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Grace Cochrane
curator.writer.consu lta nt
MFA, PhD (Tas) D.Litt (UNSW)

25 Morris Street, Summer Hill,
NSW 2130, Australia
61 (0)2 9798682L
61 (0)4 252L5244
o racecochra ne@biopond, com

28 June,2O11

Michael Woodland
Director, Metropolitan and Regional projects, South
Department of Planning and Infrastructure
GPO Box 39, Sydney 2000

Dear Sir,

MpoS_o195: Former Allied Mills site, 2-32 smith street, summer Hill
In association with:
MPOS-O195: Lewisham Towers site: 78-9O Old Ganterbury Road

I want to register my strong concerns about the development of the Former Allied
Mills site, with particular regard to its scale and impact on the suburb, and to
seek a review that takes into consideration the concerns of those who live in the
neighbourhood, and our local council.

In particular, it is clear to everyone in the area that it is necessary to carry out a
review of this site in conjunction with the totally irresponsible plan for
development of the Lewisham Towers site: Application no: MP0B-0195.

I have lived in Summer Hill for 22years, and understand the patterns of living in

the area, including those of transport and shopping, I also strongly support the
small business infrastructure that exists here, and want to maintain its viability.

I support the work of both Ashfield and Marrickville Councils, in their planning for
residential and business development across their entire region of responsibility.

In the plans currently presented by the developers, particularly of the Lewisham
Towers proposal, I see little regard for local knowledge of needs, opportunities
and constraints, but rather a greedy opportunity for making money, by-passing
local planning processes, and to date, exploiting state planning processes.

1: Specific to the Former Allied Mills Site: MPOS-O195
. The towers are significant in heritage and historic terms - and beautiful' Whíle

it is understood that they will have to have such as windows included, the
extrusions on top appear to be overwhelming and inappropriate, both
conceptually and phYsicallY.

. The height of buildings at the Smith Street end of the site are far too tall for
this areã, rising to 8 storeys in some places (Bldg B), and 13 storeys (Bldg
10) in others. This is quite inappropriate for this position, so close to the road,
and will overwhelm the neighbouring buildings already there'

. The density of people and cars that this site will generate, needs to be

carefully considered with regard to the impact on Smith Street and new
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Canterbury Road as major throughways, and Edward Street which is a small
residential street.

It is necessary to make sure there is adequate green space associated with
this development.

2: Specific to the Lewisham Towers proposal: MPOS-O195

This application should be rejected as it was last presented and a more
responsible scale of development be demanded that would take ìnto account the
actual needs and characteristics of the area, as well as the issues below, which
are shared by residents of the area and the Marrickville and Ashfield Councils.

. Residential density: There are far too many people to be housed on a site
this size, and in this location. If the Depaftment is serious about looking at
the full context in which proposals are assessed, it is clear that the two
adjacent sìtes need to be considered together. It is noticeable that the
Lewisham proposal is vastly more densely populated than the Mill proposal.

. Retail density: there is a gross over-allocation of space to retail businesses,
especially the huge and inappropriate supermarket in the Lewisham proposal
(2800 sq.m!). The area (even with the influx of new people) is already well
catered-for with supermarkets and small businesses, and the scale of this
facility is unnecessary,

. Traffic: While the site is close to the railway line, and to some bus routes,
there is absolutely no doubt that there will also be an increase in the number
of cars on roads and intersections that are already identified as inadequate for
current traffic. This is already a significant problem for the area, with frequent
gridlocks for long distances, and it can only be worse, The traffic report is not
convincing; this aspect needs to be reviewed more objectively'

. Parking: The parking under the building for residents is described as'limited'.
Thus, those with more than one car will park in narrow adjacent streets,
already congested with cars of existing residents, and raíl commuters, If, as

well, there is inadequate parking for shoppers on the precinct, their cars will
also congest those streets.

. Light rail: This is not likely to make a significant difference. Not everyone
works along that route; it will have the same destination as city-bound trains
(and currently costs more). And not everyone needs to travel to the city!

. Open space: The amount of open space allocated is pitiful in the extreme'
What a wasted opportunity. What greed!

I look forward to hearing the results of your careful consideration of both these
sites.

Yours sincerely,

Grace Cochrane
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Amy Watson - Submission on Redevelopment of former Atlied Mills Site MP10 0155

From: "julie foreman" <julie.foreman@aapt.net.au)
To: <amy.watson(ô,planning.nsw.gov.au>
Date: Wednesday,29 J:une 2011 7:55 PM
Subject: Submission on Redevelopment of former Allied Mills Site MP10 0155

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

Dear Ms Watson

I write to make a subm¡ssion regarding the Concept Plan Application for a Mixed Use
Development of the Former Allied Mills Site - 2-32 Smith St Summer Hill (MP10-0155)

I object to the current plans because:

. The density and bulk of the buildings are inappropriate for the area

. The impact on traffic will be significant. The area is currently grid-locked at
morning peak

. lt is not clear how the potential impact on the Greenway during construct¡on
and after will be managed

. The increase in population would require additional community facilities such
as childcare, open space etc

. A development such as this provides the opportunity for including affordable
housing and social housing. This has not been considered.

. The development has not been considered with the neighbouring
redevelopment in adjoining Marrickville Council [Mixed redevelopment,
Canterbury Rd Lewisham MP08_0195lwhich will compound the concerns
mentioned above.

Yours sincerely

Julie Foreman
7/11 Kensington Rd
Summer Hill 2130

file://C:\Documents and Settings\alwatson\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\4E08833... 3010612011

















4 Short ST

Summer Hill

NSW 2130

6 July 2011

To whom it may concern,

RE: MPl0_0155 - Redevelopment of the Former Allied Mills Site for the purposes of a
Mixed Use Residential, Gommercial and Retail development

I write with regard to the proposed redevelopment of the Summer Hill Flour Mills site.

I am a concerned resident, homeowner and local of Summer Hillfor the last 10+ years.

Firstly, I would like to make it clear that I think it is a positive step that the old Flour Mills site
is being developed, lt is a lovely historic site and I think (if done the right way) development
of the site will add to the charm and quality of what is one of the nicest areas to live in
Sydney.

However, I am qravely concerned over the scale and size of the proposed development and
the impact that the enormous increase in residents and cars in what is a very small
geographical area will have on our local shops, services, roads, open spaces, childcare
facilities and schools.

I am deeply concerned that the development does not bring any new real essential services
to the area, and therefore will only cripple our already 'at capacity' local facilities. The
intention to develop the site with a number of 10+ storey high rise buildings in a suburb that
has only low to mid level buildings, seems totally incongruent to retaining the integrity and
character of the historic site and the heritage standing of the suburb.

Due to the narrowing of the roads around the train line and the era of the street layout, it is
already a very high traffic area. I drive to my workplace in Rosebery and it can regularly take
me up to 45mins to reach Petersham in the morning peak - a distance of less than 2kms.

I can see nothing in the proposed development that takes responsibility for a solution to this
extremely significant issue. How do you propose to manage the massive increase in road
traffic to the area, with the significant increase in residents?

My children are 2 and 6 years old. There is currently no childcare facility in Summer Hillfor
children under 3 years old and for both of our children; I had my name on waiting lists at
Childcare centres in surrounding suburbs before we had even told family of my pregnancy!

The only long day care option for pre-school aged (3+) children is the Summer Hill Children's
Centre. My 6 year old son was lucky enough to get a spot there - however I had my name on
the list there from 6 weeks pregnant - and as it was, we were still unable to get a fulltime
place for him. Where do you suggest the new residents of the development will be able to
get childcare for their children?

Our son now attends Summer Hill Primary School and it too, is at maximum capacity levels.
They are already unable to take children who live in the immediate vicinity just outside of the





Bernard & Helen Boerma

20 Farleigh Street, Ashfield NSW 2131

M:0439 497 AO8 E: bernardboerma@hotmail.com

The Director-General

NSW Department of Planning & lnfrastructure

GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001.

*> ¿zÈr- l-: {'"-t^X.-^
Objection to the Redevelopment of the Former Allied Mills Site - MP10 1C55

2-32 Smith Street, Summer Hill, NSW 2lg0

2. Scale and out of character with the local area - this is an overdevelopment of the
Mills site and the proposed heights of the tower blocks (10 -12 floors) is completely
out of character with the local one and two storey buildings

3. lmpact on local amenity - the addition of 800 new residents will have a major
impact on local amenities.

4. Limited Sreenspace - the lack of adequate treenspace in the development is a major

Scanning Room

coRcern.
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5. täck of cotnmunit¡r consultation'- the consultation has been extremêly limited.

Most mem'bers of the corflm,unity belieue that eoRsultation to d¿te has been going

th ro u gh the rn stlon s rath e r. th a n. listen in g to th e communi:t/ s views.

6. Combined irnpactwith LeWísham Towers.-when considered'together w"ith the
nearby,Lew,ish a m Towers devel o p m ent'this develo pm ent is even of greater co ncerR.

Kind regards

Helen & Eernard Boer,ma



The Department of Planning and lnfrastructure
GPO Box 39

Sydney NSW 2001

Objection to the Redevelopment of the Former Allied Mills Site - MP10 1055
2-32 Smith Street, Summer Hill NSW 2130

I object to the above Concept Plan application on the basis of the following (as indicated)l

Ú" ¡ralfic congestion - lack of any credible plans to deal with the very substantial increase in
traffic and congestion that this development will generate, lt is estimated that this
development and the proposed Lewisham Towers development will generate an extra 1000
cars/hour in peak hour (lndependent study by Colston; Budd, Hunt & Kafes, May 2011
commissioned by Ashiield Council).

D Scale and out of character with our village - this is a gross over-development of the Mills
site and the proposed heights of the tower blocks (10-1-3 storeys) is completely out of
characterwith the local one and two-storey dwellings (many of which are heritage), that are
characteristic of Summer Hill and adjoining villages.

ç'l lmpact on local amenity - the addition of over 800 new residents (330 units x 2,49 peoplel
dwelling average in Ashfield) in this development simply cannot be accommodated by local
schools, childcare and other amenitíes, many of which are already at capacity.

Ef Limited grèenspace -This development has limited greenspace, a concern compounded by
the fact that Ashfield is already the 2nd most densely populated municipality in NSW.

{ lulcl< of genuine community consultation - despite 62 per cent of the Summer Hill
community confirming in the develope/s own survey that they wanted to be informed
about this development, community consultation has been extremely limited and not at all
genuine. The commuñity's concerns ar:e simply being ignored and overlooked.

ú Combined impact with Lewisham Towers - nobody is considering the combined impact
(increased traffic, scale and design, overcrowding and loss of living amenity and negative
impact of existing local businesses) of this development and the adjacent Lewisham Towers
development which is part of the same McGill Street precinct.

{n"r"itimpact on the Summer Hill village - the excessive retail elements in this development
will duplicate and squeeze out local small businesses in an area with already extensive retaíl

tte?e l_1
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Copyto the M¡nister for Planning, Brad Hazzard



The Department of Planning and lnfrastructure
GPO Box 39

Sydney NSW 2001

objection to the Redevefopment of the Former Allied Mills site - Mplo 1o5s
2-32 Smith Street, Summer Híll NSW 2130

I object to the above Concept Plan application on the basis of the following (as indicated):

{vafficcongestion - lack of any credible plans to dealwith the very substantial increase in
traffic and congestion that this development will generate. lt is estimated that this
development and the proposed Lewisham Towers development will generate an extra 1000
cars/hour in peak hour (lndependent study by colston, Budd, Hunt & Kafes, May 201L
commissioned by Ashfield Council).

ú Scale and out of character with our village - this is a gross over-development of the Mills
site and the proposed heights of the tower blocks (L0-13 storeys) is completely out of
character with the local one and two-storey dwellings (many of which are heritage), that are
characteristic of Summer Hill and adjoining villages,

d lmpact on localamenity-the addition of over 800 new residents (330 units x2.49 people/
dwelling average in Ashfield) in this development simply cannot be accommodated by local
schools, childcare and other amenities, many of which are already at capacity.

d [imited greenspace -This development has limited greenspacer a concern compounded by
the fact that Ashfield is already the 2nd most densely populated municipality in NSW.

I Lack of genuine community consultation - despite 62 per cent of the Sumrner Hill
community confirming in the develope/s own survey that they wanted to be informed
about this development, community consultation has been extrernely timited and not at all
genuine. The communityrs concerns are simply being ignored and overlooked.

ø Combined impact with Lewisham Towers - nobody is considering the combined impact
(increased lraffic, scale and design, overcrowding and loss of living amenity and negative
impact of existing local businesses) of this development and the adjacent Lewisham Towers
development which is part of the same McGill Street precinct,

*/ R"ta¡l impact on the Summer Hill village - the excessive retail elements in thís development
will duplicate and squeeze out local small businesses in an area with already extensive retail

Name: ( dùüå\",r
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Copy to the Minister for Planning, Brad Hazzard
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The Department of planning and lnfrastructure
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

objectíon to the Redeveropment of the Former Atied Mits site - Mp10_10552-32 Smith Street, Summer Hill NSW 2130

I oþject to the above concept Plan application on the þasis of the follorvirrg (as indicated):

ñ Traffic congestion - lack of any credible plans to deal with the very substantial increase intraffic and congestion that this development will It is estimated that thisdevelopment and the proposed Lewisham Towers willgenerate an extra 1000
study by Colston, Budd, Hunt & Kafes, May 201.1commissioned by Ashfield Council).

Scale and out of character with our - this is a gross over-development of the Millssite and the proposed heights of the tower blocks (1.0-13 storeys) iswith the local one and dwellings (many of which are
of Summer Hill and adjoining

on the Sumrner Hill village - the excessive retail elements in this developmentand squeeze out local businesses in an area with already extensive retail

ìi \{ \-"/ L-IE]- t/+¡qlJ3
I

.5J\i cr-.1c,1,",'' rÂ .S'\;!3!1jîvrr;ul t¡: nl
































































































	2686_001.pdf
	Submissions 0001-049
	Submissions 001-009.pdf
	01_Cochrane Grace.pdf
	02_Foreman Julie
	03-09_various
	09_English Allan (request name withheld)

	Submissions 010-019
	10_Shepherd Ellen.pdf
	11-14_various
	14_001
	15-16_various
	17-18_various
	19_various

	Submissions 020-029
	20_various.pdf
	21-22_various
	23-29_various
	23-29_various.pdf
	29


	Submissions 030-039
	Submissions 040-049




