
































































































































Cr Alex Lofts 
 
Context 
 
As a local resident and Councillor (for Ashfield Council East Ward) I have been 
engaged in public discourse regarding this proposal since August 2008. I have 
engaged in hundreds of conversations related t this proposal. 
 
It should be noted that the following submission is not on behalf of Ashfield Council 
but is personal, forwarded as a resident and as representative of the views of other 
individual residents. Nor am I writing on behalf of local resident groups, specifically 
the No Lewisham Towers group and the Summer Hill Action Group, from whom you 
would have received separate submissions. 
 
The community interest and concern about this and the Lewisham Estate proposal 
has been pronounced. There has not previously been anything on this scale 
envisaged in this area. 
 
Unlike the Lewisham Estate proposal, the community does see some merit in the 
Flour Mill proposal. Most support a re-zoning to mixed residential/ commercial as 
desirable. The adaptive re-use of heritage buildings is generally supported. The 
permeability to the site that would result is noted. The amount of open space is 
acknowledged but the lack of active space is a cause for some concern. I take the 
present architects to be genuine is their desire to see a sustainable ‘authentic’ 
development constructed on this site. If it were not for the traffic issues which many 
see as having no workable solution, given the dual proposals of the Four Mill and 
Lewisham estate, the community does, I believe, want to see a proposal similar in 
concept but reduced in scale, height and density. The planned densities (despite the 
acceptable FSR), the height of some buildings, resultant traffic and strain on local 
community facilities is a significant concern, in this context. The issues are 
exacerbated when one considers the Lewisham estate proposal, with higher 
densities and large commercial and retail elements. 
 
For this and other reasons, both proposals need to be assessed together, as the 
combined impact may not be sustainable. 
 
 
The Mill proposal itself, represents a generational opportunity for good planning 
outcomes, that is, for orderly planning and development in accordance with the 
Department of Planning’s own planning strategies. 
 
While planning decisions need to be made objectively and without any political 
influence, in a democratic context, community views need to be considered. If 
planning strategies are to maintain coherence and acceptance beyond the 
political/electoral cycle, the public must see that such strategies have credibility. The 
future growth of Sydney does need to be planned. The ‘Centres Hierarchy’, the 
South Sub-Regional Strategy and, locally, the McGill St Precinct Master Plan, the 
dMEP and the Ashfield Strategic Plan, are instruments designed to promote orderly 
sustainable, development.  The Summer Hill Flour Mill proposal must be seen to 
conform with these policies. 



 
In reference to the above, it is important that the Ashfield and Marrickville Council 
submissions be acknowledged, in that the PAC should consider all of the listed 
documents in its determination, as well as the reports from Council planning staff, 
which are in accord with the expectations of the our residents. Further, the impacts 
of the Summer Hill Flour Mill proposal and the Lewisham Estate proposal should not 
only be considered in reference to each other but together, by a common Planning 
Assessment Commission with the same chair and members. The public should be 
allowed to attend. 
 
Past planning has been marred by poor design, the lack of infrastructure to support 
resultant densities, inadequate provision of open space and pursuit of profit to the 
determent of demonstrable community benefit. The result of two large developments 
could unfortunately repeat such errors. 
 
 
Specifics 
 
Traffic and Accessibility 
 
Ashfield and Marrickville Councils have commissioned Colston Budd Hunt Kafes P/L 
to conduct a detailed assessment of traffic impacts on the immediate and 
surrounding areas. This study indicates that the Flour Mill development would 
generate 300 traffic movements per hour in the peak period. If the Lewisham Estate 
proposal is included, the number of traffic movements rises to 732 per hour. 
However, one does not have to be an expert to know, as local residents know, that 
the key intersections of Carlton Cr/Smith St/Longport St (the roundabout) and Old 
Canterbury Rd/ Railway Terrace, are already beyond peak hour capacity. Long 
queues and delays already occur on all access roads leading to these intersections. 
 
An independent study is by the RTA is required. Both Ashfield and Marrickville 
Councils contend that, given the potential for future development of the McGill St 
precinct, the Mill site and other industrial lands, The RTA should be commissioned to 
conduct a study of potential regional traffic impacts of the both the Summer Hill Flour 
Mill proposal and the Lewisham estate proposal, as well as the development of other 
urban renewal land in the McGill St Precinct. 
 
 
Public Transport Access 
 
Permeability of the site is not adequately detailed, specifically access to the light rail 
stop More detail needs to be developed around pedestrian paths and accessibility. 
 
Bus services in this area already do not cope with existing loads and improvement in 
these services must be implemented. 
 
Access to both Summer Hill and Lewisham stations will need to be improved, 
especially as the footpath along Railway Parade Lewisham is narrow and below 
accepted safety standards for significant pedestrian traffic. 
 



Although peak hour heavy rail services are very crowded, I have previously stated 
that I do not believe they are at capacity. This statement has been challenged by 
residents with whom I have discussed this matter who claim trains are already 
overcrowded. 
 
Heritage 
 
 
The Ashfield council submission contends that more detail needs to be submitted 
regarding the retention of heritage. I believe this should also include aboriginal 
heritage.  
 
Our officers have also asked that a study according to the ‘Burra protocols’ be 
undertaken 
 
While heritage is mentioned in the documents submitted by EG Properties, I was 
unable to find a Conversation Management Plan and this should be part of any 
proposal for this site. 
 
Sepp 65 and Architectural Vocabulary 
 
I note that SEPP 65 is currently under review. However, one of the flaws with this 
policy is that while the present architects have integrity and are highly regarded, 
once the concept plan is signed off, the quality of the project they envisaged may not 
be realised if other architects are employed, or if the site is sold with an approved 
concept plan. For this reason it is important that more detail regarding the 
architectural vocabulary of the proposed buildings be required before any approval is 
given, if such eventuates. Obviously the materials used, finishes and other aspects 
of the building to be constructed are important in how any development relates to its 
surrounding context as part of the Summer Hill ‘village.’ 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Cr Alex Lofts, 
 
Ashfield 
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