are well in
excess of 50 metres (15 storeys). Although he says that 70% of the site can be returned to
BGHF and gardens he admits that trees will have to be removed and talks of “revegetation”
planting. In reality the sheer size and scale of development, with equipment, vehicles, cranes
and on site construction sheds will inevitably lead to large scale destruction of mature BGHF.
The extent of deep soil excavation required for a development of this size will affect water
flows, tree roots and access to sun.

Ku-ring-gai is littered with examples of development sites being stripped of all vegetation,
including those containing critically endangered BGHF. Despite talk of replanting,
developers do not like tall trees that block views, drop leaves and don’t conform with a
certain look. Once gone, BGHF trees will never be replaced!

Yours sincerely

Natalie Cronin

55 Miowera Road
North Turramurra
Sydney NSW 2074

11 February 2011
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From: Neil Brawley <neil_brawley@hotmail.com>

To: <plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 10/02/2011 8:41 pm

Subject: Re: Concept Plan (MP08_0207) & Project Application (MP10_0219)

Attachments:  Avon road units.pdf

Please find attached PDF letter objecting to:
Concept Plan (MP08_0207) & Project Application (MP10_0219)

Neil Brawley +61 0425 344 138



ATTENTION: Director Metropolitan Projects
Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning

GPO Box 39

Sydney NSW 2001

Dear Sirs/Madam

Re: Concept Plan (MP08_0207) & Project Application (MP10_0219)
Residential development at Avon, Beechworth and Arilla Roads, Pymble

I OBJECT TO THIS PROJECT

There has been a lot of development in this area in recent times which has increased the
population. My concerns are that this increase will put more strain on the overly stressed
sewage system in this area. I live in Kimbarra Rd. and the sewage has overflowed into the
creek beside my house. The water board worked like mad to flush the creek so they
would not have to evacuate the nearby residents. [ understand that the sewage system in
this area is very old and badly needs upgrading.

As far as I am concerned the sheer number of units proposed is absurd for this area. At
certain times of the day the wait to get on the Pacific Highway from Beechworth Rd. can
be as much as 10 minutes. How long is that going to be if residents from another 355
units join the queue?

Regards,

Neil Brawley
10 Kimbarrra Rd.
Pymble 2073
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From: Paul Cooper <plovsttcooper@optusnet.com.au>

To: <simon.truong@planning.nsw.gov.au>

CcC: <plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.aw>

Date: 23/02/2011 1:00 pm

Subject: Fwd: MP0O8_0207/MP10_0219 : Avon/Beechworth site
Simon,

I followed this up with a 'phone call yesterday but I understand you
are away sick,

I am concerned that T am not receiving any current news on this
matter which the residents in the area ( and many others) are
extremely concerned about.

Perhaps another officer could respond in your absence? What I am
seeking is a full schedule of the steps in the process from here with
a timeline.

Secondly I seek to know the views of NSW Planning on the many serious
issues raised during the exhibition period. We are also interested

to hear whether you agree that a number of issues require, as a

minimum, further studies and analysis before any valid decision could

be taken ( for example: Blue Gum High Forest protection, Traffic
impacts, Bush Fire risk and Riparian Zone issues).

1 lock forward to an immediate response,
regards

Paul Cooper
{ Convenor, Pymble Action Group for the Environment)

0434 144 436

Begin forwarded message:

> From: Paul Cooper <plovettcooper@optusnet.com.au>

> Date: 15 February 2011 6:50:49 PM

> To: simon.truong@planning.nsw.gov.au

> Subject: MP08_0207/MP10_0219 : Avon/Beechworth site

>

>

> Simon,

>

> Now that the exhibition period is over I would be interested to
> know what the process is from here that you will follow in relation
> to this application.

>

> Thanks and regards

>

> Paul Cooper

>

> (Convenor, Pymble Action Group for the Environment)



From: Paul Cooper <ploveticooper@optusnet.com.au>
To: <simon.truong@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 15/02/2011 6:10 pm

Subject: MPO8_0207/MFP10_0219 : Avon/Beechworth site
Simon,

Now that the exhibition period is over I would be interested to know
what the process is from here that you will follow in relation to

this application.

Thanks and regards

Paul Cooper

(Convenor, Pymble Action Group for the Environment)
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21 Avon Road
PYMBLE 2073

7 February 2011

Major Projects Assessment
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Attention: Director Metropolitan Projecis
Dear Sir,

Re: Concept Plan (MP08_0207) & Project Application (MP10_0219) — Proposed
Residential Development at Avon, Beechworth and Arilla Roads, Pymble

| write this submission in my capacity as convenor of Pymble Action Group for the
Environment (P.A.G.E.). This group of [ocal residents in the precinct surrounding this site
(i.e. between PLC School and Sheldon Forest on the west side of the Pacific Highway) has
been active for around 14 years. Our main focus has been to persuade first Ku-ring-gai
Council and now you that the numerous proposals for this site over the years have all
shared one common factor: that is they represent excessive development for this site in
this particular area of Sydney.

In support of this contention | have set out below, in summary form, our key arguments. In
the second patrt of the letter will be found more detail in relation to certain arguments.

1. INAPPROPRIATE AND EXCESSIVE BULK AND SCALE

In the letter sent by the Director General to this developer on 11 February 2009
(containing the “DGRs” for the Environmental Assessment (‘EA™) he states: “ would like
to take this opportunity to remind you of the Department's concerns regarding the height
and form of the proposal in the vicinity of the rail corridor ...”

The concern is reflected again in DGR2, paragraphs 1 and 2.

Despite this, the application proposes 9 and 11 storéy buildings and an FSR of 1.39:1! Not
only this but such buildings are as little as 5 metres from adjoining residences ( e.g.
building #5 and #3).

The proposal gives the impression that the tall trees on the site will screen all buildings
from the surrounding area. As the analysis of this point in Part 2 shows this is not the case.

When this developer properly addresses your explicit concerns perhaps you might have
something you could legitimately consider. Until that time you must surely reject the
proposal.

1



2. NON-COMPLIANCE WITH PLANNING REQUIREMENTS

The application does not adequately address the key requirements of NSW Planning:

(i) as to height, bulk and scale; and (ii) as to impact on adjoining residences and public
domain. The building heights and FSR of the proposal do not comply with gither the SEPP
53 or Town Cenires LEP requirements.

The proposal attempts to justify non-compliance. We would have thought that where there
are planning instruments expressly applicable, any attempt to justify non-compliance can
only fail. What a legitimate application must do therefore is comply.

In any event the argument the developer uses is based on a false premise (see [3]'below).

3. CONSTRAINED SITE

The developer argues that the site is constrained for a number of reasons with the result
that buildings can only be placed on a portion of the site. As a result the buildings must be
higher than otherwise would be the case. We ask “why is this s0?” Why not have smalier
buildings on a limited part of the site?

The fallacy in the argument is the premise: the unstated premise is that there is some
unwritten FSR to which this developer is entitled. But this is not so. The maximum FSR
under the 2003 SEPP 53 guidelines for this site is 0.63:1. The maximum FSR under the’
Town Centres LEP is 0.8:1. This proposal exceeds both of these by 120% ( that is the
proposal is more than double the permitted size) and 74% respectively. But the key point
here is that these are maximums not minimums. There is no difficulty at all in NSW
Planning confirming the constraints on the site and then reducing the applicable FSR to
below either 0.63:1 or 0.8:1( whichever in fact applies) so that the buildings on the
permitted parts of the site are not incompatible with the surrounding area nor too close to
adjoining residences.

We do not see why this proposal does not follow this rather obviously correct approach
especially when the Director General instructed that this was the approach to take.

4. CONCEPT PLANS ONLY

The application seeks to obtain approval for such a large building envelope based merely
on concept plans. This causes us great concern. We are concerned that NSW Planning is
being asked to approve building envelopes based not on plans but a concept. The
difficulty is if the concept is found to be unworkable when it becomes a plan it will be too
late to alter the concept because the concept will be what has been approved. What will
result is that Planning NSW will have to compensate the developer if the concept is not
implemented. This would appear to be an unacceptable financial risk for a government
department to accept. The solution is to require full plans now before any approval is
given.



5. CANCER EFFECT

Such a gross disproportion between the proposed buildings and the current singie
residences in the area will have the effect over time of degrading the amenity and hence
the value of the latter; and so high density will spread outwards into the degraded areas.
This process will continue until there is only high density in the entire area. This would be
an abuse of the planning process because future planning outcomes would be the result of
economic factors instead of decisions consciously made by NSW Planning.

6. BLUE GUM HIGH FOREST

At DGR 10 the Director General states: “The Blue Gum High Forest is listed as a critically
endangered threatened ecological community under the Commonwealth Environment
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act). The Commonwealth
Department of Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts should be consulted to ascertain
whether the proposed development triggers the need for an assessment and approval
under the EPBC Act.”

This statement confirms that the site comprises Blue Gum High Forest (“BGHF").

It requires the applicant to consult the Commonwealth under its legislation. It appears that
this has not been done. Nowhere in the EA is there a reference to any consultation with
the Commonwealith despite this being a mandatory DGR requirement. Please advise when
this matter has been addressed by the applicant to your satisfaction.

The EPBC Act in particular refers to the biodiversity value of BGHF. Further, the 2000
Environment Baseline Study Report referred to the particular need to retain all incidents of
BGHF in order to maintain critical east-west bio-linkages between the |.ane Cove national
park and Ku-ring-gai Chase national park.

Even though the status as BGHF is nof challenged by the applicant, the applicant
proposes to remove at least 12 BGHF trees (see EA vol. 3 at 8.13 (p 95). Surely as a
starting point it must be the case that no removal whatsoever of a threatened item could
be permitted. That being so the proposal must be rejected in its current form since its
viability is predicated on the removal of trees that is proh:bxted by NSW and
Commonwealth law.

Buiidings 3 and 4 intrude into the core riparian zone. The required Asset Protection Zones
for those buildings also intrude. Clearly these matters would require rectification before
any approval could validly be given since,amongst other things, the riparian zone is there
to ensure the survival and future enhancement of the BGHF.

We also question whether very tall buildings next to the riparian zone will allow the
vegetation to survive at all because of overshadowing and also because of the impacts of
construction and future occupancy by a very large number of people. We see these
impacts as far greater than any weed infestation that may or may not exist currently on the
site.



7. BUSHFIRE HAZARD

The site is located in a large residential precinct which is effectively a cul-de-sac. There
are two exits only. [f this proposal proceeds then the number of residences in the cul-de-
sac will be almost doubled to around 750. The precinct is surrounded by bushland on
three sides (Sheldon Forest, Avondale Golf Course and PLC School) and the railway on
the fourth side. Accordingly we are most concerned that in the event of a bushfire
residents, particularly the elderly, may not be able to get out. We suggest that this risk
should be assessed by the Rural Bushfire Service before any planning decision is made.

Similarly, emergency access into the area and the site will be difficult (see Part 2).

8. HERITAGE

It is a misconception to think that just because an area is not listed (correctly or not, and
we would say not (see Part 2}) as an urban conservation area, development proposals can
ignore heritage issues as this one does.

Set out in Part 2 of this submission are a number of arguments on heritage and its
relevance to this area of Pymble and this site in particular.

9. TRAFFIC

The area between PLC School and Sheldon Forest is a cul-de-sac. If its population is
doubled the traffic congestion will move from extreme to gridiock. And that is without taking
account of the very large unit development nearing completion at the top of Pymble
Avenue.

The traffic consequences of this proposal are voluminous and very significant. Rather than
summarize them 1 refer you to Part 2 of this letter.

It is submitted that traffic issues have not been adequately modelled and that the traffic
situation in this precinct of Pymble is so bad that no increase in population at all is
possible.

10. THE MINISTER LACKS POWER TO APPROVE

It would appear that the Minister for Planning no longer has the legal power to approve this
proposal.

This is because his power resides in Part 3A and that Part no longer applies to the so-
called “Targeted Sites”, of which this site is #2. This has been the situation since the
introduction of the Town Centres LEP in 2010.

The only reason this site was brought within Part 3A was because of its status as a
“Targeted Site”. Given the realistic limits o the scale of a legitimate development on this
site outlined above, the site has no independent claim to be brought within the purview of
Part 3A.



11. CONCLUSION

Like many people in the local community P.A.G.E. is very concerned about the proposed
development and the impact it would have on the area of Pymble west of the railway line,
bounded by Pymble Ladies College and Sheldon Forest.

It is an area that was built mainly in the interwar period by people who while prosperous
did not have great wealth. What they did have was respect for the character of the local
area. They built modest family homes that were varied and individual in style but
maintained a similar small scale. They planted pleasant gardens and retained a canopy of
tall native trees. Together and in a very informal way over many years they created a living
environment that has beauty, amenity and character. This environment will be severely
damaged if the proposal is allowed to go ahead. The proposal subverts the community
values that have guided previous development —limited residential scale, consideration for
neighbours, appreciation of heritage and respect for the natural environment.

We urge you to reject the current proposal.
Yours faithfully

Ploost

P.L. COOPER
- (Convenor, P.AG.E.)

[See Part 2 on following pages]



PART 2:
1. INAPPROPRIATE AND EXCESSIVE BULK AND SCALE

Two of the buildings will be 9 storeys and 11 storeys high respectively. The tallest building
will be 37 metres. These buildings will be excessively tall, bulky and unsightly.

The buildings will be clearly visible throughout the area. The tall buildings will dominate the
skyline now seen as a canopy of frees. The development proposal states that there are a
number of mature trees on the property - approximately 35 to 50 metres tall — that wilt
screen the view of the buildings. This is doubiful for several reasons:

The development plans show the tallest trees oniy partly screening the buildings when
viewed from Mayfield Avenue and part of Arilla Road. There are no significant tall trees on
the site to screen the view of the buildings from Avon Road or from the top of Beechworth
Road (including 6, 10, 10A, 10B and 10C especially).

Trees of 35 - 50 metres in height are very old trees. Many of the blue gums along the
western boundary of the site were planted in the 1930s. In the natural course of events,
tall trees on the site can be expected to die off in a few years time, leaving the high
buildings exposed. It is also highly likely that the stress of large-scale construction works
will damage the canopy and root systems of many trees, leading to their removal.

Tall native trees, which regularly drop large branches, are not compatible with high density
building complexes where large numbers of people and cars move around the site. As
soon as branches drop from frees on the site, it is almost certain that unit owners will be
mounting a case to have the trees removed, citing fears about personal safety and
property damage.

In the event that these very valuable, very old and tall trees die or have to be removed,
they cannot be replaced. The project plan emphasises that it allows for open areas where
‘deep soil’ plantings of trees can be made. However, page 54 of the proposal includes a
definition of deep soil planting as ‘areas of a site with refatively naturai soil profiles that are
protected to promote the healthy growth of significant trees that can mature to heights of
10-25m’. Trees of 10-25m will not be tall enough to screen the 9-11 storey buildings.

Appearance of stage 1 building fronting Avon Road is unacceptable

This building will be 4 storeys at the front and 6 storeys at the back. The development
plans and drawings show the building very close to the footpath, much closer than the
single storey houses either side. The impression from Avon Road is of a bulky oversized
building, without any significant front garden to soften the effect.

This detracts from the character and amenity of the Avon Road streetscape.
The development proposal states that the stage 1 Avon Road building is screened from
view along Avon Road by the trees growing inside the boundary fence of Pymble Ladies

Coliege. This may be so from far away on Avon Road, but as people come closer along
Avon Road, the building will dominate the streetscape.
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Also the photomontages in the development proposal show the stage 1 building and a
later stage building being screened by large trees in the front gardens of neighbouring
houses in Avon Road. The images are misleading because many of the trees they show in
the neighbouring gardens do not actually exist.

The development proposal cannot rely on trees on properties that it does not own or
control to screen the view of its buildings.

Appearance of Buildings #3 and #1 from Avon Road residences.

I live at21 Avon Road. Despite one or two existing trees which will reduce the impact
(while they exist) 1 will still be exposed to views of (and overlooking by) the substantial
height of this building uphill from 15 Avon Road. [ will see it both through and above the
scant tree cover that exists currently. The visual impact from below will be such that the
building will appear to me to be about 50% to 100% higher. | have checked this impact by
viewing ‘lronbark’ af the top of Pymble Avenue from the downhill side. The impact of
Buildings #3 and #1 on 7, 11 and 15 Avon Road will be unimaginable.

Incompatible with Urban Setting and Environment.

The size of the buildings and the density of the development is incompatible with its urban
setting and environment, even against the controls in the latest Town Centres LEP.

In the comprehensive 2000 Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study, conducted for
Council by independent consultants Godden Mackay Logan Pty Ltd , it was reported that
the study (p 3 p i)

“confirmed that the heritage and neighbourhood character values of the study area are
exceptional, and therefore any new development introduced within the area must be
based on and be compatible with those values”

The heritage and neighbourhood character values were described in the report in the
following terms:

“The study confirmed that the prevailing pattern of residential development, which is
common throughout most of the study area, is characterised by single dwelling houses
addressing the street across an open-front garden, and providing a private rear garden.....
This pattern has enabled the landscape to flourish and provide the most significant
characteristic of Ku-ring-gai — its tree cover. The consistency of this pattern, the abundant
landscape and the relative cohesiveness of housing scale and, form and style within the
study areas of Ku-ring-gai make the neighbourhood special.” (p 5 p i)

On any view the development proposals are manifestly incompatible with those values.
7. BUSHFIRE HAZARD

Emergency access to the site and area is likely to be difficult



At peak hour times during the school term, rapid response emergency access to the area
surrounding the proposed development is impeded because of the congestion in both
directions on Avon Road and Beechworth Road. This is an existing problem.

Adding 700 to 800 unit dwellers into the area exposes them to safety risks if a police
vehicle, an ambulance or a fire engine is urgently required, but is delayed by traffic
congestion around the site.

There may also be potential access problems for large fire engines getting into the site.

[n the development proposal’'s Appendix 25 Bushfire Hazard Assessment Report, there is
a recommendation that for adequate access fo the site by large fire engines there must be
6.5 metre two way all weather roads. | assume that:

This road width requirement applies to driveways/private roads into the complex that will
enable fire engines to get near to the largest buildings in the middle of the site.

The requirement also applies to fire engines attending any type of fire in the complex (for
example a kitchen fire in a unit) not just bushfires.

Because measurements are not shown on the site maps, it is hard to see if this private
road/ driveway width is achievable for all private roads/driveways to the complex

The Beechworth Road driveway appears narrow and constrained by the boundaries of
private properties either side.

The driveway at Arilla Road also appears to be very narrow with a particularly large tree
half way down the driveway with a wide trunk and low branches that could obstruct large
fire engines. This width of the driveway is also constramed by the boundaries of private
properties either side.

It may be that the Avon Road entrance is the only one that could be built with sufficient
width for large fire engines to drive through. This hardly seems sufficient access in the
event of a major fire in or around any of the 5 large buildings spread across the site.

In the event of a major fire or disaster within the site, emergency access difficulties will be
a safety risk to people and buildings inside the complex and to people and homes in the
surrounding area.

8. HERITAGE

Destruction of the ‘Chief Railway Commissioner’s Residence’ will damage the Avon
Road streetscape and the heritage of the surrounding area

Number 1 Avon Road, known as the Chief Railway Commissioner’s Residence, has
significant local value. The house is listed on the website of the Heritage Branch of the
Department of Planning as having ‘architectural municipal state significance’. The
developer owns the house. It is proposed for demolition as part of the development.

Appendix 22, a heritage report attached to the development proposal acknowledges the
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heritage value of the house. It describes the architecture and history of the property in
detail.

In essence the report concludes that Ku-ring-gai Council has zoned the area for unit
development, in making this zoning the Council has removed the local heritage
classification of the site, so the house can be demolished and in any case there are many
other inter-war houses in the area. The report under-estimates the value of the house to
the local community. The house must not be destroyed:

Despite Ku-ring-gai Council’s bowing to pressure to remove the heritage classification from
this and many other houses in Ku-ring-gai for the sake of unit development, this house is
well known and valued by local residents.

It is a very distinctive property. There is not another inter-war house in the local area like it,
It has a particularly fanciful ‘old English’ facade. Its design and street presence are unique
in the area, incorparating extensive use of sandstone corbels, mullioned leadlight
windows, leadlight glass in the front door and surrounds, slate roof, stylish arched entry
porch, decorative Tudor style half beam timbering under the gable roof line.

Although well set back from Avon Road, the views of the house contribute to the
attractiveness, character and ‘sense of place’ along Avon Road.

The streetscape and history of Avon Road has already been damaged recently by:

- The destruction of 3 houses with similar architectural merit and local significance
to make way for the Ironbark Complex at the start of Avon Road.

- The loss of number 5 Avon Road. This property is also listed on the website of the
Heritage Branch of the Department of Planning. It is owned by the developer. It was once
a lovely cottage with decorative timberwork inside and outside. It has been vandalised and
damaged beyond repair. The developer plans to demolish it completely so the land can be
used for the proposed development.

Given that Avon Road has already lost these fine houses the destruction of yet another
house with significant aesthetic, architectural and heritage value would be a tragedy.

Even if the proposed site development in some form is permitted to go ahead, the house
at number 1 Avon Road does not have to be destroyed. it could be left as a separate
residential property. Alternatively, it could be incorporated into the development as a club
house or recreation facility offering meeting rooms, a billiards room, a swimming pool, a
communal garden etc.

Heritage-Related Objections to Concept Plan MP08_0207) and Project Application
(MP10_0219) Residential Development at Avon, Beechworth and Arilia Roads,
Pymble

The National Trust Submission on (S06913) Ku-ring-gai Town Centres Draft LEP 2010
made a number of general points about development in Ku-ring-gai , which | feel are
applicable to this development proposal. The qualifications and expertise of the Nation
Trust to address heritage issues mean that their statements must be given weight and
serious consideration.

I have listed the relevant statements from the National Trust document and followed them

9



with my own specific concerns about the damage that the proposed development will inflict
on the heritage of the local area.

National Trust Statement

‘1.1 The extent and quality of early 20" century housing in Ku-ring-gai is unique in Sydney
(on a par with the 19" century terrace housing of suburbs such as Paddington) and this
quality is under threat...

‘1.2 No other Local Government Area in Sydney is having as much redevelopment thrust
uport its village and neighbourhood centres as is Ku-ring-gai.’

My Concerns

The proposed development will construct 355 units in 5 large buildings ranging from 6 to
11 storeys. This is extremely high density that is incompatible with the established
residential character of the area. This is an area of predominantly inter-war family homes
set well back from the road in pleasant established gardens under a canopy of tall native
and exotic trees. The harmonious style of the local area has already been scarred by the
Ironbark development at the start of Avon Road and will be further damaged by this
development.

In the last two years, residents have seen Avon Road damaged by the demolition of
several houses (numbers 8. 10 and 12 Avon Road) with distinctive inter-war appearance
and architectural merit to build the Ironbark Complex. The construction also destroyed
extensive gardens with many mature trees. These lovely old houses and gardens once
‘welcomed’ people into the area as they walked from Pymble station. Now when visitors
and residents come from the station the first thing they see are visually overwhelming
monotonous apartment blocks.

The proposed development threatens to do the same thing further down Avon Road. it will
destroy a house of architectural and heritage significance. it will build visually confronting
blocks of units facing Avon Road, out of scale and sympathy with the surrounding
residential properties. It will break what is now seen as a distant canopy of trees with tali
blocks of units.

It will also damage the setting and views of a number of heritage residences and buildings
in the area.

National Trust Statement
‘1.3 The exhibition process (for the draft Ku-ring-gai LEP (Town Centres) ) is flawed, lacks
transparency and facks procedural faimess. This is because of:

The late engagement of a heritage consultant in the total planning process

The extremely short time-frame given for public comment....

The lack of any indication in the exhibition documents that existing listed heritage items
were fo be removed’
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My Concerns

The Ku-ring-gai LEP (Town Centres) 2010 set out the zoning of the proposed
development site as suitable for high density residential development and it removed the
heritage listing on the house at 1 Avon Road and did not acknowledge the National Trust
Urban Conservation Area classification of the surrounding area.

The process by which this was done was flawed. It ignored experi advice and the
concems of local residents.

As a local resident, | believe that the resulting LEP does not embody community wishes for
how we want our local area to move into the future. The flawed LEP does not give
legitimacy to the proposed development.

National Trust Statement
1.6 Heritage items must have a visual setfing to preserve their significance as.heritage
items

My Concerns

The proposed development will damage the setting and views of houses and buildings
with heritage significance in the surrounding area.

Maccquarie Cottage 11 Avon Road. This property is a colonial Georgian revival cottage
designed by W. Hardy Wilson. It is on the Register of the National Estate. It has local,
state and national significance. Macquatrie Cottage is only one residence away from the
stage 1 unit building. This building will clearly tower over Macquarie Cottage when looking
north. The even taller buildings in the later stage of development will break through the
canopy of trees now seen behind Macquarie Cottage. It would damage the Avon Road
streetscape to treat a superb example of Hardy Wilson domestic architecture with such
disrespect.

Capera Cottage 12 Avon Road. Again the sight of the tall bulky unit buildings will
compromise the view looking north. This contrast in scale is particularly jarring given that
Capera Cottage is such a small and charming structure.

Pymble Ladies College (PLC) along the Avon Road boundary. Views of the unit
development will be clearly visible from the school playing fields and paths along the Avon
Road boundary. Part of the heritage value of PLC is its park-like setting. Its vistas have
already been damaged by the ‘lronbark’ Complex and will be further damaged by the
proposed development.

11 Arilla Road. This is a substantial and attractive home built in the inter war period. The
scale of the proposed development and the fact that the unit buildings will be constructed
on a site that slopes up from this house, mean that tall unit buildings will be seen
dominating the background behind this house. There do not appear to be enough trees to
screen the view of the development adequately from 11 Arilla Road.

6 Beechworth Road. This is a gracious late Victorian home that will be seen against a
background of tall bulky buildings. Its balconies will look straight into a vista of 9 to 11
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storey buildings. Moreover the development proposal shows a private road/driveway
running in a crescent along one side of the house, around the front of the house and along
the other side of the house. The entry and exit of large numbers of residents’ vehicles
travelling along three boundaries of the house will definitely detract from the heritage
ambience.

Pymble Hotel and Ku-ring-gai Town Hall. The proposed development will damage the
views when looking in a north west direction from the heritage listed Pymble Hotel and the
heritage listed the Ku-ring-gai Town Hall (formerly Sacred Heart Church), both on the
Pacific Highway. These are both important inter war buildings with recognised architectural
heritage significance to NSW.

National Trust Statement

3.10 Changes from National Trust UCAs......... in fact the method used by Paul Davies Pty
Litd vindicates the original boundaries of the National Trust Urban Conservation Areas and
it would appear that factors other than heritage significance are being used to determine
the number and extent of proposed Heritage Conservation Areas

My Concerns

The heritage value of the local area has been recognised by the National Trust since the
1950s.

The National Trust produced a report in 1996 called ‘Housing in NSW Between the Wars'.
It recommended that the local area be included as one of 28 precincts in Ku-ring-gai that
should have heritage listing as Urban Conservation Areas. The recommendation
recognised:

Excellent examples of early 20" century and inter-war housing in the area.

The harmonious building style of the area and its confribution to the ‘garden suburbs’
planning movement in NSW.

The remaining stands of Blue Gum High Forest and Turpentine-lronbark Forests.

The compatibility of the modest scale single residential development with the natural
environment.

In recent years, the heritage boundaries and classifications recognised by Ku-ring-gai
Council were changed by what local residents regard as a discredited process. The
proposed development site and the surrounding area are no longer recognised as an
Urban Conservation Area.

Regardless of how the local area is ‘officially’ classified, to the people who live here it is an
area of aesthetic, architectural and heritage value that continues to evolve today. The
proposed development threatens the overall integrity and cohesiveness of the local area.
The extreme height and bulk of the development will damage the existing careful balance
of small well-designed buildings in relation to attractive areas of open space.
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In short, the proposed development is entirely out of sympathy with community values and
should not be permitted.

National Trust Statement
5.1 The following existing heritage items under the KPSO are recommended by the Ku-

ring-gai Planning Panel for removal:

Pymble:

6 Beechworth Road
1 Avon Road

5 Avon Road

fhis is an inappropriate approach. Except for demolished items the items still have
hetitage significance and it would appear that their removal has nothing to do with heritage
but is a means to provide an unencumbered redevelopment area,

My Concerns

Despite the removal of Council’s ‘official’ recognition of the heritage value of these
properties they are well known and valued by local residents.

1 Avon Road was built in the early 1900s. It was acquired by the developer in the 1970s.
[t is proposed for demolition. This must not be allowed:

It is one of the earliest houses built in the area. | have a copy of a map and advertisement
for building blocks circa 1928 noting the house as an example of a fine house already built
in the area belonging to a pre-eminent gentleman.

It is & very handsome property with beautiful detailing particularly its use of sandstone,
leadlight glass and timber beams.

It is an important part of the streetscape and history of Avon Road.

| am familiar with European-style medium density developments in heritage precincts that
incorporate existing buildings into the development and echo features from the existing
buildings in the style and scale of the new buildings. | suggest that this is something the
developer should consider. This house should be seen as an asset to be used in a
sympathetic medium density development.

5 Avon Road was built in the early 1900s. It was acquired by the developer in the 1980s.
In recent years it has been unoccupied and subject to vandalism and damage. After a fire
several years ago, it now seems irretrievably damaged.

It will be completely demolished to make way for the proposed development complex. It is
obvious that this gracious old country-style timber cottage cannot be saved.

The fact that the contribution of this once charming cottage to local heritage and

streetscape has already been lost makes it all the more important for the nearby house at
1 Avon Road to be maintained.
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6 Beechworth Road was built in the late 1800s. This property is not owned by the
developer, it will not be part of the development. As described above, it will face the high
rise development and have a driveway/private road going around it on three sides.

This s a heritage property that is valued by the community. Its setting and ambience will
be damaged by the proposed development.

SUMMARY OF MY CONCERNS

The area surrounding the proposed development has a unique character and considerable
heritage value to the State of New South Wales. It has many fine inter war houses and
generous gardens under a canopy of tall frees.

Over the years the area has evolved, old houses have been modified and new houses
built. Nevertheless the existing scale of buildings and the balance of buildings to open
space have been maintained. This has helped to preserve the overall natural and heritage
character of the area while introducing good contemporary features.

The proposed development does not properly address issues of compatible design and
scale for the area. It will not contribute to the evolving character of the area. Rather its
height and buik will damage the character of the area.

9. TRAFFIC

A Introduction

The traffic consultant (Gennaoui Consulting Pty Ltd) has concluded that the proposed
residential development “is not likely fo unduly affect traffic conditions in the surrounding
area.” ' '

There are significant deficiencies in the analysis presented by the traffic consultant.

B. General Background
The proposed area for development is iocated between two signalised access points to
the Pacific Highway — Beechworth Road and Livingstone Avenue;

At the present time there are about 400 residential dwellings, between Pymble Avenue
and Sheldon Forest. The proposed development, if it were to go ahead, would add another
355 or so dwellings i.e. an increase of some 90%;

Traffic flows in the area are also impacted by two major developments which were in
progress at the time of the observations by the consultant but not factored into his report,
as follows:

the development of 64 new residential units in Clydesdale Place

the development of 168 new residential units on the corner of Avon Road and Pymble
Avenue;

Further residential development can be expected, albeit on a smaller scale, in both the
area north of Pymble Avenue, and in the Pymble Avenue/Livingstone Road areas. For
example a 21 residential unit development in Everton Road is before the Council;
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The area also includes Pymble Ladies College, a K-12 educational institution with a total
enroliment of some 2000 students and with some 400 staff employed:

The consultant reported that “The major approach route for traffic generated within the
study area is the Pacific Highway, a classified National and State Highway, which has a six
lane divided carriageway.” The consultant did not mention that a notable feature of the
Pacific Highway between Beechworth Road and Livingstone Avenue is that it is restricted
by the bridge over the railway lines to just four lanes;

The area is subject to three traffic peak periods. The morning peak of 7.15 to 8,15 a.m.
includes both general and school traffic. There are two peaks in the afternoon, from 2.45
p.m. to 3.45 p.m.(school traffic) and from 4.30 to 5.30 p.m.

C. Implications of the above background factors
The addition of new traffic on to the roads within the subject area has the potential to
create significant additional traffic gridlock. For example;

In the morning and afternoon school peaks Avon Road suffers heavy congestion. In the
afternoon it may be effectively closed to northbound ftraffic for 10 — 15 minutes, and to
southbound traffic, for a shorter period because of traffic waiting to enter the school. It
appears that the consultant has not recognised, or measured traffic flows during the
school related afternoon peak;

In the morning peak (and particularly between 7.30 — 8.15 a.m.) there are long waits for
traffic trying to enter Pacific Highway at both the Beechworth and Livingstone
intersections. The consultant notes that “The signalized intersection of Pacific Highway
with Livingstone Avenue operates at a very poor level of service ‘'’ during the moming
peak”,

Strangely, although the consultant noted that “these two intersections (i.e. Beechworth and
Livingstone)} have very high degree of saturation with very long queues observed along the
Pacific Highway during both peak periods” it did not occur to him, or he was unwilling, to
relate this major difficulty to the narrowing of the Highway to just four lanes at the railway
bridge;

North bound egress from Beechworth Road, although subject to a free turn, is affected by
traffic preparing to move fo the right lane for a right turn into Bobbin Head Road. This lane
is frequently blocked by other traffic waiting to make the turn;

North bound egress from Beechworth Road is further restricted by the two-lane railway
bridge on Beechworth Road, frequently preventing fully effective use of the free left north
turn on to the Highway during the morning peak;

Highway traffic can also be severely compromised in both morning and afternoon peaks
because traffic waiting to turn right at Livingstone Avenue banks back across the railway
bridge, reducing southbound traffic to a single lane;

Although Clydesdale Place enters the Pacific Highway directly, exiting southbound traffic
must travel north to Beechworth Road or Bobbin Head Road before it can turn to head
south, placing additional pressure on both of these already busy turns;
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| suggest that the tolerances on the Pacific Highway over the railway bridge are very close
to mayhem for through traffic. The more than doubling of residential dwellings (taking the
proposed development and the two largely completed developments referred to above)
will almost certainly dramatically escalate the current problems, if this proposal is allowed
to proceed;

| suspect that the residents of the affected area would be willing to test how the addition of
a relatively small number of additional vehicles could bring chaos to traffic on the Highway
in peak hours. A demonstration of the impact would surely be preferable to the eventual
realisation of the enormity of the problem post development;

The consultant reported that “In 2002, Planning NSW required the provision of a direct link
between Beechworth Road and Avon Road. This road was not supported at the time and
should not be provided for the following reasons..... interfering with the residential amenity
of future residents along it.” One would hope that the Department would have the same
interest for the amenity of the residents already living in the subject area as the consultant
appears to hold for those who have not yet even considered moving into the area.

D. Conclusions
There are significant deficiencies in the analysis presented by the traffic consultant.

The proposed residential development will unduly affect traffic conditions in the
surrounding area.

If significant development is to occur in the subject area road traffic flows must be
enhanced by one or some combination of the following;

Widening of the Pacific Highway railway bridge at Pymble to five or six lanes;
Widening of the Beechworth Road railway bridge to three lanes;
The addition of a right hand turn lane on the Pacific Highway to Beechworth Road.

If enhancements along the lines suggested are not made common sense would indicate
that the scale of the proposed development is grossly excessive.

Recent Changes to Traffic Conditions not modelled

The traffic report is not soundly based, does not consider the important constraints and
does not consider the impact of more recent developments.

The traffic report was last revised in November 2009 and is based upon traffic counts
taken in May 2009. Since that time there have been three major changes to the traffic
conditions in the precinct.

1. The completion of the Avondale development on the Pacific Highway in the vicinity of
Telegraph Road has resulted in a development with no south bound (city bound) access to
the Highway. Whatever the intention was, the traffic from that development wishing to
travel to the city now traveis north to Beechworth Road and executes a U-Turn in
Beechworth Road to access the southbound lanes an the Pacific Highway through the
Beechworth Road / Pacific Highway intersection. The result is considerable reduction in
the intersection capacity and the safety of traffic in the vicinity.
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2. Within the last year, the timing of the red phase on the Beechworth Road intersection
has been increased resulting in a full two minute delay between Green Phase and shorter
Green time. Prior to this, the cycle time was 1 minute 30 seconds, so the access time is
now reduced by 33%.

. 3. The development of a large number of apariments in Avon Road next to PLC has now
been completed. The traffic effect of these apartments has not been considered as it was
not included in the traffic count. The traffic from the Avon Road apartments will have two
consequences. It will increase the demand on Avon Road, the roundabout at Pymbile
Avenue and the intersection at Livingstone Avenue. Secondly, by virtue of the change in
demand patterns it will cause more fraffic to divert into Beechworth Road.

These three effects should be taken into account as part of the assessment and the traffic
report does not consider them in any way.

Other Inaccuracies in the Report

In addition, the traffic report describes the Avon Road access fo the site as having “four
lane undivided carriageway”. This is clearly an incorrect description and paints the picture
of easy access to the site. The road is two lane, and even when vehicles park on the
unsealed verge, the road is dangerously narrow for the passing of two cars. The road is
unsafe as an access to a development of the size proposed.

The report also describes the access at 4 Beechworth Road as having good sight distance
by virtue of more than 50m distance from the bridge. This is again incorrect. It is not
possible to see up past the bridge from 4 Beechworth Road due to the angle of the exit
from the property enforced by the boundary configuration. The site distance available to a
driver will not provide a safe exit, especially during construction.

Finally, the traffic report concentrates on the volume of traffic on the road, but ignores the
real constraint which is the intersections with the Pacific Highway at both Livingstone
Avenue and Beechworth Road. During the morning peak on school days, the traffic at the
Beechworth Road intersection with the Highway tails back to Mayfield Avenue. It
frequently takes three light phases for a vehicle to pass through the intersection at the
Highway after joining the queue. Similarly, it takes two to three light phases to pass
through the Livingstone Avenue intersection, as the tailback extends back through the
Pymble Avenue roundabout and on to PLC in Aven Road. Any additional traffic joining this
traffic will have an impact determined not only by the number of vehicles generated, but
also by the delay caused by entering the queue and the probiems for traffic moving in the
opposite direction when joining the queue to the Highway from number 4 Beachworth, for
example. Neither of these intersections can be described as having service level A, and it
is impossible to reconcile the intersection analysis in the report with the observations on
the ground during peak hour.

Contribution to traffic congestion will be higher than estimated in the traffic analysis report

The traffic analysis report in Appendix 26 of the development proposal acknowledges the
existing traffic congestion on Avon and Beechworth Roads and states on page 10 ‘Traffic
problems in the area are largely associated with PLC and not likely to unduly affect the
proposed residential developments. PLC should be required to address these traffic
issues.’ This is an unreasonable position.
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Pymble Ladies College is a major and long-established education institution that has
always generated considerable peak hour traffic in the area. Because of the geography of
the area and the road layout, traffic management around the school is inherently difficult.
It is wrong of the development proposal to say in effect * We did not create the existing
problems, someone else has to fix them and in the meantime we should be allowed to
make the problems worse for local residents.’

The traffic analysis report concludes that that the development wilf have minimal impact on
traffic in the area. This conclusion is questionable because of shortcomings in the
assumptions and methodology used by the traffic analysis.

The report’s estimate of traffic generated by the development is unduly optimistic

To estimate the total amount of traffic to be generated by the development the report uses
a factor of .29 peak hour car trips per unit. The .29 factor is from an RTA analysis
published in 2002: it is based on very old research, which makes its relevance to a modern
development questionable Moreover it can only be used as an average guide, not an
accurate estimate.

The RTA’s .20 factor is based on the assumption that residents in units near to public
fransport facilities will generally prefer to use public transport for peak hour travel rather
than a private car. This may have been valid in 2002, however in 2011 when peak hour
trains are congested, services have been cut back and schedules are often unreliable, this
assumption is questionable. People are increasingly using cars rather than public
transport.

A prudent traffic analysis would have presented a range of traffic estimates based on:
Best case or optimistic scenario. Assume that most residents do not travel at peak hour
and prefer to travel by train and use the .29 factor from the old RTA research.

More likely scenarios with residents preferring to use their cars.

Worst case scenario using a factor significantly greater than the RTA factor. A worst case
scenario might be that each unit generates 1 peak hour car trip.

Assertions about the amount of traffic that the complex will generate and the impact it will
have on existing fraffic flows should be based on the worst case scenarios, not the best
case scenario. There could be 300 to 400 peak hour car trips from the development site
with a much bigger contribution to traffic congestion than the optimistic 120 car trips
estimated by the development proposal’s traffic analysis.

Existing peak hour fraffic and congestion is high and growing

The development proposal’s traffic analysis uses traffic observations made over one week
in May 2008. It does not factor in any estimates of how traffic volumes in the area will
increase over time. [t does not take account of recent developments observed by local
residents:

The large {ronbark apartment complex at 1 Avon Road has been completed. Vehicles exit
and enter the Ironbark complex using the roundabout at the intersection of Avon Road,
Everton Road and Pymble Avenue. Increased traffic on this roundabout slows the peak
hour traffic on Avon Road in both directions.
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Commuter parking along both sides of Avon Road now siretches back to near the
intersection with Arilla Road. The commuter parking takes up road lanes and slows the
through traffic.

Pupil enroiments and activities at Pymble Ladies College are continually increasing, which
generates increased traffic in both directions along Avon Road and Beechworth Road.

During school term Avon Road and Beechworth Road are heavily congested at peak hour,
and the congestion is growing. Because of the level of congestion, even a small increase
in traffic - let alone the volume of traffic expected from a large unit development - will have
a disproportionately high impact on traffic congestion, traffic flow and safety.

Proposed roundabout at the bend in Avon Road will slow traffic and contribute to
congestion

The traffic analysis report recommends that the Council build a roundabout at the bend in
Avon Road where the entrance to the proposed development will be. The roundabout will
allow cars to enter and leave the complex safely. However, it will siow down traffic for
existing road users and add to peak hour congestion.

Traffic analysis report does not address the existing risks to pedestrians who use Avon
Road

At peak hour many pedestrians walk along Avon Road to and from Pymble station.

The peculiar design of the footpath means that most pedestrians cross from one side of
Avon Road to the other side when they reach the bend in the road at the northwest corner
of PLC grounds. This is because:

On the part of Avon Road running parallel to the railway line, there is a paved footpath
only on the south side of the road beside the PLC boundary. The side of Avon Road along
the railway line boundary is used for commuter parking.

Where Avon Road bends and runs south, the footpath on the PLC side ends. This is
because the land drops away very steeply from the road; there is no room for a proper
footpath. The paved footpath continues on the other (western) side of the road.

At present many pedestrians leave the footpath on one side of Avon Road at the bend and
cross to the footpath on the other side. This is a dangerous situation because it is difficult
for pedestrians and drivers to see each other around the bend, especially at night. Some
pedestrians when walking to the station avoid this problem by crossing on the straight
stretch before the bend and then walking on the actual road until they reach the footpath at
the bend. This is also a safety risk.

The increase in commuter parking along Avon Road has compounded this problem. Many
drivers who park on the non-footpath side of Avon Road walk along the road (with only
centimetres between them and the passing fraffic) rather than cross the road to walk on
the footpath.

Adding more traffic onto Avon Road will increase the safety risks to pedestrians. The traffic
report suggests that if the Council builds a roundabout at the entrance to the proposed
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complex, it might consider including a pedestrian refuge. This would be of limited use; any
benefit would be far outweighed by the safety risks to pedestrians from the increased
traffic

Traffic analysis report does not address impact of traffic movements on residents in
surrounding streets

This is a very large scale development. The development proposal certainly expects
residents to have and use their cars. The traffic analysis report states that the stage 1
development actually allows for more than the maximum number of on-site parking spaces
required under SEPP3 and the Ku-ring-gai Site Reports.

All these vehicles will have to enter and exit the site through private roads leading onto
residential streets. This will generate noise and vehicle exhaust poliution for existing
houses in these streets. The impact will be particularly severe for residential properties
adjoining the proposed driveways. Also, at night residential properties near the site
driveways will be affected by the lights of vehicles turning into and out of the site
driveways. This is a significant loss of amenity on residential streets.

[End of Part 2]
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17 February 2011 ]'

Hon Tony Kelly

Minister for Planning
Governor Macquarie Tower
Level 34,1 Farrer Place
SYDNEY NSW 2000

Dear Minister

Re: Concept Plan (MP08_0207) & Project Application (MP10_0219) — Proposed
Residential Development 2¢ Avon, Beechworth and Arifla Roads, Pymbie

I write to you to voice concerns that have been put to me by my constituents with
respect to the above high density development proposal.

The proposal is for 355 units and up to 11 storey buildings. There is threatened Blue
Gum High Forest present on the site. The area surrounding the site is largely single
residential accomnmodation in 2 bush land setting. This proposal would almost double
the population of this area of Pymble from around 400 houses to 750.

I have aftached for your attention & copy of a submission by Pymble Action Group
for the Environment which has been sent to Planning NSW. I urge you to have
regard to the matters put in this submission as you assess this proposal.

My constituents have asked that | draw to your attention one matter in pariicular.
This is the issue raised by the presence on the site of Blue Gum High Forest
{("BGHF"). Advice obtained by my constituents includes the following factual and
Jegal matters.

First, the site comprises BGHF which is a threatened ecological community under the
NSW Threatened Species Conservation Act.

Suite 8, 12 Tryon Road, Lindfield NSW 2070
T 02 3465 3950 F 02 9485 33488
paul.flstcher.mp@aph.gov.au

www. paulfietcher.com. au



Secondly, in making any approval decision under Part 3A you as Minister are
required to consider principles of ecologically sustainable development as a
mandatory relevant consideration in the public interest. That is, conservation of
biological diversity and ecological integrity are fundamental considerations in your
decision.

Thirdly, Director General's Requirement number 10 addressed to the proponent
mandates that the proponent must consult with the Commonwealth Department of
Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts to ascertain whether the proposed
development triggers the need for an assessment and approval under the Environment
Protection and Biediversity Conservation Act 1999, This consultation does not yet
appear to have taken place.

Fourthly, at present the only study of the BGHF on the site has been that provided by
the proponent's consultant on flora and fauna issues, My constituents believe that it
would be appropriate in the public interest for the Commonwealth Department to
conduct an independent study of the site in order to determine for itself what steps are
required to ensure that the BGHI is protected and enhanced. They make the point —
with, it seems to me, some force - that the conduct of such a study is consistent with
the underlying policy intent of Planning NSW's DGR 10 referred to above.

Additionally, my constituenis wish to highlight the fact that the development
proposal expressly plans to remove some mature BGHF trees. Given the objects of
both NSW and Commonwealth conservation legislation in this area and the
ecologically sustainable development object of the Environmental Planning and
Assessinent Act NSW , they ask how removal of threatened trees could be
contemplated or be consistent with ecologically sustainable development.

I look forward to your advice as to what steps you propose to take to deal with these
concerns

Yours sincerely /K/
N ——
!

Paul Fletcher MP



21 Avon Road
PYMBLE 2073

7 February 2011

Major Projects Assessment
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Attention: Director Metropolitan Projects

Dear Sir,

Re: Concept Plan (MP08_0207) & Project Application (MP10_0219) — Proposed
Residential Development at Avon, Beechworth and Arilla Roads, Pymble

| write this submission in my capacity as convenor of Pymble Action Group for the
Environment (P.A.G.E.). This group of local residents in the precinct surrounding this site
(i.e. between PLC School and Sheldon Forest on the west side of the Pacific Highway) has
been active for around 14 years. Our main focus has been to persuade first Ku-ring-gai
Council and now you that the numerous proposals for this site over the years have ali
shared one common factor: that is they represent excessive development for this site in
this particular area of Sydney.

In support of this contention | have set out below, in summary form, our key arguments. In
the second part of the letter will be found more detail in relation to certain arguments.

1. INAPPROPRIATE AND EXCESSIVE BULK AND SCALE

In the letter sent by the Director General io this developer on 11 February 2009
{(containing the "“DGRSs” for the Environmental Assessment ("EA")) he states: “l would like
to take this opportunity to remind you of the Department’s concerns regarding the height
and form of the proposal in the vicinity of the rail corridor ...”

The concern is reflected again in DGR2, paragraphs 1 and 2.

Despite this, the application proposes 9 and 11 storey buildings and an FSR of 1.39:1! Not
only this but such buildings are as litile as 5 metres from adjoining residences { e.g.
building #5 and #3).

The proposal gives the impression that the all trees on the site will screen all buildings
from the surrounding area. As the analysis of this point in Part 2 shows this is not the case.



When this developer properly addresses your explicit concerns perhaps you might have
something you could legitimately consider. Until that time you must surely reject the

proposal.

2. NON-COMPLIANCE WITH PLANNING REQUIREMENTS

The application does not adequately address the key requirements of NSW Planning:

(i) as to height, bulk and scale; and (ji) as fo impact on adjoining residences.and public
domain. The building heights and FSR of the proposal do not comply with either the SEPP
53 or Town Centres LEP requirements.

The proposal attempts to justify non-compliance. We would have thought that where there
are planning instruments expressly applicable, any attempt to justify non-compliance can
only fail. What a legitimate application must do therefore is comply.

In any event the argument the developer uses is based on a false premise (see [3] below).

3. CONSTRAINED SITE

The developer argues that the site is constrained for a number of reasons with the result
that buildings can only be placed on a portion of {he site. As a result the buildings must be
higher than otherwise would be the case. We ask “why is this so?" Why not have smaller
buildings on a limited part of the site? ‘ '

The fallacy in the argument is the premise: the unstated premise is that there is some
unwritten FSR to which this developer is entitled. But this is not so. The maximum FSR
under the 2003 SEPP 53 guidelines for this site is 0.63:1. The maximum FSR under the
Town Centres LEP is 0.8:1. This proposal exceads both of these by 120% ( that is the.
proposal is more than double the permitted size) and 74% respectively. But the key point
here is that these are maximums not minimums. There is no difficulty at all in NSW
Planning confirming the constraints on the site and then reducing the applicable FSR to
below either 0.63:1 or 0.8:1( whichever in fact applies) so that the buildings on the
permitted parts of the site are not incompatible with the surrounding area nor too close to
adjoining residences.

We do not see why this proposal does not follow this rather obviously correct approach
especially when the Director General instructed that this was the approach to take.

4. CONCEPT PLANS ONLY

The application seeks to obtain approval for such a large building envelope based merely
on concept plans. This causes us great concern. We are concerned that NSW Planning is
being asked fo approve building envelopes based not on plans but a concept. The
difficulty is if the concept is found to be unworkable when it becomes a plan it will be too
late to alter the concept because the concept will be what has been approved. What will
result is that Planning NSW will have to compensate the developer if the concept is not
implemented. This would appear to be an unacceptable financial risk for a government
department to accept. The solution is to require fuill plans now before any approval is
given.



5. CANCER EFFECT

Such a gross disproportion between the proposed buildings and the current single
residences in the area will have the effect over time of degrading the amenity and hence
the value of the latter; and so high density will spread outwards into the degraded areas.
This process will continue until there is only high density in the entire area. This would be
an abuse of the planning process because future planning outcomes would be the result of
economic factors instead of decisions consciously made by NSW Planning.

8. BLUE GUM HIGH FOREST

At DGR 10 the Director General states: "The Blue Gum High Forest is listed as a critically
endangered threatened ecological community under the Commonwealth Environment
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1899 (EPBC Act). The Commonwealth
Department of Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts should be consulted o ascertain
whether the proposed development triggers the need for an assessment and approval
under the EPBC Act.”

This statement confirms that the site comprises Blue Gum High Forest (‘BGHF").

It requires the applicant to consult the Commonwealth under its legislation. it appears that
this has not been done. Nowhere in the EA is there a reference to any consuitation with
the Commonwealth despite this being a mandatory DGR requirement. Please advise when
this matter has been addressed by the applicant to your satisfaction.

The EPBC Act in particular refers to the biodiversity value of BGHF. Further, the 2000
Environment Baseline Study Report referred to the particular need to retain all incidents of
BGHF in order to maintain critical east-west bio-linkages between the Lane Cove national
park and Ku-ring-gai Chase national park.

Even though the status as BGHF is not challenged by the applicant, the applicant
proposes to remove at least 12 BGHF trees (see EA vol. 3 at 8.13 (p 85). Surelyasa
starting point it must be the case that no rermoval whatsoever of a threatened item could
be permitted. That being so the proposal must be rejecied in its current form since iis
viability is predicated on the removal of {rees that is prohibited by NSW and
Commonwealth law.

Buiidings 3 and 4 intrude into the core riparian zone. The required Asset Protection Zohes
for those buildings also intrude. Clearly these matters would require rectification before
any approval could validly be given since,amongst other things, the riparian zone is there
to ensure the survival and future enhancement of the BGHF.

We also question whether very tall buildings next to the riparian zone will allow the
vegetation to survive at all because of overshadowing and also because of the impacts of
construction and future occupancy by a very large number of people. We see these
impacts as far greater than any weed infestation that may or may not exist currently on the

site.



7. BUSHFIRE HAZARD

The site is located in a large residential precinct which is effectively a cul-de-sac. There
are two exits only. If this proposal proceeds then the humber of residences in the cul-de-
sac will be almost doubled to around 750. The precinct is surrounded by bushland on
three sides (Sheldon Forest, Avondale Golf Course and PLC School) and the railway on
the fourth side. Accordingly we are most concerned that in the event of a bushfire
residents, particularly the elderly, may not be able to get out. We suggest that this risk
should be assessed by the Rural Bushfire Service before any planning decision is made.

Similarly, emergency access into the area and the site will be difficult (see Part 2).

8. HERITAGE

It is a misconception fo think that just because an area is not listed (correctly or not, and
we would say not (see Part 2)) as an urban conservation area, development proposals can
ignore heritage issues as this one does.

Set out in Part 2 of this submission are a number of arguments on heritage and its
relevance to this area of Pymble and this site in particular. :

9. TRAFFIC

The area between PLC Scheool and Sheldon Forest is a cul-de-sac. If its population is
doubled the traffic congestion will move from exireme o gridlock. And that is without taking
account of the very large unit development nearing completion at the top of Pymble
Avenue.

The traffic consequences of this proposal are voluminous and very significant. Rather than
summarize them [ refer you o Part 2 of this letter.

It is submitted that iraffic issues have not been adequaiely modelled and that the traffic
situation in this precinct of Pymble is so bad that no increase in population at all is
possible.

10. THE MINISTER LACKS POWER TO APPROVE

It would appear that the Minister for Planning no longer has the legal power to approve this
proposal.

This is because his power resides in Part 3A and that Part no longer applies to the so-
called “Targeted Sites”, of which this siie is #2. This has been the situation since the
introduction of the Town Centres LEP in 2010.

The only reason this site was brought within Part 3A was because of its status as a.
“Targeted Site”. Given the realistic limits to the scale of a legitimate development on this



site outlined above, the site has no independent claim to be brought within the purview of
Part 3A. ' ’

11. CONCLUSION

Like many people in the local community P.A.G.E. is very concerned about the proposed
development and the impact it would have on the area of Pymble west of the railway line,
bounded by Pymbie Ladies College and Sheldon Forest.

It is an area that was built mainly in the interwar period by people who while prosperous
did not have great wealth. What they did have was respect for the character of the local
area. They built modest family hormes that were varied and individual in style but
maintained a similar small scale. They planted pleasant gardens and retained a canopy of
tall native trees. Together and in a very informal way over many years they created a living
environment that has beauty, amenity and character. This environment will be severely
damaged i the proposal is allowed to go ahead. The proposal subverts the community
values that have guided previous development —limited residential scale, consideration for
neighbours, appreciation of heritage and respect for the natural environment.

We urge you to reject the current proposal.

Yours faithfully

P.L. COOPER
(Convenor, P.A.G.E)

[See Part 2 on following pages]



PART 2:

1. INAPPROPRIATE AND EXCESSIVE BULK AND SCALE

Two of the buildings will be 9 storeys and 11 storeys high respectively. The tallest building
will be 37 meires. These buildings will be excessively tall, buiky and unsightly.

The buildings will be clearly visible throughout the area. The tall buildings will dominate the
skyline now seen as a canopy of frees. The development proposal states that there are a
number of mature irees on the property - approximately 35 to 50 metres tali — that wili
screen the view of the buildings. This is doubtful for several reasons:

The development plans show the tallest trees only partly screening the buildings when
viewed from Mayfield Avenue and part of Arilla Road. There are no significant tall trees on
the site to screen the view of the buildings from Avon Road or from the top of Beechworth
Road (including 6, 10, 10A, 10B and 10C especially).

Trees of 35 - 50 metres in height are very old trees. Many of the blue gums along the
western boundary of the site were planted in the 1830s. In the natural course of events,
tall trees on the site can be expected to die off in a few years time, leaving the high
buildings exposed. It is also highly likely that the stress of large-scale construction works
will damage the canopy and root systems of many irees, leadlng to their removal.

Tall native trees, which regularly drop large branches, are not compatible with high density
building complexes where large numbers of people and cars move around the site. As
soon as branches drop from trees on the site, it is almost certain that unit owners will be
mounting a case to have the trees removed, citing fears about personal safety and

property damage.

In the event that these very valuable, very old and tall trees die or have o be removed,
they cannot be replaced. The project plan emphasises that it allows for open areas where
‘deep soil’ piantings of trees can be made. However, page 54 of the proposal includes a
definition of deep soil planting as ‘areas of a site with relatively natural soil profiles that are
protected o promote the healthy growth of significant trees that can mature to heights of
10-25m’. Trees of 10-25m will not be tall enough to screen the 9-11 storey buildings.

Appearance of stage 1 building froniing Aven Road is unacceptable

This building will be 4 storeys at the front and 6 storeys at the back. The development
plans and drawings show the building very close to the footpath, much closer than the
single storey houses either side. The impression from Avon Road is of a bulky oversized
building, without any significant front garden to soften the effect.

This detracts from the character and amenity of the Avon Road streetscape.
The development proposal states that the stage 1 Avon Road building is screened from
view along Avon Road by the trees growing inside the boundary fence of Pymble Ladies

College. This may be so from far away on Avon Road, but as people come closer along
Avon Road, the building will dominate the strestscape.
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Also the photomontages in the development proposal show the stage 1 puilding and a
later stage building being screened by large trees in the front gardens of neighbouring
houses in Avon Road. The images are misleading because many of the trees they show in
the neighbouring gardens do not aciually exist.

The development proposal cannot rely on frees on properties that it does not own or
control fo screen the view of its buildings.

Appearance of Buildings #3 and #1 from Avon Road residences.

Ilive at 21 Avon Road. Despite one or two existing trees which will reduce the impact
(while they exist) | will still be exposed to views of (and overlooking by) the substantial
height of this building uphill from 15 Avon Road. 1 will see it both through and above the
scant tree cover that exists currently. The visual impact from below will be such that the
building will appear to me to be about 50% to 100% higher. | have checked this impact by
viewing ‘lronbark’ at the top of Pymble Avenue from the downhill side. The impact of
Buildings #3 and #1 on 7, 11 and 15 Avon Road will be unimaginable.

Incompatible with Urban Setting and Environment.

The size of the buildings and the density of the development is incompatible with its urban
setting and environment, even against the controls in the latest Town Centres LEP.

In the comprehensive 2000 Heritage and Neighbourhood Character Study, conducted for
Council by independent consultants Godden Mackay Logan Pty Ltd , it was reported that
the study (p 3 p i)

“confirmed that the heritage and neighbourhood character values of the study area are
exceptional, and therefore any new development introduced within the area must be
based on and be compatible with those values”

The heritage and neighbourhood characier values were described in the report in'the
following terms:

“The study confirmed that the prevailing pattern of residential development, which is
common throughout most of the study area, is characterised by single dwelling houses
addressing the street across an open-front garden, and providing a private rear garden.....
This patiern has enabled the landscape to flourish and provide the most significant
characteristic of Ku-ring-gai — its tree cover. The consistency of this pattern, the abundant
landscape and the relative cohesiveness of housing scale and, form and style within the

study areas of Ku-ring-gai make the neighbourhood special.,” (p 5 p i)

On any view the development proposals are manifestly incompatible with those values.

7. BUSHFIRE HAZARD
Emergency access to the site and area is likely to be difficult

At peak hour times during the school term, rapid response emergency access to the area
surrounding the proposed development is impeded because of the congestion in both

7



directions on Avon Road and Beeghworth Road. This is an existing problem.

Adding 700 to 800 unit dwellers into the area exposes them to safety risks if a police
vehicle, an ambulance or a fire engine is urgently required, but is delayed by traffic
congestion around the site.

There may also be potential access problems for {arge fire engines getling into tir_}e site.

In the development proposal's Appendix 25 Bushfire Hazard Assessment Report, there is
a recommendation that for adequate access fo the site by large fire erngines there must be
6.5 metre two way all weather roads. | assume that:

This road width requirement applies to driveways/private roads into the complex that will
enable fire engines to get near fo the largest buildings in the middle of the site.

The requirement also applies to fire engines attending any type of fire in the complex (for
example a kitchen fire in a unit) not just bushfires.

Because measurements are not shown on the site maps, it is hard to see if this private
road/ driveway width is achievable for all private roads/driveways to the complex

The Beechworth Road driveway appears narrow and constrained by the boundaries of
private properiies either side.

The driveway at Arilla Road also appears to be very narrow with a particularly large tree
half way down the driveway with a wide trunk and low branches that could obstruct large
fire engines. This width of the driveway is also constrained by the boundaries of private
properties either side.

it may be that the Avon Road entrance is the only one that could be built with sufficient
width for large fire engines to drive through. This hardly seems sufficient access in the
event of a major fire in or around any of the 5 large buildings spread across the site.

In the event of a major fire or disaster within the site, emergency access difficulties will be
a safety risk to people and buildings inside the complex and fo people and homes in the
surrounding area.

8. HERITAGE

Destruction of the ‘Chief Railway Commissionei’s Residence’ will damage the Avon
Road streetscape and the heritage of the surrcunding area

Number 1 Avon Road, known as the Chief Railway Commissioner's Residence, has
significant local value. The house is listed on the website of the Heritage Branch of the
Department of Planning as having ‘architectural municipal state significance’. The
developer owns the house. Ht is proposed for demolition as part of the development.

Appendix 22, a heritage report attached to the development proposal acknowledges the
heritage value of the house. it describes the architecture and history of the property in
detail.



" In essence the report concludes that Ku-ring-gai Council has zoned the area for unit
development, in making this zoning the Gouncil has removed the local heritage
classification of the site, so the house can be demolished and in any case there are many
other inter-war houses in the area. The report under-estimates the value of the house to
the local community. The house must not be destroyed:

Despite Ku-ring-gai Council’'s bowing to pressure to remove the heritage classification from
this and many other houses in Ku-ring-gai for the sake of unit development, this house is
well known and valued by local residents.

It is a very distinctive property. There is not another inter-war house in the local area like it,
it has a particularly fanciful ‘old English’ facade. Its design and street presence are unique
in the area, incorporating extensive use of sandstone corbels, mullioned leadlight
windows, leadlight glass in the front door and surrounds, slate roof, stylish arched entry
porch, decorative Tudor style half beam timbering under the gable roof line.

Although well set back from Avon Road, the views of the house contribute fo the
attractiveness, character and ‘sense of place’ along Avon Road.

The streetscape and history of Avon Road has already been damaged recently by:

The destruction of 3 houses with similar architectural merit and local significance to make
way for the Ironbark Complex at the start of Avon Road.

The ioss of number 5 Avon Road. This property is also listed on the website of the
Heritage Branch of the Department of Planning. It is owned by the developer. It was once
a lovely cottage with decorative timberwork inside and outside. It has been vandalised and
damaged beyond repair. The developer plans to demolish it completely so the land can be
used for the proposed development.

Given that Avon Road has already lost these fine houses the destruction of yet ancther
house with significant aesthetic, architectural and heritage value would be a tragedy.

Even if the proposed site development in some form is permitied fo go ahead, the house
at number 1 Avon Road does not have to'be destroyed. It could be left as a separate
residential property. Alternatively, it could be incorporated into the development as a club
house or recreation facility offering meeiing rooms, a billiards room, a swimming pool, a
communal garden etc.

Heritage-Related Objections to Concent Plan MP08_0207) and Project Application
(MP10_0219) Residential Development at Avon, Beechworth and Arilla Roads,

Pymble

The National Trust Submission on (806913) Ku-ring-gai Town Centres Draft LEP 2010
made a number of general points about development in Ku-ring-gai , which [ feel are
applicable to this development proposal. The qualifications and expertise of the Nation
Trust to address heritage issues mean that their statements must be given weight and
serious consideration.

| have listed the relevant statements from the National Trust document and followed them
with my own specific concerns about the damage that the proposed development will inflict
on the heritage of the local area.



National Trust Statement i .
1.1 The extent and quality of early 20" century housing in Ku-ring-gai is unique in Sydney
(on a par with the 19 " century terrace housing of suburhs such as Paddington) and this
quality is under threat...

1.2 No other Local Government Area in Sydney is having as much redevelopment thrust
upon its village and neighbourhood centres as is Ku-ring-gai.’

My Concerns

The proposed development will construct 355 units in 5 large buildings ranging from 6 to
11 storeys. This is exiremely high density that is incompatible with the established
residential character of the area. This is an area of predominantly inter-war family homes
set well back from the road in pleasant established gardens under a canopy of tall native
and exatic trees. The harmonious style of the local area has already been scarred by the
[ronbark development at the start of Avon Road and will be further damaged by this

development.

In the last two years, residents have seen Avon Road damaged by the demolition of
several houses (numbers 8. 10 and 12 Avon Road) with distinctive inter-war appearance
and architectural merit to build the Ironbark Complex. The construction also desiroyed
extensive gardens with many mature trees. These lovely old houses and gardens once
‘welcomed’ people into the area as they walked from Pymble station. Now when visitors
and residents come from the station the first thing they see are visually overwhelming
monotonous apartment biocks.

The proposed development threatens to do the same thing further down Avon Road. It will
destroy a house of architectural and heritage significance. it will build visually confronting
blocks of units facing Avon Road, out of scale and sympathy with the surrounding
residential properties. It will break what is now seen as a distant canopy of trees with tall
blocks of units.

It will also damage the setiing and views of a number of heritage residences and buildings
in the area.

National Trust Statement
‘1.3 The exhihition process (for the draft Ku-ring-gai LEP (Town Centres) ) is flawed, lacks
transparency and lacks procedural fairness. This is because of:

The late engagement of a heritage consultant in the total planning process

The extremely short time-frame given for public comment....

The lack of any indication in the exhibition documents that existing listed heritage items
were to be removed’

My Concerns

The Ku-ring-gai LEP (Town Centres) 2010 set out the zoning of the proposed
development site as suitable for high density residential development and it removed the
heritage listing on the house at 1 Avon Road and did not acknowledge the National Trust
Urban Conservation Area classification of the surrounding area.
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The process by which this was done was flawed. It ignored expert advice and the
concerns of local residents.

As a local resident, | believe that the resulting LEP does not embody community wishes for
how we want our local area to move into the future. The flawed LEP does not give
legitimacy fo the proposed development.

National Trust Statement
1.6 Heritage items must have a visual setting to preserve their significance as heritage
items

My Concerns

The proposed development will damage the seiting and views of houses and buildings
with heritage significance in the surrounding area.

Macquarie Cottage 11 Avon Road. This property is a colonial Georgian revival cottage
designed by W. Hardy Wilson. It is on the Register of the National Estate. [t has local,
state and national significance. Macquarie Cottage is only one residence away from the
stage 1 unit building. This building will clearly tower over Macquarie Cottage when looking
north. The even taller buildings in the later stage of development will break through the
canopy of irees now seen behind Macquarie Cottage. It would damage the Avon Road
streetscape to treat a superb example of Hardy Wilson domestic architecture with such
disrespect.

Capera Cottage 19 Avon Road. Again the sight of the tall bulky unit buildings will
compromise the view looking north. This confrast in scale is particularly jarring given that
Capera Cottage is such a small and charming structure.

Pymble Ladies College (PLC) zlong the Avon Road boundary. Views of the unit
development will be clearly visible from the school playing fields and paths along the Avon
Road boundary. Part of the heritage value of PLC is its park-like setting. Its vistas have
already been damaged by the ‘lronbark’ Complex and will be further damaged by the
proposed development.

11 Arilla Road. This is a substantial and attractive home built in the inter war period. The
scale of the proposed development and the fact that the unit buildings will be constructed
on a site that slopes up from this house, mean that tall unit buildings will be seen
dominating the background behind this house. There do not appear to be enough trees fo
screen the view of the development adequaiely from 11 Arilla Road.

6 Beechworth Road. This is a gracious late Victorian home that will be seen against a
background of tall bulky buildings. Its balconies will look straight into a vista of 9 to 11
storey buildings. Moreover the development proposal shows a private road/driveway
running in a crescent along one side of the house, around the front of the house and along
the other side of the house. The entry and exit of large .numbers of residents’ vehicles
travelling along three boundaries of the house will definitely detract from the heritage

ambience.
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Pymble Hotel and Ku-ring-gai Town Hall. The proposed development will damage the
views when looking in a north west direction from the heritage listed Pymble Hotel and the
heritage listed the Ku-ring-gai Town Halil (formerly Sacred Heart Church), both on the
Pacific Highway. These are both important inter war buildings with recognised architectural

heritage significance to NSW.

National Trust Statement

3.10 Changes from National Trust UCAs......... In fact the method used by Paul Davies Pty
Ltd vindicates the original boundaries of the National Trust Urban Conservation Areas and
it would appear that factors other than heritage significance are being used {o determine
the number and extent of proposed Heritage Conservation Areas

My Concerns

The heritage value of the local area has been recognised by the National Trust since the
18560s.

The National Trust produced a report in 1996 called ‘Housing in NSW Between the Wars'.
it recommended that the local area be included as one of 28 precincts in Ku-ring-gai that
should have heritage listing as Urban Conservation Areas. The recommendation
recognised: ' ‘ '

Excellent examples of early 20" century and inter-war housing in the area.

The harmonious building style of the area and its contribution fo the ‘garden suburbs’
planning movement in NSW.

The remaining stands of Biue Gum High Forest and Turpentine-lronbark Forests.

The compatibility of the modest scale single residential development with the natural
environment.

In recent years, the heritage boundaries and classifications recognised by Ku-ring-gai
Council were changed by what local residents regard as a discredited process. The
proposed development site and the surrounding area are no longer recognised as an
Urban Conservation Area.

Regardless of how the local area is ‘officially’ classified, to the people who live here it is an
area of aesthetic, architectural and heritage value that continues to evoive today. The
proposed development threatens the overall integrity and cohesiveness of the local area.
The exireme height and bulk of the development will damage the existing careful balance
of small well-designed buildings in relation to attractive areas of open space.

In short, the proposed development is entirely cut of sympathy with community values and
should not be permitted.

National Trust Statement
5.1 The following existing heritage items under the KPSO are recommended by the Ku-
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ring-gai Plapning Panel for removal:

Pymbie:

6 Beechworth Road
1 Avon Road

5 Avon Road

Thig is an inappropriate approach. Except for demolished items the items still have
heritage significance and it would appear that their removal hag nothing to do with heritage
but is a means to provide an unencumbered redevelopment area.

My Concerns

Despite the remaval of Council's ‘official’ recognition of the heritage value of these
properties they are well known and valued by local residents.

1 Avon Road was built in the early 1900s. it was acquired by the developer in the 1970s.
[tis proposed for demolition. This must not be allowed:

It is one of the earliest houses built in the area. | have a copy of a map and advertisement
for building blocks circa 1928 noting the house as an example of a fine house already built
in the area belonging fo a pre-eminent gentleman.

It is a very handsome property with beautiful detailing particularly its use of sandstone,
leadlight glass and timber beams.

it is an important part of the sireeiscape and history of Avon Road.

| am familiar with European-style medium density developments in heritage precincts that
incorporate existing buildings into the development and echo features from the existing
buildings in the style and scale of the new buildings. | suggest that this is something the
developer should consider. This house should be seen as an asseftobe used ina
sympathetic medium density development.

5 Avon Road was built in the early 1900s. It was acquired by the developer in the 1980s.
In recent years it has been unoccupied and subject to vandalism and damage. After a fire
several years ago, it now seems irretrievably damaged.

It will be completely demolished to make way for the proposed development complex. it is
obvious that this gracious old country-style timber cottage cannot be saved.

The fact that the contribution of this once charming cottage to local heritage and
strestscape has already been lost makes it all the more important for the nearby house at

1 Avon Road to be maintained.

8 Beechworth Road was built in the late 1800s. This property is not owned by the
developer, it will not be part of the development. As described above, it will face the high
rise development and have a driveway/private road going around it on three sides.

This is a heritage property that is valued by the.community. Its setting and ambience will
be damaged by the proposed development.
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SUMMARY OF MY CONCERNS

The area surrounding the proposed development has a unique character and considerable
heritage value fo the State of New South Wales. it has many fine inter war houses and
generous gardens under a canopy of tall frees.

Over the years the area has evoived, old houses have been modified and new houses
built. Nevertheless the existing scale of buildings and the balance of buildings to open
space have been maintained. This has helped to preserve the overall natural and heritage
character of the area while introducing good contemporary features.

The proposed development does not properly address issues of compatible design and
scale for the area. 1t will not contribute to the evolving character of the area. Rather its
height and bulk will damage the character of ithe area.

9. TRAFFIC

A Infroduction
The traffic consultant {(Gennaoui Consulting Pty Ltd) has concluded that the proposed
residential development “is not likely to unduly affect traffic conditions in the surrounding

arca.”

There are significant deficiencies in the analysis presented by the traffic consultant.

B. General Background
The proposed area for development is located between two sighalised access points to

the Pacific Highway — Beechworth Read and Livingstone Avenue;

At the present time there are about 400 residential dwellings, between Pymble Avenue
and Sheldon Forest. The proposed development, if it were {0 go ahead, would add another
355 or so dwellings i.e. an increase of some 90%;

Traffic flows in the area are also impacted by two major developments which were in
progress at the time of the observations by the consultant but not factored into his report,
as follows:

the development of 64 new residential units in Clydesdale Place

the development of 168 new residential units on the corner of Avon Road and Pymble
Avenue;

Further residential development can be expected, albeit on a smaller scale, in both the
area north of Pymble Avenue, and in the Pymble Avenue/Livingstone Road areas. For
example a 21 residential unit development in Everton Road is before the Council;

The area also includes Pymble Ladies College, a K-12 educational institution with a total
enroliment of some 2000 students and with some 400 staff employed;

The consuitant reported that “The major approach rouie for traffic generated within the
study area s the Pacific Highway, a classified National and State Highway, which has a six
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lane divided carriageway.” The consultant did not mention that a notable feature of the
Pacific.Highway between Beechworth Road and Livingstone Avenue is that it is restricted
by the bridge over the railway lines to just four lanes;

The area is subject to three traffic peak periods. The morning peak of 7.15 to 8.15 a.m.
includes both general and school traffic. There are two peaks in the afternoon, from 2.45
p.m. to 3.45 p.m.(school traffic) and from 4.30 to 5.30 p.m.

C. Implications of the above background factors
The addition of new fraffic on to the roads within the subject area has the potential to
create significant additional traffic gridlock. For example;

In the morning and afternoon scheol peaks Avon Road suffers heavy congestion. In the
afternoon it may be effectively closed to northbound traffic for 10 —~ 15 minutes, and to
southbound traffic, for a shorter period because of traffic waiting to enter the school. It
appears that the consultant has not recognised, or measured traffic flows during the
school related afternoon peak;

In the morning peak (and particularly between 7.30 — 8.15 a.m.) there are long waits for
traffic trying to enter Pacific Highway at both the Beechworth and Livingstone
intersections. The consuitant notes that “The signalized intersection of Pacific Highway
with Livingstone Avenue operates at a very poor level of service '’ during the moming
peak”,

Strangely, although the consultant noted that “these two intersections (i.e. Beechworth and
Livingstone) have very high degree of saturation with very long queues observed along the
Pacific Highway during both peak periods” it did not occur fo him, or he was unwilling, to
. relate this major difficulty to the narrowing of the Highway to just four lanes at the railway

bridge;

North bound egress from Beechworth Road, although subject fo a free turn, is affected by
traffic preparing to move to the right lane for a right turn into Bobbin Head Road. This lane
is frequently blocked by other traffic waiting to make the turn,

North bound egréss from Beechworth Road is further restricted by the two-fane railway
bridge on Beechworth Road, frequently preventing fully effective use of the free left north

turn on to the Highway during the morning peak;

Highway traffic can also be severely compromised in both morning and afternoon peaks
because traffic waiting to turn right at Livingstone Avenue banks back across the railway
bridge, reducing southbound traffic to a single lane;

Although Clydesdale Place enters the Pacific Highway directly, exiting southbound traffic
must travel north to Beechworth Road or Bobbin Head Road before it can turn to head
south, placing additional pressure on both of these already busy turns;

| suggest that the tolerances on the Pacific Highway over the railway bridge are very close
to mayhem for through traffic. The more than doubling of residential dwellings (taking the
proposed development and the two largely completed developments referred to above)
will almost certainly dramatically escalate the current problems, if this proposal is allowed
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to proceed,

| suspect that the residents of the affected area would be willing to test how the addition of
a relatively smail number of additional vehicles could bring chaos to traffic on the Highway
in peak hours. A demonstration of the impact wouid surely be preferable to the eventual
realisation of the enormity of the problem post development;

The consultant reported that “In 2002, Planning NSW required the provision of a direct link
between Beechworth Road and Avon Road. This road was not supported at the time and
should not be provided for the following reasons..... inferfering with the residential amenity
of future residents along it.” One would hope that the Department would have the same
interest for the amenity of the residents already living in the subject area as the consultant
appears to hold for those who have not yet even considered moving into the area.

D. Conclusions
There are significant deficiencies in the analysis presented by the traffic consulfant.

The proposed residential development will unduly affect traffic conditions in the
surrounding area.

If significant development is to occur in the subject area road traffic flows must be
enhanced by one or some combination of the following;

Widening of the Pacific Highway railway bridge at Pymble to five or six lanes;
Widening of the Beechworth Road railway bridge io three lanes,
The addition of a right hand turn lane on the Pacific Highway to Beechworth Road.

If enhancements along the lines suggested are not made common sense would indicate
that the scale of the proposed development is grossly excessive.

Recent Changes to Traffic Conditions not modelied

The f{raffic report is not soundly based, does not consider the important constraints and
does not consider the impact of more recent developments.

The traffic report was last revised in November 2009 and is based upon traffic counts
taken in May 2009. Since that time there have been three major changes to the traffic
conditions in the precinct.

1. The completion of the Avondale development on the Pacific Highway in the vicinity of
Telegraph Road has resulied in a development with no south bound (city bound) access to
the Highway. Whatever the intention was, the ftraffic from that development wishing to
travel o the city now travels north to Beechworth Road and executes a U-Turn in
Beechworth Road to access the southbound lanas on the Pacific Highway through the
Beechworth Road / Pacific Highway intersection. The result is considerable reduction in
the intersection capacity and the safety of traffic in the vicinity.

2. Within the last year, the timing of the red phase on the Beechworth Road intersection
has been increased resulting in a full two minute delay between Green Phase and shorter
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Green time. Prior to this, the cycle time was 1 minute 30 seconds, so the access time is
now reduced: by 33%.

3. The development of a large number of apariments in Avon Road next to PLC has now
been completed. The traffic effect of these apartments has not been considered as it was
not included in the traffic count. The traffic from the Avon Road apartments will have two
consequences. lt will increase the demand on Avon Road, the roundabout at Pymble
Avenue and the intersection at Livingstone Avenue. Secondly, by virtue of the change in
demand patterns it will cause more traffic to divert into Beechworth Road.

These three effects should be taken into account as part of the assessment and the traffic
report does not consider them in any way.

Other Inaccuracies in the Report

In addition, the traffic report describes the Avon Road access to the site as having “four
lane undivided carriageway”. This is clearly an incorrect description and paints the picture
of easy access to the site. The road is two lane, and even when vehicles park on the
unsealed verge, the road is dangerously narrow for the passing of two cars. The road is
unsafe as an access to a development of the size proposead.

The report also describes the access at 4 Beechworth Road as having good sight distance
by virtue of more than 50m distance from the bridge. This is again incorrect. It is not
possible to see up past the bridge from 4 Beechworth Road due to the angle of the exit
from the property enforced by the boundary configuration. The site distance available to a
driver will not provide a safe exit, especially during construction.

Finally, the traffic report concentrates on the volume of traffic on the road, but ignores the
real constraint which is the intersections with the Pacific Highway at both Livingstone
Avenue and Beechworth Road. During the morning peak on school days, the fraffic at the
Beechworth Road intersection with the Highway tails back to Mayfield Avenue. It
frequently takes three light phases for a vehicle to pass through the intersection at the
Highway after joining the queue. Similarly, it fakes two to three light phases to pass
through the Livingstone Avenue intersection, as the tailback extends back through the
Pymble Avenue roundabout and on to PLC in Avon Road. Any additional traffic joining this
traffic will have an impact determined not only by the number of vehicles generated, but
also by the delay caused by entering the gusue and the problems for traffic moving in the
opposite direction when joining the queue o the Highway from number 4 Beechworth, for
example. Neither of these intersections can be described as having service level A, and it
is impossible o reconcile the intersection analysis in the report with the observations on
the ground during peak hour.

Contribution to traffic congestion will be higher than estimated in the traffic analysis report

The traffic analysis report in Appendix 26 of the development proposal acknowledges the
existing traffic congestion on Avon and Beechworth Roads and states on page 10 ‘Traffic
problems in the area are largely associated with PLC and not likely to unduly affect the
proposed residential developments. PLC should be required to address these traffic
issues.’ This is an unreasonable position. :

Pymble Ladies College is a major and long-established education institution that has
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always generated considerable peak hour traffic in the area. Because of the geography of
the area and the road layout, traffic management around the school is inherently difficuit.
It is wrong of the development proposal to say in effect * We did not create the existing
problems, someone else has to fix them and in the meantime we should be allowed fo
make the problems worse for local residents.’

The traffic analysis report concludes that that the development will have minimal impact on
traffic in the area. This conclusion is questionable because of shortcomings in the
assumptions and methodology used by the traffic analysis.

The report's estimate of traffic generated by the development is unduly optimistic

To estimate the total amount of traffic to be generated by the development the report uses
a factor of .29 peak hour car trips per unit. The .29 factor is from an RTA analysis
published in 2002: it is based on very old research, which makes its relevance to a modern
development questionabie Moreover it can only be used as an average guide, not an
accurate estimate.

The RTA’s .29 factor is based on the assumption that residents in units near to public
transport facilities will generally prefer to use public transport for peak hour travel rather
than a private car. This may have been valid in 2002, however in 2011 when peak hour
trains are congested, services have been cut back and schedules are often unreliable, this
assumptiion is questionable. People are increasingly using cars rather than public
fransport. '

A prudent traffic analysis would have presenied a range of fraffic estimates based on:
Best case or optimistic scenario. Assume that most residents do not travel at peak hour
and prefer to travel by train and use the .29 factor from the old RTA research.

More likely scenarios with residents preferring fo use their cars.

Worst case scenario using a factor significantly greater than the RTA factor. A Wors’t case
scenario might be that each unit generates 1 peak hour car trip.

Assertions about the amount of traffic that the complex will generate and the impact it will
have on existing traffic flows should be based on the worst case scenarios, not the best
case scenario. There could be 300 {0 400 peak hour car trips from the development site
with a much bigger contribution to traffic congestion than the optimistic 120 car trips
estimated by the development proposal’s traffic analysis.

Existing peak hour traffic and congestion is high and growing

The development proposal’s traffic analysis uses traffic observations made over one week
in May 2009. It does not factor in any estimates of how traffic volumes in the area will
increase over time. [t does not take account of recent developments observed by local
residents:

The large lronbark apartment complex at 1 Avon Road has been completed. Vehicles exit
and enter the ronbark complex using the roundabout at the intersection of Avon Road,
Everton Road and Pymble Avenue. Inereased traffic on this roundabout slows the peak
hour traffic on Avon Road in both directions. :

Commuter parking along both sides of Avon Road now stretches back to near the
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intersection with Avilla Road. The commuter parking takes up road lanes and slows the
through traffic.

Pupil enrolments and aclivities at Pymble Ladies College are continually increasing, which
generates increased traffic in both directions along Avon Road and Beechworth Road.

During school term Avon Road and Beechworth Road are heavily congested at peak hour,
and the congestion is growing. Because of the level of congestion, even a small increase
in traffic - let alone the volume of traffic expected from a large unit development - will have
a disproportionately high impact on traffic congestion, traffic flow and safety.

Proposed roundabout at the bend in Avon Road will slow traffic and contribute to
congestion

The traffic analysis report recommends that the Council build a roundabout at the bend in
Avon Road where the entrance to the proposed development will be. The roundabout will
allow cars to enter and leave the complex safely. However, it will slow down traffic for
existing road users and add to peak hour congestion.

Traific analysis report does not address ths existing risks to pedestrians who use Avon
Road

At peak hour many pedestrians walk along Avon Road to and from Pymble station.

The peculiar design of the footpath means that most pedesirians cross from one side of
Avon Road to the other side when they reach the bend in the road at the northwest corner
of PLC grounds. This is because:

On the part of Avon Road running parailel to the railway line, there is a paved fooipath
only on the south side of the road beside the PLC boundary. The side of Avon Road along
the railway line boundary is used for commuter parking.

Where Avon Road bends and runs south, the footpath on the PLC side ends. This is
because the land drops away very steeply from the road; there is no room for a proper
footpath. The paved footpath continues on the other (western) side of the road.

At present many pedestrians leave the fooipath on one side of Avon Road at the bend and
cross to the footpath on the other side. This is a dangerous situation because it is difficult
for pedestrians and drivers to see each cther around the bend, especially at night. Some
pedestrians when walking to the station avoid this problem by crossing on the straight
stretch before the bend and then walking on the actual road until they reach the footpath at

the bend. This is also a safety risk.

The increase in commuter parking along Avon Road has compounded this problem. Many
drivers who park on the non-footpath side of Avon Road walk along the road (with only
centimetres between them and the passing traffic) rather than cross the road to waik on

the fooipath.

Adding more traffic onto Avon Road will increase the safety risks to pedestrians. The traffic
report suggests that if the Council builds a roundabout at the entrance to the proposed
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complex, it might consider including a pedestrian refuge. This would be of limited use; any
benefit would be far outweighed by the safely risks to pedestrians from the ingreased

traffic.

Traffic analysis report does not address impact of traffic movements on residents in
surrounding streets

This is a very large scale development. The development proposal certainly expects
residents to have and use their cars. The traffic analysis report states that the stage 1
development actually allows for more than the maximum number of on-site parking spaces
required under SEPP3 and the Ku-ring-gai Site Reporis.

All these vehicles will have to enter and exit the site through private roads leading onto
residential streets. This will generate noise and vehicle exhaust pollution for existing
houses in these streets. The impact will be pariicularly severe for residential properties
adjoining the proposed driveways. Also, at night residential properties near the siie
driveways will be affected by the lights of vehicles turning into and out of the site
driveways. This is a significant loss of amenity on residential streets.

[End of Part 2]
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From: Paul Paterson <administration@avondalegolfclub.com.au>

To: Simon Truong <simon.truong@planning.nsw.gov.au>

CcC: <assessments(@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 11/02/2011 1:20 pm

Subject: Online Submissien from Paul Paterson of Avondale Golf Club (object)

Attachments:  Final Submission.pdf

Please see attached

Name: Paul Paterson
Organisation: Avondale Golf Club

Address:
Avon Road, Pymble 2073

IP Address: 122-160-130.dsl.connexus.net.au - 203.122.160.130

Submission for Job: #2919 MP08_0207 - Concept Plan for 5 residential building envelopes of 4 to 11
storeys in 5 stages for up to 355 units with underground car parking and landscaped open space/riparian
rehabilitation

https://majorprojects.onhiive.comvindex.pl?action=view_job&id=2919

Site: #1833 Avon, Beechworth and Ariila Roads, Pymble
https://majorprojects.onhiive.com/index.pl?action=view_sitedrid=1833



AVONDALE
GOLE CLUB
” _ 11 February 2011
The Director of Metropolitan Projects:
The NSW Department of Planning

Attentiont Michael Woodland

Dear Mr Woodland

RE: WMPO08 -207 - CONCEPT PLAN - MULTI UNIT HOUSING
1,1A & 5 AVON ROAD), 1 ARILLA ROAD AND 4 &:8 BEECHWORTH

ROADS PYMBLE

The Chib wants t6 express ‘its: concern, about. the proposal ity that it is. excessive, being
beyond the development standards as-expressed.in the KIEP (TC) 2010;

The Club’ s-only, site accessis’ Vid Avon:Road, Pymble Avon Road is 4. 2-1anie local road.

Considerable trafficis: ‘generated by, Pymble Tadics Colleg {(PLC) when it uses its western
access and the Golf Club:. There is scope to iftiprove the onfiguration and widening
of the todd and:this should be:a. requirementifany apploveﬂ is contemplated,

The Club dckriowledgss that:the subjéct site Has been zonéd to pertit multi-unit Housitg,
However, the proposal: is considerably beyond the scale anticipated when the: land was
vezoned.

I have been advised of the: cénderng expressed by PLC: and the conditions and
.1mprovements recommended in that report are supported by the Club. Avon Road is tog
narrow foi: passmg traffic ‘when cars are parked on either side of the road and: this
development;if-approved; will further exacerbate this problem.

Asamajor landowtier ini.the. vicinity of the development site; it would have been pradetit

for the applicatit to undertake consultation with the Club and with that consulfation, some
Avondale Golf Club Lid Avon Road. Pymible NSW Alistralia

. ‘ _ 0 %303'20‘ Pymble NSW 2073
General-enquities (02)' 9449 6455 Professional (02) 9440'8656 Fai (02) 94887063 adniinistration@avondalegolfclub.com.au ABN:53 000 016964
www.avondalegolfclubicomiau




agreement may have been considered in relation to road improvement works to respond to
the Club’s concerns.

In terms of site issues, the Club is mindful of its responsibilities in terms of management of
the Blue Gum High Forest and Riparian Zones within the Golf Course and is somewhat
disappointed to note the lack of reliable information and apparent nonchalance about the
need to maximise the retention of the remnant forest trees.

The development should be reconsidered and scaled back to more acceptable levels say —
210 dwellings instead of the proposed 350 dwellings.

The management of the Avondale Golf Club objects to the development as currently
proposed. It further notes that the proposal may not be lawful and if this aspect of the
proposal is substantiated as suggested by Ku-ring-gai Council, then the Club will need to
seek its own legal advice.

Yours Sincerely,

St

Paul Paterson
Chief Executive Officer
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From: "Peter Hoggard" <peterhoggard@optusnet.com.au>

To: <plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 29/01/2011 4:31 pm

Subject: Concept Plan (MP08_0207) & Project Application(MP10_0219

Atftachments:  Pymble over-development letter.doc

Pear Sir/Madam

Please find attached a response for the department's consideration. I thank
you in advance for acknowledging and reading this submission.

Peter Hoggard

14 Milray St.,

Lindfield NSW 2070

(&) peterhoggard(@optusnet.com.au



ATTENTION: Director Metropolitan Projects

Major Projects Assessments
Email; plan comment@planning.nsw.gov.au

Re: Concept Plan (MP08_0207) & Project Application(MP10_0219)
Residential Development at Avon, Beechworth and Arilla Roads,
Pymble.

28 January 2011

Dear sir/madam

| wish to lodge an objection in the strongest terms to the above development
proposal for the following reasons:

1) An enormous increase in traffic congestion will result without any increased traffic
management planning or safety measures to support the increased traffic volume,
Traffic in this area is heavily impacted by Central Coast traffic added to the already
saturated North Shore traffic in an area servicing 8 large schools.

2) The increased traffic will pose a significant danger to pedestrians including 2,000
school children attending Pymble Ladies’ College, crossing daily at a pedestrian
crossing in a congested, narrow 2 lane street bordering this proposed development.

3) Traffic is already congested in this pocket due to the restricted access to the
Pacific Highway. The only road outlets for this precinct are Livingstone Ave and
Beechworth Rd. Each has one lane in each direction and step gradient to the
Highway. The traffic signals allow 8 cars at most to turn on each signal change {far
fewer if pedestrians are crossing the highway). Morning and afternoon peak traffic
times become severely impacted.

4) The degradation of the local environment and greatly increased hard surface area
will increase the flood danger. This area is well known historically as having amongst
the highest annual rainfalls in the Sydney Metropolitan area. These proposed
buildings (on the side of a hill} will create heavy and increased water run-off
recently explained (24th January 2011) by Associate Professor Basant Maheshwari, a
water resources researcher in the UWS School of Natural Sciences. He states land
use changes could mean higher flood levels, flash flooding in unexpected areas and
more frequent floods with all the changes in land uses due to on-going urbanisation.
http://www.unijobs.com.au/read_university news.php?title=flood safety expert ¢
alls for closer analysis of land use changes 18083

5) The area is part of the protected Blue Gum High forest, which will be in danger
due to the environmental impact of this development



6). The development will have an unacceptable level of impact on the surrounding
built and treed environment with a height well above the government set height
restriction of 4.5 storeys for other apartment buildings throughout Ku-ring-gai.

7)The height, bulk and scale of the proposed development (5 residential building
envelopes of 4 to 11 storeys) is architecturally alien to the context of this precinct -
being single or double storey dwellings with apartment buildings limited to 4.5
storeys.

8). Escalated power demands imposed by a development of such scale may lead to
blackouts and disruption as equipment becomes overloaded.

9) Commuter parking for Pymble train station is already inadequate and unable to
cope with the current local commuter parking. Commuter and resident cars parked
currently on both sides of the 2 lane Avon road restrict traffic flow such that only
one lane operates in peak hour (at the northern end of Avon Road). Any increase in
traffic due to this development will result in a gridlock particularly on school days.

10) Trains, buses and schools will become even more overcrowded and adversely
affected. This is not in the public interest. ) The heritage-listed Stationmaster's
cottage off Avon Rd (next to the rail line) will be destroyed.

11) The disruption to the community during the demolition and construction period
of the project with large trucks impacting upon an already severely congested Pacific
Hwy and connecting streets.

12) This developer has a history of repeat applications for greater height of this
proposed complex every 2 years since 2003. This can only demonstrate greed with
total lack of concern for the current limits, the residents of Ku-ring-gai and all who
transit through Ku-ring-gai. This application only benefits the developer and is not in
the public interest.

13)Other recent developments in Pymble Ave, the Avondale development in
Clydesdale Place, major proposed development for Everton St and Pymble Ave-all
need to be considered in conjunction with this new proposal for overall impacts on
traffic, safety, flooding, views ,shadowing and height and bulk considerations

14} The area is part of the protected Blue Gum High forest, which will be in danger
due to the environmental impact of this development

Signed
Full name

Full residential address



--------

Thank you to all

Ku-ring-gai Residents’ Alliance (KRA) Committee

residentsalliance{@email.com

www.notsohigh.ora.au




From: "Gerry Teo" <gerryteo@optusnet.com,au>
To: <plan_comment(@planning.nsw.gov.au>
Date: 26/01/2011 8:38 am

Subject: Concept Plan MP08_0207 & MP10_0219

Attachments:  submission.pdf
Dear Sir,
Please see attachement for submission for the above subject.

Best regards.
PH Teo
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To,

Mr Michael Woodland

Director Of Metropolitan Project

Major projects Assessment, Dept Of Planning. 25" January 2011.

Self-Concept Plan (MP08 0207) & Project Application (MP10 0219) for
Residential development at Avon, Beechworth and Arilla Road. Pymble.

I refer to the above development application by Mr Neale for high-density
development for 355 units at Avon, Beechworth and Arilla Roads. The above
application by Mr Neale will be totally unsuitable for high-density development due
to unsuitable terrain, overlooking, heritage-listed dwellings, overshadowing of
existing dwellings and traffic congestions.

In support of this objection, we summarise the adverse impact that would seriously
reduce the amenity of living condition of the residents of 6, 8A,10,10A,10B and 10C.

We request the Department of Planning fully consider these impacts in the context of
existing development Control and the surrounding specific traffic flow and congestion
to the location.

1. Traffic

The degree of saturation identified by the traffic and transport base study for
Beechworth Road/Avon/ Livingstone /Pacific Highway intersections is clearly
demonstrated by the congestion and extensive delays for traffic approaching the
Highway via Beechworth and vice versa. This is exacerbated by traffic entering and
exiting Beechworth Road via Pacific Highway; which is one of the two accesses to
Pymble Ladies College at Avon Road. At peak time, 2 or 3 changes of lights are
required before traffic can exit or enter Beechworth Road via Pacific Highway. The
situation will be worsen further to propose high density development of 355 units at
Beechworth/Avon and not to mention, currently there are approx. 168units at Pymble
Avenue/Avon Street development by Meriton and Crestwood not constructed yet. It
will surely have a substantial impact on the traffic in the local area. Avon road is
already congested from PLC traffic and from commuter parking which stretches from
Avon Road to Arilla Road.

The traffic flow will be as very slow as Avon, /Beechworth/Livingstone Avenue are
narrow street especially on Avon Road.

2.Parking.

Currently, Avon Street is used as a car park for rail commuters. Parking by rail
commuters has already extends beyond three quarter of the way down Avon
Street/Livingstone Avenue /Pymble Avenue and Orinoco Street making it hazardous
for residents to reverse out of driveway. The additional flow of traffic generated by
high density of an additional 355 units will create permanent overload of narrow strip
of streets, which consequently affect the safety of pedestrians in the area.



3.Sunlight

Winter overshadowing to some parts of windows and garden to 10A, 10B, and 10C
would be in the order of 100% to beyond midday. The resulting impact from
overshadowing and potential loss of sunlight will have significant impact on the
amenity of our land.

4, Natural Terrain.

As some part of the proposed development in the subject land of 4 & 8 Beechworth
Road around the highest point on Beechworth Road, to achieve anything more 4
storeys will accentuating the overshadowing and will allow direct overlooking into
living room, dining room as my property has wide windows in both the living and
dining room, and my backyard. It would certainly cause a major loss of privacy on my
surrounding courtyards as they would completely overlooked-downgrading of my
privacy and tranquil use of my courtyards. The visual impact of the development
appears to be very substantial.

5. Sethacks/Privacy.

Special consideration must be given to the proximity of the proposed development to
6, 8A, 10, 10A, 10B and 10C Beechworth Road. The proposed setback from the
adjoining land (6, 8A, 10A, 10C and 10B) is grossly inadequate. It is imperative that a
significant area be set aside for a buffer between the affected properties and the
proposed high density development. It is our opinion that along the interface between
the adjoining lots 6, 8A, 10, 10A, 10B and 10C Beechworth Road and the proposed
building, a significant area of non-development be provided. A buffer of minimum 13
metres width would be required to achieve that transitional zone and that significant
and specific landscaping should be provided to ensure a significant visual buffer.

6.Scale of proposed development.

The proposed scale of the development in terms of width and height are too
overbearing. This proposal massively exceeds height controls set in 2003 by NSW
Planning. This applicant has increased the scale of this development each time he
makes a submission. He wanted 150 units in 1995, 180 unit in 2001, 240 units in 2009
and this submission he wants 355 units in 2011. We need a more realistic
development keeping with the local neighbourhood.

The applicant appears to ignore NSW Planning’s concern as stated in the Director
General’s letter 11 February 2009. The proposed development is in excess of the
SEPP 53 standards-in our view the proposal is out of character with the surroundings,
it does not create a contemporary garden apartment that blends with the environment.
The layout of the building are based on maximising economic benefits and not good
planning and considerations for the community living around the vicinity.

7.Threatened Habitats and Loss of significant frees.

It is a concern that the development of these sites will mean the loss of some trees
thus thinning the canopy and further damaging wildlife. The identification and
assessment of the presence and the likely impact of the proposal on threatened flora



and fauna species or ecological communities need to be examined as the Blue Gum
High Forest is protected by NSW and Commonwealth environment law.

8.Conclusion,

The massive proposed development fails to adequately address the issues on height,
bulk and scale of the local area residences The building envelops are inconsistent
with the design requirement of Part 5 of SEPP 53 . The proposal is not in public
interest as it will be contrary to the community expectations encompasses in aims and
objectives of the Ku-ring-gai Planning Scheme Ordinance.

The proposed sites may appear logical for increased density on a smaller scale plan of
the district, but the physical constraint of the sites (terrain, overlooking, height, and
overshadowing) that have made any contemplation of a high density development
unworkable. This proposal is massive by any standard and certainly it will affect the
integrity of the amenity of the existing residents of the area.

We seek special considerations from NSW Planning to our concerns stated above and
our objections to Concept Plan (MP08_0207) and Project Application (MP10_0219)
from Sheridan Planning on behalf of Mr James W Neale for residential development
at Avon, Beechworth and Arilla Roads, Pymble.

Yours Sincerely,

PH Teo

8A Beechworth Road ,
Pymble NSW 2073.
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From: "Richard & Elena Shankland" <rshankla@bigpond.net.au>

To: <plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 11/02/2011 2:08 pm

Subject: Concept Plan (MP08_0207) & Project Application (MP10_0219)

Atftachments:  Letter MP08 _0207_MP10_0219 001.pdf

Subject: Concept Plan (MP08_0207) & Project Application (MP10_0219) -
Exhibition of Environmental Assessment for residential development at Avon,
Beechworth and Arilla Roads, Pymble By email:
<mailto:plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.aw> plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au

Attention: Mr Michael Woodland, Director, Metropolitan Projects
Please find attached a letter dated 11 February 2011.

Please be advised that I do not want my email address published on the
Department's website, provided to the Proponent or to any other interested
public authority.

Yours faithfully

Richard Shankland

<<Letter MP08_0207 MP10_0219_001.pdf>>



Richard Shankland
7 Kimbarra Road,
PYMBLE NSW 2073

February 11th, 2011

Major Projects Assessment

New South Wales Department of Planning
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

By email: plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au

Attention: Mr Michael Woodland, Director. Metropolitan Projccts / Mr Simon Treong (Planner}

Subject: Concept Plan (MP08_0207) & Project Application (MP10_0219) -
Exhibition of Environmental Assessment for residential development af Avon, Beechworth and
Arilla Roads, Pymble

1 refer to your letter dated 13 December 2010 (Your ref; MP08_0207 & MP10_0219) informing me
about the abovementioned Concept Plan and Project Application and inviting me to make a written
submission concerning this proposal.

In this letter, a reference to the Site means the land on which the proposed development will be built.

L OBJECT TO THIS PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

The reasons why I object to the proposed devaIOprﬁent can be summarised as follows:

1. the adverse impact on the amenity of the surrounding residential precinct, having regard to the
number of units that are proposed (355) and the height of the buildings (11 and & storeys for 2
of the buildings);

2. the likely adverse impact on traffic, both during the construction phase and after the units are
occupied;

3 the likely adverse impact on public transport both during the construction phase and after the

units are occupied;

4. the likely adverse impact on commuter parking in Avon Road both during the construction
phase and after the units are occupied;

5. the failure to make provision for pedestrian safety.

1 shall elaborate on each of these objections below (even though I am sure that the concerns and ‘
objections of residents and merely noted and then ignored).

The num_ber of units and height of the buildings

In recent years, numerous high rise residential buildings have been constructed along the Pacific Hwy
between Ryde Road, Pymble and Pearce's Corner (as well as in streets back from or adjoining the Pacific
Hwy). I am not aware of any development in the Pymble/Turramurra areas of this corridor in which the
height of a building is 9 or 11 storeys, including the recently completed developments in Clydesdale Place
and at the Corner of Avon Road and Pymble Avenue (hereafier No. 2 Avon Road).

Regardless, the proposed height of 2 of tlie buildings (9 and 11 storeys) will overshadow surrounding
residences. Ialso understand that the height of these bulldmgs will exceed height controls sef in 2003 by

NSW Planning,



It is my understanding that the recenﬂy completed Jronbark complex at No: 2 Avon Road had added
about 160 new dwellings. Now it is proposed that the more than twice that number of dwellings will be
constructed on the Site, just 400 m away,

The scale, density and height of the proposed development is completely out of character with the local
area, which is predominated by one and two storey dwelling houses.

The lilely adverse impact on traffic and commuter parking

The Parking and Traffic Report prepared by Gennaoui Consulting Pty Limited (Traffic Repoi’t)
concludes, in section 3.4, that:

"In view of the existing traffic volumes on the surrounding road network, it is unlikely that
traffic generated by the proposed residential developments would have an impact on the
amenity of the residences along these strects."

‘and in section 4.1, that:

"The traffic generated by the proposed residential development would have minimal impact on
traffic conditions along the surrounding roads, and a negligible impact on the Pacific Highway
. which currently carries very high volumes of traffic.”

For those residents who experience traffic conditions on these roads on a daily basis, these conclusions
are patently absurd.

The traffic counts that are referred to in the Traffic Report were carried out during the week commencing
25 May 2009, almost 2 years ago. Accordingly, those counts do not take info account:

° the impact, during the past 2 vears, of the construction works that have been undertaken at No.
2 Avon Road;
° the future impact on traffic movements of cars entering and existing the new buildings at No. 2

Avon Road that are now being occupied;

"o the general worsening of {raffic congestion on the Pacific Hwy between Ryde Road and
Pearce's Corner, as a result of (among other things) the construction and then occupancy of
new residential business that have been erected along this stretch of the Pacific Hwy.

. For those residents who live on the westem side of the North Shore railway line in the general vicinity of
the Site, the only points of exit to the Pacific Hwy are the intersections at Beechworth Road and at
Livingstone Avenue. As noted above, in recent years, traffic on the Pacific Hwy between Ryde Road and
Pearce's Corner has become increasingly congested, not just during what has become an extended
morning and afternoon peak hour on weekdays, but also on Saturday mornings and at other times.

For cars trying to enter onto the Pacific Hwy at these times, the infersections at Beechworth Road and at
Livingstone Avenue have become choke points, particular on school mornings, because many students
who attend Pymble Ladies College (PLC) are dropped off at the school by car. Indeed the Traffic Report
states (at p. 8): "The highest contributor to traffic in the area during the morning peak is the Pymble
Ladzes College particularly in the vicinity of the main gate in Avon Road.”

That assessment is correct as far as it goes. However, during the morning peak, traffic in Avon Road
between Pymble Avenue and Arilla Road is very congested due to the combined effect of the following:

° .ahigh volume of traffic movements in and out of PLC, which is made worse by the fact that
: there is no roundabout or signalised intersection at the main gate of PLC. Much of the traffic -
that exits PLC then attempts to enter the Pacific Hwy either via the intersection at Livingstone
Ave, (which causes traffic to bank up all the way down Everton Street and into Avon Road) or
via the intersection at Beechworth Road, which causes traffic congestion in Arilla Road,
Mayfield Ave and Beechworth Road; and-



o a high volume of traffic from commuters who park their vehicles along both sides of this
stretch of Avon Road. The necessity of commuter parking means that at cerfain points, cars
cannot pags sach other because Avon Road is effectively reduced to not much more than a
single lane. This is particularly the case on that stretch of Avon Road betweén the main gate
of PLC and Arilla Road, which also happens to be in the immediate vicinity of the Site; and

o ordinary traffic not connected with PLC or commuters who are parking their cars;and .

® the fact that the flow of traffic in both directions along Avon Road is frequently intermipted by
students walking from Pymble station who cross at the 2 pedestrian crossings near No. 2 Avon
Road; and

o {(during the past 2 years) the construction works at No. 2 Avon Road, which hag affected both

traffic volumes but which has also reduced the amount of parking that is available to
comrnuters (in that stretch of Avon Road that runs parallel to the railway line), for 2 reasons:.

° space adjacent to and immediately opposite No, 2 Avon Road that was previously '
available space for commuter parking was designated "construction zone™;

° construction workers have themselves used significant parts of the remaining space
that would otherwise be nused by commmuters, resulting in the need for commuters to
park in that stretch of Avon Road between No. I Avon Road and Arilla Road (and
beyond).

Many of these same factors also contribute fo congestion during the afternoon peak, starting at about 3
pm.

As mentioned above, during the past 2 years, traffic congestion in the Livingstone Avenue, Avon Road
and Beechworth Road precincts have been exacerbated by the construction works at No. 2 Avon Road.
This can be expected to continue (perhaps to a lesser extent) now that residents are beginning to oceupy
those units. . In this regard, it should be noted that the entry to No. 2 Avon Road is at the intersection of
Avon Road, Pymble Avenue and Everton Streét, which is already a very congested infersection during
peak hour.

1t is ¢lear from the Traffic Repoit that there will be vehicular aceess to the Site from Nos, 1 and 5 Avon
Road. As mentioned above, this stretch of Avon Road is already constricted (3 land undivided
carriageway) and traffic movements in and out of these locations will adversely impact traffic flow and
commuter parking during the construction phase and afterwards,

The proposed development will increase traffic volume in an unacceptable manner, particularly in peak
times, in circumstances where no traffic manageément solutions (e.g. road wxdemng, roundabouts,
additional commuter parking etc.) are foreshadowed.

Commuterparking and pedestrian safety

Many residents who will have received your letter catch the train to work from Pymble station. The use
of public transport is presumably encouraged by the NSW Government and the Department of Planning,

Many of those residents live more than 1 km from Pymble station and find it necessary to park in Avon
Road. Increasingly, it has become more difficult to park due to the construction works at No. 2 Avon
Road and an apparent increase in the number of people needing to park. .

If the proposed development proceeds, it can be expected that both sides of Avon Road running paraliel
to Nos 1 to 5 (at a minimum) will be designated as a "construction zone", meaning that commmuters will
not be able to park there, The impact of this loss of parking will be exacerbated by the fact that
construction workers will park in the vicinity of the Site, occupying spaces currently used by commuters.

There are no plans fo improve or expand the availability of commuter parking in the short or long term.

i



It might be objected that residents can walk to the station; which no doubt some do.

There will be a point on the continuum when walking from home to the station is not reasonable or
“practicable, particularly for a person wearing business attire or a school child carrying a heavy bag,
Whether that point is 1 km, 1.5 km or further need not be debated here,

However, the more fundamental concern is pedesirian safety. In short, it is becoming increasingly less
safe for residents who live off Beechworth Road (beyond Myoora Street/Mayfield Ave) to walk to and
from Pymble station doring peak hour and in the evening.

From my hohse, the most direct route to Pymble station is to walk up Kimbarra Road to Beechworth
Road, then up Beechworth Road to Arden Road, down Arden Road to Allawah Road, then down Arilla
Road to Avon Road and up Aven Road to the station, a walk of approximately 1.3 km. Inote that:

o this route in tndﬁlating, with both steep inclines and declines (e.g. Arden Road, Arilla Road,
and Avon Road between the intersection of Arilla and No. 1 Avon);

¢ " these roads are reasonably busy roads, even more so dufing peak times;

e ‘there are no pedestrian footpaths in Kimbarra Road, Beechworth Road (other than between

Mayfield Ave/Myoora Road and the Pacific Hwy), Arden Road, Allawah Road or Arilla Road;

o the are no pedesirian crossings iﬁ Beechworth Road (other than at the intersection with the
Pacific Hwy), Arden Road, Allawah Road, Arilla Road or in Avon Road at the bend in the
road outside Nos. 1 and 3, which is a necessary crossing point for pedestrians;

o the intersections at Arden/Alawah/Arilla Roads can be very busy and a pedestrian has to walk
on the side of the road or in the gutter at that location;

° Arilla Road is very business during peak time and crossing that road at aily point, especially at
the intersection with Avon Road, is not safe. In addition, No. 1 Arilla Road will be one of the

entry points to the Site;

® most of the route is not well lit at night, especially the section of pathway between No. 1 Avon
Road and Arilia Road;

® there is no convenient or safe point in the vicinity of No. 2 Avon Road, near the pedestrian
tunnel that runs wnder the Pacific Hwy, for commuters or school children to be dropped off by
car.

No proposals have been foreshadowed to improve pedestrian safety in and about the vicinity of the Site,
either during the construction phase or in the longer term.

Train services
The Application highlight the fact that the Site is about 400 m from Pymble railway station.

As a result of the many residential developments that have been constructed during the past several years
along this rail corridor, trains have become noticeably more crowded, The proposed development wﬂl

add to this crowding.

I am not aware of any proposal to increase trains services on the upper North Shore (i.e. between Gordon
and Hornsby) to meet increased demand.



It seems to me that this is an example of how a Major Project under Part 3A is used to exploit the
potential for higher density residential accommodation, without there being any commensurate
improvements to infrasiructure or transport services,

Yours faithfully
W S W
7 \/(/%‘Qﬂ/\\

(Richard Shankland)

Declaration for the purposes of sec. 147(3) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979

I have not made any reportable political donation to anyone within the relevant period.

/%A/(./.N\/; 7
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(Richard Shankland) ) -




From: <Robert.Prugue@lazard.com>

To: <plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 11/02/2011 4:40 pm

Subject: Concept Plan (MP08_0207) & Project Application (MP10_0219),Residential

Development at Avon, Beechworth, and Arilla Roads, Pymble

1 OBJECT TO THIS PLAN
Dear sirs;

As anear 20 year resident of Beechworth Road, I have seen this neighborhood
grow and transform. I've seen families grow and move on, I've seen young
families form and move in. What ever the circumstance, I am equally cognizant
that our broader city continues to grow and the need for housing is urgent.

Yet, the ability to plan this, or should [ say to manage, is equally concerning,.
Accommodating this need, yet transforming the area into something totally
different is bothersome. But allowing 355 units is downright irresponsible.
Allowing this, along side the other large units (Meriton near Pymble station,
let alone the few on Pacific Highway) in an area where the government has
underinvested in the social infrastructure {(water, electricity, sewage, road
widening, etc) makes a mockery of proper town planning.

And what about the "fire" of the old home which was on the site? Surely that
should raise suspicions. [ say this as the original plans was for a dwelling
much smaller.

Regardless of my cynicism, the height being proposed is well outside the
planning limits that apply to the site as discussed in the Environmental
Assessment. As such, I find it hard to accept that your department will not
reject such a claim and proposal.

Please feel free to reach out and discuss. I would welcome any opportunity to
air why so many residents are against this proposal.

Thank you for your kind consideration.

Kind regards

Robert and Monica Prugue
47 Beechworth Road
Pymible, NSW 2073
0417-543-965

The information transmitted in this email is intended to be confidential and may
be privileged. Ifthe reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you

are notified that any retention, dissemination, distribution or copying of this
message is prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please notify

the sender by return email immediately and delete this email and any copies. It

is your responsibility to check any attachments for viruses and defects before
opening or sending them on. Lazard collects personal information to provide and
market its services. For more information about use, disclosure and access, see
our privacy policy at www.lazardnet.com.au, If you wish to opt out from future
messages, please send a reply email with the subject UNSUBSCRIBE. Thank you.



From: "Spencer Smith-White" <nsfloorplans@optusnet.com.au>

To: <plan_comment(@planning.nsw.gov.auw>

CcC: "Gayl Wilkinson™ <gayl@luschwitz.com.auw>, <barry.ofarrell@nsw.liberal....
Date: 28/01/2011 6:06 am

Subject: Residential Development at Avon, Beechworth and Arilla Rds, Pymble

Coombe Cottage

41 Beechworth Rd
PYMBLE, NSW 2073
Australia

January 28, 2011

Major Projects Assessment
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY 2001

Attention : The Director of Metropolitan Projects.

Dear Madam/Sir,

Re: Concept Plan(MP08_027) and Project Application (MP10_0219)

Residential development at Avon, Beechworth and Arilla Rds, Pymble.

Please record my objection to this proposal which would result in major and
unacceptable impacts on the surrounding community through

very large increases in traffic volume on these roads which are
always chaotic on weekday mornings and aftemoons when parents drop
off/pickup their children from Pymble Ladies College,

substantial overshadowing of properties to the west and

substantial impact on an area of bluegum high forest.

The ghastly Meriton development at the corner of Avon Rd and Pymble Avenue
was implemented without any benefit being derived for the community. It is



indeed regrettable that opportunity was lost to provide some extra commuter
parking as a conditional of approval and indeed, the government failed to
obtain a widening of the road easement along Avon road to allow a reasonable
drop offf pick up zone at the access to Pymble station. It was also
unreasonable that during construction, such little commuter parking as there
is, was compietely taken up by workers on the project.

1t is aiso unreasonable to impose the substantial increase in traffic that
would be caused by this development on the limited access to the Pacific
Highway via Beechworth Rd and Livingstone Ave. These outlets are already
inadequate during peak school drop off/pick up times. It would be essential
that a third access point to the Pacific Highway be provided via a bridge to
Clydesdale Place to serve this development should it go ahead in any form

The overbearing height and scale of this proposal would have a substantial
and unreasonable impact on the amenity and enjoyment of the residents of
this community and I implore you to reject it out of hand.

Yours faithfully,

sgntr

Spencer Smith-White



From: B COIT. Al

To: <plan_comment@piannmg.isw.guv.au-

Date: 9/02/2011 3:52 pm

Subject: Atin: Director Metropolitan Projects, Objection to Concept Plan (MP08_0207) & Project

Appl (MP10_0129), Pymble
Attachments:  Objection_Pymble Developm_Feb2011_pltod.pdf

Dear Mr. Woodiand,
I am sending an objection to a proposed development in Pymble;

Re: Concept Plan (MP08_0207) & Project Application (MP10_0129)
Residential development at Avon, Beechworth and Arilla Roads, Pymbie

I do want to emphasise, that T do not want my name and address to
appear in any public space and not be disclosed to anybody except the
Planning Committee.

I am however happy for you to contact me any time in case any issues |
raised need clarification. Thank you for understanding my privacy

CoIcerns.

Sincerely,



Objection_Pymble Developm_Feb2011.doc
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Atin: Director Metropolitan Projects
Michael Woodland

Major Projects Assessment

GPO Box 39

Sydney, NSW 2001

8. February 2011

Re: Concept Plan (MP08_0207) & Project Application (MP10_0129)
Residential development at Avon, Beechworth and Arilla Roads, Pymble

Dear Mr. Woodland,

I object to this above named project.

Reasons:

1. Destruction of character of area

The local area is for the most part made up of one-storey single residences. Buildings of up to
11 storeys are out of character with this area.

Meriton calls Pymble the “Essence of Green”, and the “Garden suburb...shrouded in a veil of

forested tranquility”.

Pymble has a sought-afier .., leafy character of the Upper North Shore” and any development
has to “ .... empathise with the existing California bungalow housing of the early twentieth
century.” (hitp://www.meriton.com.aw/defanlt.asp?action=article&ID=134987)

The area of the proposed development is a historically low-density locality. The proposed
project fails to address adequately the existing structure and composition of the suburb,

2. Violation of current NSW Department of Planning standards

The NSW Department of Planning’s director General’s letter of 11 Feb 2009 states: “the
proposal shall address the height, bulk, and scale of the proposed development within the
context of the locality, and provide detailed justification Tor heights in excess of the SEPP 53
standards.”

There is no detailed justification for heights in excess of the SEPP 53 standards.



Objection_Pymble Developm_Feb2(1.doc
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Concept plans should demonstrate that they do not have unacceptable levels of impacts on
views and overshadowing of adjoining public domain. The concept plan does not address this
issue in an adequate manner, even though the impact is undoubtedly considerable (11 storey-
buildings are directly adjoining single storey residences.)

3. Number of units escalating

The proposed development comprises 355 units. This massive proportion is considerably over
the height, bulk and scale of the local area residences. The number of units proposed
escalated compared to the original development proposal in 1993, which comprised 150 units.
The locality hasn’t changed in that time frame and cannot cope with 355 units.

4. Height of the buildings

This proposal massively exceeds height controls set in 2003 by NSW Planning:
On Avon Road:

Maximums set in 2003: 3 floors, within site 7 floors.

This proposal demands: 6 floors, within site 11 floors.

This proposal exceeds the specified maximums considerably.

5. Severely impacted traffic situation

The Parking & Traffic Report of the proposed project appears to have several major flaws and
is based on misleading data.

a. The scope of the Traffic & Parking Report is deceptive

The submitted Traffic & Parking Report is limited to Stage 1 with 51 units for some parts of
the evaluation {e.g. parking requirements}), and not the full 355 units.

The traffic investigations (traffic movement counts) were carried out in the week of 25 May
2009.

During this time the new development at the top of Avon Rd was just starting to be built. It
now has 168 completed units which add considerable traffic.

Also, in 2009, parking along the upper part of Avon Rd was prohibited to keep the
construction site clear of parking cars. Thus traffic flow was smoother than with the usual
cars parking on both sides of the street,

The times chosen for the Traffic report were 7-9 am and 4-6 pm. The afternoon hours chosen
ignored the fact that Pymble Ladies’ College ends school around 3 pm. That is an additional
the time of heighiened traffic with parents picking up their children from school.

The Traffic Report concludes, “The proposed residential development ... is not likely to
unduly affect traffic conditions™.
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Instead the Report states: “Traffic problems in the arca are largely associated with PLC.....
PLC should be required to address theses traffic issues.” (Traffic Report, page 10).

The Traffic Report states that the additional traffic load from the proposed projects will be up
to 15% (see tables in the Traffic Report, page 8). The authors of the Report reason that this
additional load is negligible, as the traffic is already so massive, that those up to 15% more
cars do not make a big difference.

Thus, instead of highlighting the already very congested traffic in peak hours which cannot
cope with additional volume, this Report concludes that all the extra cars from the proposed
development don’t “unduly affect traffic conditions™ - since traffic conditions are already

poor anyway.

The conclusion would need to be that every additional car makes the traffic sitnation
unacceptable.

b. Proposed enirance driveway to the development Stage 1 in dangerous location

The proposed entrance to the development stage 1 is extremely close to the bend of Avon Rd.
this is a notoriously dangerous location, as there is poor sight around the bend vehicle
operators.

Moreover, many school children and commuters walk around that area. The constellation of a
bend and a driveway to a major development is poorly chosen and needs to be modified to
avoid risking injuries and loss of lives.

¢. Neighboring amenity

The traffic report states: “In view of the existing traffic volumes ... it is unlikely that the
traffic generates by the proposed residential developments would have an impact on the
amenity of residences along these streets.”

Considering that the neighborhood is single storey residencies in that part of Avon Road and
that there are currently just a few one-family houses in that area, the impact of 2 whooping
355 units will dramatically multiply the existing traffic volume generate from the current
neighborhood around Avon Rd.

This will create significant impact on the current amenity of the neighborhood.

d. Avon Rd too narrow for allowing unhindered two-way traffic

The Traffic Report states that “Avon Rd, west of Everton Street has a four lane undivided
carriageway (including parking) reducing to three lanes (9m) east of the right angle bend
opposite No 1 Avon Rd; the remaining section of Avon Rd has a three lane undivided
carriageway (about 9m).”(Traffic Report, page 5)

In peak hours, the width of Avon Rd only allows unimpeded flow in ONE direction. Avon
Road is a little neighborhood back street. As it is close to the Pymble train station, cars are
parking along the street in both directions throughout the day. While at night time traffic can
flow in both directions, at day time moving cars have to stop for on-coming cars due to cars
parking at both sides of Avon Road. For the most part, Avon Road is not wide enough to
allow moving cars in opposite direction to pass without stopping. Avon Road in its current
structure cannot cope with additional fraffic.
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e, New Meriton “Ironbark” developiment adds additional traffic

The Parking & Traffic Report does not take info account the very recent completion of the
“Ironbark” development at the cotner of Avon Rd and Pymble Ave. It comprises 168
apartments across 5 buildings.

In the traffic study, the impact of those new units has not been taken adequately into account,
and the full impact will only be obvious once tenants move in during 2011,

f. Pymble Train Station increasingly inaccessible

The Parking & Traffic Report fails to address the parking situation around the Pymble train
station,

Commuters are desperately looking for parking spaces near the train station. There is no
parking lot that caters to commuters. Therefore, the only option are the few spaces along the
street which fill early in the morning. Thus, finding parking close to the train station is
already a painful task.

With an increasing traffic load, parking for commuters will become nearly impossible with
new units added, and tenants using the surrounding streets as parking spots for their cars.

g, Pymble Ladies’ College adds new capacities

Pymble Ladies’ College (PLC) is situated at Avon Rd, just opposite the proposed
development. PLC is likely to grow significantly in the near future having added parking lots
and extensions of school facilities recently. The latest addition is the new Senior School
Centre which opened on 29 January 2011. During the school terms, the traffic during the
morning and afternoon hours virtnally comes to a standstill.

Based on the above reasons I object to the proposed project.

I do NOT want my name and contact details to be made available to the public (such as for
example the Proponent, the authorities or the Department’s website). The Planning
Department can contact me anytime.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
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? \{ M% L& Ao ' Attention: Director Metropolitan Projects
Nwme e Major Projects Assessment
Depariment of Planning

MNEw T2 GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

January 2011

Dear Sirs/Madam -

Re: Concept Plan {MPO8_0207) & Project Application {MP10_0219)
" Residential development at Avon, Beechworth and Arilla Roads, Pymble

| OBJECT TO THIS PROJECT

As far as | am concerned the sheer number of units proposed (355) and the height of the buildings
(11 and 9 storays for two of the buildings) are absurd for a single residential area.

i note also that the proposed heights are well outside the planning limits that apply to the site as
discussed in the Environmental Assessment.

There can be no valid comparison with units located on the Pacific Highway corridor or near the
raflway tunnel. These are either close to a main road or are nearby the station. And even the
developments in Clydesdale Place for example are no more than 7 storeys high at the railway line
frontage. '

Regards,
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The Hono Tony Melly MLC

8, Lonsdale Avenue,

Pymble
8™ February 2011
Dear Sir,
Re Concept Plan (MP08_0207} and Project Application (MP10_0219)

We wish to wholeheartedly object to the proposed residential
development at Avon, Beechworth and Arilla Roads in Pymble.

We have lived at 8, Lonsdale Avenue for eight years.

We are most concerned about the height of the buildings proposed and
the total number of units. Our main concern (apart from aesthetics, of
which the already completed development next to PLC is argument
enoughy) is traffic congestion. There are only two exits for a large area
out onto the Pacific Highway, which are already terribly busy and cause
delays. | invite you to travel North along the Highway between the
intersection at Gordon (where Mona Vale Road crosses the Highway)
and Turramurra. It is already horrifically busy along this stretch of road, -
plus the added traffic from PLC and the already built development next
to PLC (over 300 apartments with dual vehicle ownership would add an
extra potential 600 vehicles to the already congested roads in the area.
The full impact of this has not been felt yet as the apartments are not
fully occupied). Add an a further 350 units with two vehicles per family
and you are adding a further 700 vehicles attempting to use the already
stretched minor roads in the area and with only two exits onto Pacific
Highway. It would be a nightmare.



In addition, in the event of a bush fire (there was one about four years
ago on Pymble Golf Course) and our house is designated as being in the
red high danger fire zone, we are extremely worried about effectively
being trapped in the cul-de-sac along with most of the other residents.

Secondly, we object due to aesthetics. Pymble has long been seen as a
desirable and lovely place to live. In fact, friends from other areas often
tell us that they wished they lived in Pymbile as it is mainly single storey
and a very pretty area. It is a green lung for the City. However, friends
now gape in horror at the horribly ugly and huge development next to
PLC. What a shame some of Pymble has been spoiled by a massive and
monstrous building. One is enough, we really don’t need two.

-We are also worried that a precedence will be set and that the .
argument will be used that Pymble already has two huge apartment
buildings, so why not three or four. This will totally change the
character of the area and the infrastructure around Pymble cannot
support such a huge increase in residents.

We are also concerned about the fact that there really is no-where for
these residents fo go on foot, uniess to the train station or the local
shops in Pymble. [ invite you to go to the local shops in Pymble, there is
essentially a small row of shops with a very small convenience store,
one tiny bread shop, a pizza palace, a small flower shop and a hot
chicken shop. The facilities are just not established for such a huge
influx of residents.

Furthermore, the proposed building is on a piece of land which is highly
constrained by steep slopes and many large protected Blue Gum trees.



All in all, we very strongly object to the proposed development being
given planning approval and really hope that you take into account
these arguments and the wishes of the local community.

Yours:faithfully,

Aol pe

Alison Phillips

%/2/4,,

Gary Phillipg



