28 Carrington Street
SUMMER HILL 2130
7" August 2011

Director, Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning & infrastructure

GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

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

Dear Sir/Madam
RE: MP10_0155 Concept Plan - Allied Mills Site, 2-32 Smith Street, Summer Hill

I wish to lodge my objections to the above concept plan application presently on exhibition. { have lived
in the vicinity of this site for over 25 years and while | support residential re-use and redevelopment of
the disused mill at a scale and density commensurate with that of its surrounds, the concept plan does
not do this appropriately, brings major traffic problems and introduces retail and commercial uses which

are not warranted. | detail my objections below.
1) Height and Scale to Edward Street

The existing residential development in Edward 5t consists of single storey dwellings with the occasional
being two storey (free-standing or semi-detached). Housing of this type predominates in the
surrounding locality being the eastern side of Summer Hitl and Dulwich Hill/Lewisham beyond QOld

Canterbury Rd.

The Concept Plan proposes terrace-style dwellings {'2-3 storeys’) to Edward St which with roof-top levels
could extend to four storeys in height. At community consultation events the applicant’s architect has
referred to ‘attic’ levels which would in reality be full floors rather than roof space conversions. Such an
approach {eads to excessive height, does not accord with Ashfield Council’s DCP for Residential
Development and is not in keeping with the established scale and character of Edward St or the focality
{as the Land and Environment Court found when dismissing an appeal for terrace development of this
type at 67-75 Smith 5t nearby — case no.10635 of 2008).

2) Mill Structures and Existing Tree Cover

There are inconsistencies in how the consultant reports submitted with the Concept Plan deal with
structures of heritage significance. The main office building at the corner of Smith and Edward streets
sits well in the streetscape and is considered by Rod Howard as a good example of 1960s commercial
architecture but it is given no consideration in the Graham report and is replaced by new buildings in the



Concept Plan. The Smith St substation building is of no architectural merit having heritage significance
only due to its actual use but is proposed to be retained and converted from that use to
retail/commercial. This building should be demolished and the area landscaped. The Concept Plan also
shows a new single storey retail building near the elbow entry to Smith St — this should not proceed and

the area be retained as is (grassed with trees)

The group of four large silos is the most prominent on the site. Their corrugated iron extensions beyond
the silo tops should not be used as a precedent for three {3)ievels of modern glass clad structure to
contain more units; the resultant height at 13 storeys is excessive. These corrugated iron additions
should be removed, as is proposed for the six silo group, and not repiaced.

There are significant tree plantings on the site and Howard has noted their high heritage significance.
While the Concept Plan specifically notes the retention of the line of brushbox near Smith St, no such
statement is made about the landmark tree at the corner of Edward St, nor the line of wine glass palms
fringing the Smith St boundary {two vehicular access points are proposed here). This line of palms is
intact and should be retained in its entirety. Other significant free-standing trees —palms, camphor
laurels etc, should be plotted on the Concept Plan and retained; a number exist in the area between the
canal and former goods line where no landscape assessment appears to have been done other than

total removal {for a sizeable new huilding].
3} Proposed Retail and Commercial Floorspace

The DGRs for this Concept Plan require a detailed investigation into the impact of the proposed retail
floorspace on surrounding centres including cumulative impacts with the adjacent McGill 5t Masterplan
precinct and the 78-90 Old Canterbury Rd Concept Plan. The resultant Economic Impact Assessment
report completed by Hill PDA for the applicant is deficient in many key aspects so that its findings and
conclusions given in the Executive Summary are unsubstantiated. The report contains inadequacies in its
collection of data, the analysis performed and consequently the inferences drawn.

The adopted methodoiogy involves projections from 5 year old census data, trade areas which stop at
Parramatta Road {notwithstanding the light rail’s potential to bring custom from Leichhardt and
Haberfield) and the use of similar assessments for 78-90 Old Canterbury Rd (which themselves contain
errors and unsubstantiated conclusions), The report states that it intends to measure need and
undersupply of retail floorspace (p32), presupposing that this is what exists.

The assumption that local residents do their everyday shopping at the five centres listed on p32 is
incorrect —local knowledge and practice shows that Leichhardt Marketplace, Petersham and Dulwich
Hill are availed of as they are readily accessible by car and in reasonable walking distance. There is no
evidence that residents necessarily go to Burwood for higher order shopping — Sydney CBD is more

likely,

While the retail floor space of nearby shopping precincts is calculated, turnover figures are only given
for the malls {Ashfield Mall, Leichhardt Marketplace and Marrickville Metro) -the trading performance of
each shopping centre/strip is not provided nor is it estimated. In the absence of data the report relies on



‘anecdotal evidence’ (p28) which appears to be the writer’s observations on availability of parking,
busyness, number of empty shops and retail mix. This is problematic when combined with projections
from the census to conclude for example that Summer Hill ‘is trading very well’ and that gentrification
‘has led to an increase to the expenditure available to residents who use the centre’ (p28). Further
unsubstantiated claims such as ‘...the area has gentrified strongly with younger urban professionals
moving in. Many of these households are dual income and cash rich’ (p36) are used as evidence of the
need for more retail floor space — residents have more money so they will be looking for more shops to
spend it in!! An alternative possibie claim - that many ‘younger urban professionals’ are single income
couples with a young child(ren) who are also paying off sizeable mortgages on inner-west boom houses
—would be just as valid {yet there does seem to be a lot of mothers and babies at the coffee shops in
Summer Hill on weekday mornings!!)

Section 6 of the Report states that retait spending would mainly come from local residents and new
residents and workers in the proposed development. Suggested retail spend per capita average increase
of 1.8% per annum {p38) may relate to CPI and inflation of food prices, not a propensity tc buy more
year by year. For discretionary spending the figure is currently falling with the increased propensity to
save, economic uncertainty and the use of the internet to purchase direct at lower than shop prices. It is
arguable whether up to 2,800 sqm of retail floorspace is needed at all, particularly if these shops are to
be a collection of small speciality stores — boutigues are suffering elsewhere and does the locality really
need/can it support any more cafes? At its highest the proposed development might support a small
collection of convenience retail, as is provided for the similarly scaled Trio development at
Camperdown. Besides, the adjacent BP service station at the cnr of Smith St/Carlton Cres contains a
convenience store and residents and workers going to and alighting at the staticns at Lewisham and
Summer Hill will be passing the shops in these centres, a 5-10 mins watk from anywhere on the site.

The modeling undertaken in Section 7 of the Report indicates that all identified centres will suffer a
reduction in turnover from the provision of the retail floorspace of the Concept Plan {table 14). Levels of
significance are considered but again the Report relies on ‘continued gentrification” as the factor that
will lift retail spend for all centres over time. Again the Report relies on appearances (‘'Summer Hifl
appears to be trading well...at least 20% above target turnover levels’) and a suggested capacity to
absorb what are stated as ‘strong and significant’ impacts {p46) without any data in support. The Report
seems to be saying that Lewisham (with over 20 shop premises, most in use as residences} is already
‘dead’ so that the few convenience retailers still operating are not worth consideration. Yet all Lewisham
shops have now been rezoned Business under the Marrickville DLEP {which is awaiting the Minister’s
signature and gazettal) and this DLEP increases the densities of nearby residential zones. The Council has
adopted an Urban Design Study to revitalise this neighbourhood centre. Al this would be supported by
the passing trade from future residents and workers of the Site.

The Draft Centres Policy (2009) and its forerunners focus on retention of existing retail/commercial
centres, not the creation of new ones (unless justified). The retail/commercial floorspace proposed
under this Concept Plan creates a new centre which is between 400 and 1500metres from five existing
centres and the business uses on Parramatta Rd. Combining this floorspace with that proposed for the
adjacent concept plan application at 78-90 Old Canterbury Rd means this centre would far exceed the



size of those in the vicinity. These existing centres cater for the needs on the locality and can easily do so
for this Site — there is no evidence presented of any unmet demand for more retail floorspace; indeed a
visit to Lewisham, Petersham and Dulwich Hill shows a number of shops are vacant or underutilised. .
The Report identifies that an adverse impact will occur on these existing centres but dismisses the
significance and/or suggests this will pass over time (as all centres will benefit from increasing retail
spend year by year). The Concept Plan proposes up to 4,000sgm of commercial floorspace but nowhere
in the Report is the need for or impact of such floorspace examined, except in so far as it creates on-site
jobs (and presumably customers for the proposed shops!) (p49}.

There is no justification for the retail and commercial floorspace proposed by the Concept Plan, while its
provision would have major adverse impacts on existing centres in the immediate locality. These centres
serve the needs of the local population and will readily do so for this Site - a new one is not required.

4) Traffic and Site Access

Section 4 (Existing Conditions) of the Arup TMAP report identifies the peak period congestion
experienced on a daily basis at key intersections near this Site. The delays also impacts on the reliability
of the sole bus service {Route 413) which passes by {note: the suggestion that other bus routes shown
on Figure 6 are ‘within viable walking distance’ p16 is disingenuous). While the train, bus and future light
rail provides public transport options, the actual size/type of retail shops and commercial offices would
be a matter for a future DA in the Concept Plan was approved. Consequently, there should not be
reliance on ‘self-containment’ and use of turnover of spaces rather than their on-site number.,

Undertaking the forecast of traffic generation/distribution in Section 6 and adopting the suggestion that
persons travelling to/from work located east of the Site would seek to use public transport, the Report
shows there is a 'significant increase’ (p30) in traffic at these intersections. The DGRs require the
cumulative impact to be addressed, so the inclusion of the McGill St Master Plan and the variation
proposed by the 78-90 Old Canterbury Rd Concept Plan applicaticon is appropriate. Despite some odd
comments as to dispersal of traffic (6.4.2) given that all intersections near the site experience
congestion and one or more have to be passed-through to get to others, the results in Table 17 for these
key intersections {and others) speak volumes ~ DQS at or near 1.0 {at capacity} and for some over 1.0;
seven are traffic signal controlled where the desirable maximum is 0.9. When level of service {LOS} is
examined, many show at or near capacity and some intersections are failing in one or both peaks. This is
the case for Old Canterbury Rd (OCRd)/Longport St/Railway Terrace and given that the RTA abandoned
some year ago a road widening reservation {and sold properties already acquired) that would have
allowed two northbound lanes to pass under the rail bridge and beyond to the north, no improvement is

possible,

The Report on p43 identifies deficiencies in the Traffix report for the 78-90 QOld Canterbury Rd Concept
Plan. This does not inspire confidence in value of the intersection upgrades suggested by Traffix and
examined by Arup in Section 6.5 of the Report. What is proposed either will not work, is long term and
part of comprehensive redevelopment {involving multiple property ownerships) if and when it occurs or
is linemarking to reflect defacto current use {left-turn {ane Longport/OCRd) or in effecting an



improvement exacerbates a remaining problem (right-turn lane OCRd/Toothill reducing northbound
capacity to the south in OCRd to a single lane).

in examining the suggested access points to the Site, the Report accepts what the Concept Plan
proposes (section 6.8) It is fikely that there will be increases in traffic to and from the Site using
Wellesley, Spencer, Carrington and Nowraine Sts, all streets with low current volumes of mainly
resident’s vehicles. These streets also link to Smith St and OCRd. Whether Edward St would warrant
traffic signals at OCRd is a matter for the RTA not the Concept Plan applicant. It is obvious that through
traffic in these streets west of the Site will increase dramatically to the detriment of the amenity of their

residents.

The provision of a roundabout and raised central median in Smith St is similarly a matter for Ashfield
Council’s Local Traffic Committee to determine, not the Concept Plan applicant. A product of the left
in/left out restriction to access at Smith St will be further congestion at the existing roundabout at
Carlton/Grosvenor/Longport (as vehicles come to the Site from the south and west) or a forced use of
the proposed Edward/Chapman roundabout (to head to the north and east from the Site} -~ in peak
hours increased frustration and delay all round!!

The suggested new street intersection with OCRd just to the SW of the crest of the goods line rail bridge
should be abandoned. This is an unsafe location given the sight lines, bridge crest and the fact that free-
flowing traffic on OCRd tends to travel at some speed when not constrained by peak hour conditions —
this is not addressed by left in/left out restrictions. Besides, the gradient required for this street to
mount the rail bridge embankment in order to reach OCRd would be so steep that it would be
impossible for motorists to use, as an inspection would clearly show!!

In conclusion, it concerns me that the overall planning assessment Report conducted by SJB
Environmental Assessment in summarising or commenting on the other Reports prepared ,does not
mention anything which is deficient let alone negative in the Concept Plan. Quotations from these
reports when they appear add to the overall flavour of the SJB Report itself, that is, an endorsement of
the Concept Plan in all respects. i consider the SIB Report to be of little value as a planning assessment,

It is necessary that the Department’s consideration of this Concept Plan application proceed in
conjunction with that for the Concept Plan at 78-90 Old Canterbury Road, Lewisham —the concept plans
are each significant in scale, height and amount/type of development proposed, their sites adjoin and
they are served by and have a cumulative impact upon the same local and main roads and pubfic
transport provisions,

Yours Faithfully

David Rollinson
PhD; MSc(Architecture)(Conservation); MA(Conflict Resolution); BA; Dip Urban Studies; Dip Town &

Country Planning



~ The Department of Plann ng and Infrastructu:e R - ' July 2011
- GPOBox39 IR .
' Sydney NSW 2001

g Objectlon to the Redeve[opment of the Former Allied MIHS Site - MPlO 0155 -
' 2:32 Smith Street, Summer Hill NSW 2130, :

o obJect to the above Contcpt Plan applxcatlon on the bas is of the fotlowmg (as indicated):

/Trafﬂc congestionwldck of any credible plans to deal wtth the very substantlal increase in traffic and
- »congeéstion that this development will generate, - It is estlmated that this development and the
- proposed Lewisham Towers development will generate an ‘extra ‘1000 cars/nour in peak hour
o '(inde_pendent _study by Colston, Budd, Hu_n_t &'Kafes, I\_/_Ia_v 2011 commis_sioned by Asfxfield Cauncil).

Voo Scaie and out of character with our wilaee-th:s is a.gross over-development of the Mills gite

- 'and the proposed heights of the tower blocks {10-13 storeys}is completely out of character with the
local one and two-storey dwe%llngs (many of Wthh are her:tage} that are characteristic of Summei
Hlli and adjomlng wilages : : :

: 3/ tmpact on local amenlty -~ the addition of over 800 new res;dents {330 units x 2.49 people/

dweihng average in Ashfield} in this development simply cannot be accommodated by local sc%xoois
chlldcale and otheramemnes rnany ofwhlch are aIready at, capamty - :

Limlted greenspace— This development has Ilm;ted greenspace a concern compounded by the _
fact that Ashfieid is alreadythe 2“d most densely popuiated mumcxpal;ty in NSW. -

Lack of genuine community consultation — desplte 62 per cent of the Summer Hilf community

. - confirming in the developer's own survey that they wanted 1o be informed about this development,
S rcomimynity consultation has ‘been -extremely limited -and. not at all genu ne, The com! nunlty s
. concerns are s;mpty bemg lgnored and overlooked o SRR — :

\/ "C,o_mb_ined_ impact- wit_h_ Le_wisham_-'T.owersfno'b_ody _.i.s _con_s_ide.rjng the combined impact

{i'ncteased traffic, scale and design, overcrowding and loss of living'amen'ty and negative impact of
':' emstmg local- busmesses) of this development :and -the ad;acent LeW|sham Towers development
whmh 1spart ofthe same McGrIl Street precznct -i. S - -

i w!mge —~the excessive fotaii elemems inthis oevelopment will

dupllcat il busmesses inanarea wath already extens ive retaal prov sion
- .Si_g_riatu_re:
_.N.a.me:_ B ol edd 1}“5;/1[\Q__” o

: '[mali

- Address d/ s ‘/?}f{‘?l?;"‘f; . ]é.{j/'_‘-a’/ N ((_-;7“ . Ej\t{ﬁ;'ﬂ"

R 'Co_p_y to th_e 'Mi_nie_ter'to_r Planning, Brad H'ISZIZ.E!_I‘.(.I]_.._ S



R _FROM
" Jennifer Campbell
18 Wellesley Street
. Summer Hill '
: '.;'Nsw 2130

e Majm Plojects Assessment

b - NSW Depaltment of Plannmg and Inﬁastlucture L

o _".'An‘ennon MS Am-]? Wa[son

o f"Dear Srr/Madam :

CogpoBax3e o |
. Sydney, NSW2001 R -: o ol epaﬂgggéﬁglaﬂﬂmg

Scanning Room“J

e 3Re Exhlbltlon of Concept Plan Applxcatmn for a Mlxed Use.

E Alhed Mllls Site - -2 32 Smlth street summer Hill (MPIO 0155)

- .:' _;.'I a wrltmg to zeglster my strong Ob_] ectron to the Summer H111 flour m111
development L - : : o :

B -:;'.ﬁ_j-._iMy- twaprzmary-caﬂcems _'a_r_é;'- i

1 The cr eat1on of a 1at run” down helllage Zoned str eets thus the '

" ... destruction of the gracions character of these streets as well as the

NS f'destmcnon of quahty of hfe for the people who 11ve on these o
s 'stieets R :
2. The detr11nenta1 nnpact of 1mpos1ng up to 1000 new 1es1dents on an

... area that is already at and over capacity-in terms of parklng and -

o tralfic. (Added to the 2000 new residents proposed for the
: 'adjomlng Lewrsham Towers and McGlll Street developments)

' 8 :ln partlcular T:am hlghly concemed about the creatron of a “rat run” from E .
S the development down Wellesley Street leadmg 1nto Now1an1e Street and
AT 1nto Summer H111 Vlllage SR RT e R

R Wellcsley Stleet 1s a g1 acious and qu1et stleet Aoned a he11tage area by
L Ashﬁeld Councll The Alhed .Mllls developer EG Funds proposes L




;.j.'_'Wellesley btreel be. cxtended into the Alhed MlllS development to o

:_f_become tlze main entrance and extt to the su‘e ER

o this c:rcumstance aIl that has to happcn for a rat run’ to develop is

. for residents of the 290-plus proposed dwellmgs to.drive straight out of
. the development and kecp going. The course of least resistance (please
L 1efe1 to attached map and dtag1 am) L . :

: _3 As you 'can 1mag1ne this p1oposal 18 highly 'dis'tr'essing'to the residents of
- Wellesley Street, some of whom have lived in the street all of their lives,
- others of ' whom have paid substantia) property prices to live in a quality,

R _-"-qu1et strect 111 a pretty suburb w1th Substanttal herltage Valucs

:'3_"_.:Unfortunately, desp1te the p1oposal to furn Wellcsley Strcet into the main
Sl entr ance/emt from the development, no- traffic impact stmltes were
S '_fj-conducted on. how this would aﬂect Wellesley Street. T

- ."In add111on at commun1ty consultatlons the developer has been

: : :alanmngly cand1d about the dearth of solutions to the congestion that will
_be cr eated by the pr oposal on Edward Street and Old Cantel bury Road

S fTraftlc studtes already conducted show that th1° 1nte1 sectlon is allcady

" _'_unacceptably congested at peak hour. It is no stretch of the imagination to - - -

o . see that Wellesley Street, along with Spencer and Carungton streets, will -
. be used to access altermative routes on to the main. thoroughfare of Old

.””'.-:3'.;"Canterbury Road QUICt 1es1dcnt1al st1eets turned mto busy thoroughfares._ o

”_::: g iMy btoader and equally strong concern is. the negatwe and iy evers1ble
. impact this development will have on the lovely and much extolled
SO subu1b of Summer Hlll 1tself e Rt -

e :The v1llage shopplng centre in terms of trafﬁc and parkmg, is a11 eady at. B

s capacity. Tt is difficultto find a parking spot now, even during . a quiet

- weekday. An additional 700-1000 residents as proposed by the
" construction of 290-plus dwellmgs (in add1t1on to the 2000 or so
e _.proposed for the adjoining Lewisham T owers and McGill Street :
-+ developments) would place intolerable pressurc on the cherished village =
" shopping centre aud be a calamitous and 1rrepa1rable outcome for an.
i h1storlcal beautlful and well loved part of Sydney '

| H.Flnally, I would suggest that any development of the Alhed Mllls 51te at

f 'j‘:._.:least n part needs to 1nco1porate substantlally more green space |




L The combmed Alhed Mllls/Lew1sham Towers and McG1ll Stl eet

-:3'_:'_'developments will brlng up to 3000 extra people into the : area, and yet the -
.. . entire Ashﬁcld/Summer Hill/Lew1sham area is extremcly sh01t of
n i '___.parkland ' : SR o

I see very httle land belng tumed over to green space in any of these three .

- :_ﬁ'; ~proposals. What looks like parkland down the centre of the concept plans
Coewille actually be the light rail line and not parkland at all, which is the
' ._1mp1 esslon you rmght be left w1th after v1ew1ng the plans R

) l_'The extr eme scale of the Alhcd M1lls pI‘O_] ect in 1elat1on to the subu1b the
- lack of consideration for the. str eetscape or heritage values of the area and

_.: % “the develope1 s total inability to answer the intractable traffic i issues
0 raised by the proposal are all h1ghly valid reasons to. 1eject th1s pr oposal
Soorat the ver y least to substant1ally downs1ze 1ts scope

- ;_In 1ts current form it is akin to 11npos1ng a whole new: suburb on an area
R without any.of the infi astructure to suppo;t it and no. spat1al scope to
Y -j-';expand mﬁ astructure : o :

B . WhatI would ltke to see:.

o 1 A m1n1mum 50 per ccnt reduct1on 1n the s1ze of the Alhed MlllS
~ proposal. -

i 2. Amain entrance/ex1t that thillSCS one of the thoroughfares

S borderlng the site, that 1s, Old Canterbury Road or Smith Str eet
"~ Andthat doesn’t utilise in such a major way a qu1et res1dent1al
.0 street like Wellesley Street. g

3. Atraffic 1.mpact study conducted 011 how ' Wellesley and Now1an1e '
" streets will be affected by thls development EENEE : |

o Urgent consideration be given to the construction of a t1 afﬁc

e - stopper into Wellesley Street from Edward Street,

o "5.;;:U1 gent: consideration be’ given to the development s 1mpact on

s . parking in Wellesley Street (given thatthe vast ‘majority.of homes
‘on this street, being bu1lt before the advent of the car, do not have :

. '_--otf~street parking).

: 6 “Workable solutions prov1ded for the substanttal trafﬁc concemS_ R

_ " -_'already raised by traffic stud1es 1including the effect this _
it development w111 have on the already congested Old Cantel bury

o “Road."

S 7 3Pa1kland mcorporatcd into the development (whrch could gosome .

T 'way towa1 ds reducmg the 1ntense populat1on densuy proposed) G



8 Keepmg the 3110 apartment biocks at the he1ght of 1hc ﬂom mills. _
. There is absolutely no need: for the apartment blocks to be extended
- three storeys above the present silo height. At 13 storeys they will
- tower over the suburb and be utter ly out. of keepmg and chalactel ﬁ
" with this quiet suburb. -~
9.  To consider the combined Impact on Summel H111 of the Alhed
S 'MlllS Lemsham Towers and MLGIH Street developments '

| J enmfer Campbell

0419 886554

18 Wellesley Street
' _"Summel H111 2130

e Ashﬁeld Councﬂ D11 ectoz of Planmng and Enwronment Mr Ph11 Saun Y
:.-cc NSW Planmng Mmlster the Hon Bl‘dd Hazzard o '



© THECOURSE OF LEAST RESISTANCE |
: .qu_'WellesIey.and Ndwr'a_'n'i;:a'..sfréEts”\;vilil'b_écorhe a %‘rat run_"t_o Summer H_ill_ vi_!i__age_ :

_for up to 1000 new residents at the Allied Mills development

LLIED MILLS -
PMENT -

Extensionof = - |

into 300-dwelling

'OLD CANTERBURY RD

eritage. -

L Ashfield Councif M
. Conservation map*

"Ratrun“along heritage |
streetsto avoid thealready |~
congested intersectionat - i

0 Heritagearea | conge 5 SRR
i iR Edward St-CanterburyRd = |

S - _*_Ashfié!c_i_c_at_lnéilhagizagqmgp,_émen_de_d tq.sﬁow__'_thnt:raf__ﬂ”c_i:r_np;ngi_: ofthe Allied M'_illsd‘cifc!c_bmgr'\_t in Sum_r'm_sr'_lliizl R L

Wellesley Street . .
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The Department of Planning and Infrastructure uly 2011
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

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

7 Traffic congestion — lack of any credible plans to deal with the very substantial increase in
traffic and congestion that this development will generate. It is estimated that this
development and the proposed Lewisham Towers development will generate an extra 1000
cars/hour in peak hour (Independent study by Colston, Budd, Hunt & Kafes, May 2011
commissioned by Ashfield Council).

{7 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 (10-13 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.

) Impact on local amenity — the addition of over 800 new residents (330 units x 2.49 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.

[/~ Limited greenspace — This development has limited greenspace, a concern compounded by
the fact that Ashfield is already the 2" most densely populated municipality in NSW.

[ Lack of genuine community consultation — despite 62 per cent of the Summer Hill
community confirming in the developer’s own survey that they wanted to be informed
about this development, community consultation has been extremely limited and not at all
genuine. The community’s concerns are simply being ignored and overlooked.

7 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.

[ Retail impact on the Summer Hill village — the excessive retail elements in this development
will duplicate and squeeze out local smal businesses in an area with already extensive retail

provision. / )
Signature: K Ls
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Copy to the Minister for Planning, Brad Hazzard



Dr Justine Humphry and Sarah Nielsen
8 Spencer Street
Summer Hifll NSW 2130

The Department of Planning and Infrastructure
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSwW 2001

July 18 2011

Objection to the Redevelopment of the Former Allied Mills Site - MP10_1055
2-32 Smith Street, Summer Hill NSW 2130

We are residents living within 200 metres of the proposed development. We have looked over
the development application of the Former Allied Mills Site and attended the May community
consultation sessians run by EG Funds Management. We have the following objections to the
above Concept plan application:

1. Our primary concern relates to the scale of the development and the resulting impacts
this will have on our daily living, especially the risk of passive surveillance from high rise
buildings, reduction of solar access in the morning and increased traffic congestion.

2. We are concerned about the impact of the development on existing wildiife,
particularly bird life and small mammals living along the green corridor of the planned
light rail extension.

3. We are concerned about the impact of the development on the local amenities
including increased pressure on essential social services already under strain such as
school, childcare services, medical services and other community services.

Having attended the community consuitations run by the developers and viewed the model, we
are particularly concerned about the proposal to build 2-3 level townhouses on the northern
end of Edward Street, where there is currently a 2 level building facility housing the offices of
the former Allied Mills Flour site. From our back yard in Spencer Street, we are able to see the
roof of this existing structure. Adding another storey will likely mean that we have less tight in
the morning (between 6am and 9am) and, if the top storey has windows facing the street, we
will be overlogked directly into our backyard.

On the same matter of passive surveillance and access to light in the morning, we are concerned
that the proposed 4-6 storey tower directly behind these townhouses and next to the existing
causeway will almost certainly mean a decrease of light in the morning and the potential of
being overlooked. Given that our back yards face east, morning fight between 6am and 9am is a
significant portion of the light we receive during the day.

Also of particular concern is the likelihood of significant traffic increases causing congestion

during peak hours and over flow traffic throughout the day as a result of 1/the scale of the

development and 2/the plan to use Edward Street as a main entry point for the residents

occupying the northern end of the site {where the 2-3 level townhouses and 4-6 storey tower js
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ASHFIELD & DISTRICT
HISTORICAL SOCIETY Inc

The Society’s Rooms are located at P.O. Box 20
Thirning Villa, Pratten Park Ashfield NSW 1800

Arthur Street, Ashfield.

Email address: adhs@@optusnet.com.au

4 August 2011

Director

Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning & Infrastructure

GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

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

Dear Sir/Madam
RE: MP10_0155 Concept Plan Former Allied Mills — 2-32 Smith St, Summer Hill

The Ashfield & District Historical Society expresses concern at elements of the Concept
Plan where it feels that both histotical and hetitage considerations have not been
appropriately resolved, as detailed below.

Over 30 members of the Society attended a tour of the site on Saturday 30" March 2010 at
the invitation of the owner’s planning and architectural team. This tour, for which the
Society is patticulatly grateful, enabled members (many of whom have design and heritage
quahfications and experience) to view (and comment on) the existing built and landscape
elements of the site. The tour combined with research of the Society’s historical records and
an examination of the repotts and concept drawings now submitted, informs the following

remarks.

1) The Height and Scale of Development fronting Edward Street
An examination of the Society’s recotds reinforced by the 1955 Water Board plan depicted
on p27 of the AIIMS report indicates that the housing on the eastern side of Hdward St
demolished in the 1960s/70s were a mix of single fronted cottages with some semi-detached
and the occasional double fronted possible 2-storey free-standing houses. This is consistent
with the remaining dwelhngs on this side of the strect and corresponds to what exists on the
western side of Edward St today. Indeed, it is broadly consistent with the type and scale of
dwelhing housc stock that predominates in the Quarantine Ground Conservation Area that
stretches to the west, as well as that found north of Smith St.

"The Concept Plan proposes tetrace-style dwellings which with roof-top levels could extend
to 4 storeys. This is not in keeping with the existing traditional dwelling house form or
height. The Land and Environment Court in 2008 (LIEC no. 10635 of 2008) found that
terrace-style development of this type was not in keeping with the established scale and



character of nearby dwellings in Smith St and the Quarantine Ground Conservation Area in
dismissing an appeal for residential development of the factory site at 67-75 Smith St.

2) Incorporation of Heritage Assessments into the Concept Plan
The Report prepared by John Graham & Associates makes numerous references to the 1998
Heritage Assessment Survey done by Rod Howard for the site’s then owner Goodman
Fielder. However there appears to be some inconsistency with how Rod Howard’s identified
levels of significance are dealt with by the Graham report as well as in the summary
comments that are presented in the S]B BEavironmental Assessment Report.

Figure 22 and the accompanying table of the Graham report shows the Howard significance
levels. For elements of ‘moderate’ significance, these are incorporated into the Concept Plan
when it suits its overall design approach, rather than by secking to include such elements per
se. Howard rates the mill’s main office building (item 4) at the corner of Smith and HEdward
streets as a good example of 1960s commercial architecture yet with no explanation or
reason offered it is to be demolished. Somewhat perversely, the substation building (item 1)
fronting Smith St (which has high significance only due to its use from 1922 as the
substation for the funcioning mill) with no aesthetic or architectural significance 1s to be
retained but then converted from a substation use to a shop/officel!

Graham quotes Howard’s overall statement of significance at p19 of the Report. Howard
makes specific reference to the landscaping and plantings on the site. While the Concept
Plan shows the line of brushbox and the prominent fig, it appears that the intactness of the
line of wine glass palms is not assured. The Concept Plan does not depict other palms,
camphor laurels and other significant specimens (some of which being located in the area
between the canal and former goods line where a new building is proposed). As Howard
states —The landscaping is an important contribution to the locality forming the setting for a
major commercial enterptise having long associations with the area’.

3) Alterations/Additions to Roof of Main 4-Silo Structures
These silos are the most prominent structures on the site. They contain corrugated iron
additions of varying heights and condition above the silos flat tops. These additions do not
appear to have any assessed heritage significance. Notwithstanding it is inapproptiate to
remove these structutes for the sole purpose of adding modern forms which while circular in
no way complement the silos finished form.

If the corrugated iron additions need to be removed to facilitate the residential conversion of
the silos, they should not be replaced.

The Society requests the IDepartment in its assessment of this Concept Plan act to require
such modifications as will ensure that any resultant approval is responsive to the Society’s
comments, given the major significance of this site to the history and heritage of this part of
the inner west of Sydney.

Yours Faithfully

David Rollinson
Preident, Ashfield & District Historical Society Inc



The Department of Planning and Infrastructure July 2011
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

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

Dear 5irs

Objection to the Redevelopment of the Former Allied Milis Site - MIP10_01155
2-32 Smith Street, Summer Hill NSW 2130

I ohject to the above Concept Plan application on the basis of the following (as indicated}:

0O Traffic congestion ~ lack of any credible plans to deal with the very substantial increase in traffic
and congestion that this development will generate. It is estimated that this development and
the proposed Lewisham Towers development will generate an extra 1000 cars/hour in peak hour
{Independent study by Colston, Budd, Hunt & Kafes, May 2011 commissioned by Ashfiefd
Council}. '

0 Scale and out of character with our village — this is a gross over-development of the Mills site
and the proposed heights of the towey biocks {10-13 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.

0 Impact on local amenity ~ the addition of over 800 new residents {330 units x 2.49 people/
dwelling average in Ashfleld) in this development simply cannot be accommodated by local
schools, childcare and other amenities, many of which are already at capacity.

(1 timited greenspace — This development has limited greenspace, a concern compounded by the
fact that Ashfield is already the 2" most densely populated municipality in NSW.

[J Lack of genuine community consultation ~ despite 62 per cent of the Summer Hill community
confirming in the developer’s own survey that they wanted to be informed ahout this
development, community consuitation has been extremely limited and not at all genuine. The
community’s concerns are simply being ignored and overlooked.

1 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 McGilt Street precinct.

[1 Retail impact 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 retail

provision.
Signature:
Joa ) . ;}f
Name: "

Reict Boyle
Email: i
readidln le(i) homand. conm

Address: ‘ - ) . o
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" Copy to the Minister for Planning, Brad Hazzard at office@hazzard. minister.nsw.gov.au
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| am abselutely opposed to the proposed development of the former Allied Mills site as it is currently proposed by the developers.
The scale of the developmment is far too large. Of course | understand that the developers would like to maximise their profits as
much as possible but | am sure they can make significant profits from this project without resorting to building tower blocks of up
to 13 storeys. Apart from the detrimental impact such an overdevelopment will have on the local amenity, there is no doubt that it
will place significant pressures on local infrastructure. From my own personal experience the two locat schools in Summer Hill
(both the public and Catholic school} are at capacity. The two rail stafions within walking distance to the site are small and would
not be able to take much more. As for Ashfield station it is already filled fo capacity during commuting times. | am very
supportive of the light rail but the carrying capacity of light rail is significantly less than heavy rail so there is a transport issue
here. On the issue of the light rail, as the private developers will significantly benefit from the fight rail, they should be made to
contribute to the cost and on-going maintenance of this new public transport infrastructure. No doubt they will add a further
premium to the sale price due to light rail. And of course the impact to traffic would be horrendous. PlanningNSW should visit
Smith Street and Carlton Crescent on a weekday morning between Bam and 10am, from 3pm to 8 pm and on a Saturday late
morning to early lunch. It is virtually gridlock. These roads are single lane and | can not see how adding more vehicles attached
to such a high density development can not but cause totat gridlock and chaos. While old Canterbury Road at the site's vacinity
is 2 lanes in parts, it is already gridlocked at these times. With a proposed high density development there should be more open
and green space. | do not necessarily believe it must be open fo the public unless it is on public land - if it is private property
then | do accept that the open/green space does not have 1o be accessible to the public - but having more open and green
space would improve the amenity of such a high density development. | am also very concerned about the proposed retail
component of the development, This area is already very well serviced by retail - all within a 5 km radius. There is of course the
main street of Summer Hill, Ashfield Mall, 2 malls in Leichhardf, the main street in Haberfield and Five Dock and then Westfield
at Burwood. Do we need more refail when the negative impacts wifl outweight any possible benefit. It will kill the main street
shops and again exacerate already existing traffic problems. And then there is the "Lewisham Towers" proposal which is so
close to the former Allied Mills site and will only exacebate all the problems associated with the proposed development. These two
sites shoulfd not be considered in isclation otherwise the planning process will ignore the cumulative impact these developments
will have. On a side issue and please excuse me if | have missed anything in the library of documents submitted by the
developers but | strongly believe that the developers shouid be required fo build this development with sustainabalility in mind.
Where are the proposed solar panels? What about rain water tanks or the use of "grey water" for some of their plumbing? |
appreciate PlanninngNSW has a difficult fask in balancing the interests developers who must make money from this project and
the interests of the locat community. A balanced approach that allows for the redevelopment the site with care and sensitivity will
yield significant profit because in the end they are nof just making money from the development itself, they are aiso making
money from the amenity the local community currentty offers. However as far as | can see what they are proposing is merely a
more expensive version of the silo tower blocks that were built in Ashfield. Not only did they destroy the amenity of Ashfield but
any economic benefit that the developers spruiked from the developments did not last. A number of businesses have failed In the
commercial spaces. People still like to shop in the main street. While | do not know the occupancy rate of the residential units,
perhaps PlanningNSW should investiage that aspect to counter any pressure from the developers who will invariably overstate
the "need" for such high density residential development. The tower blocks in Ashfield are just a few years old and they already
fook tired and neglected. | hope we learn from these planning mistakes. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

4/08/2011 4:55 PM
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Overall | support the development and consider that the architects have walked a difficult line balancing the need for sensitive
development of the site i.e. in keeping with the surrounding area, with the need for developers fo gain maximum return on a
significant investment - particularly for the people whose funds they are managing.

| would like to share some concerns | have regarding the developmeny,

Traffic impact - this has been discussed at length, and | am not sure if there is a solution that would meet all needs. However,
the peak hour traffic heading to and from the city is currently a major issue from around 7am fo around 9.30 am and about 4pm
to 7pm. The traffic issues will be exacerbated by this development and all consideration needs to be given to minimising traffic

problems.

Height of the proposed new buildings. The new high rise buildings are, 1 think, ptanned fo be 11 storeys at the highest. | believe
this wilt significantly impact on the area and will be too imposing. If this height was reduced to say @ storeys, | think the impact

would be less overpowering.

Proposed height of the silo building. | understand that the current height of the silos is being taken as the height of the small
structures on top of the silos and that this means one of the silos will be built fo 13 storeys. | think that this is not a frue
representation of the current height of the silo and to increase the building to 13 storeys is unacceptable. The development down
the line at Dubwich Hill did not seem to increase the height of the silos and from what | have seen the building includes a smaller
structure on top of the silo which appears to be apartment/s. If this more modest sized structure on top of the silo was
considered for the Smith St site, 1 think it would be more appropriate and more acceptable to local residents.

Relationship between Alied Ml Site and McGill St Project. | would like to be assured that these two important developmetts in the
Summer Hill area are being considered in the same planning forum. Both these projects will have a significant impact on the

local area and, whilst they are situated in separate LGAs, the impact will be across LGAs and they need to be considered
together - particularly in relation to impact on traffic.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments

Jean Burns

1 of] 4/08/2011 4:55 PM
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| object to this concept plan on the basis of the following:-

Traffic congestion - lack of any credible plans to deat with the very substantial increase in traffic and congestion that this
dewvelopment will generate. 1t is estimated that this development and the proposed Lewisham Towers development will generate an
extra 1000 cars per hour in peak hour {independent study by Colston, Budd, Hunt and Kafes, May 2011 commissicned by
Ashfield council). Congestion of the Old Canterbury Road, Railway Terrace junction is already beyond tolerable levels during
peak our and these developments right on that corner will give the traffic litle alternative routes to disperse.

Limited greenspace - this development has limited greenspace, a concern compounded by the fact that Ashfield is already the
2nd most densely popuiated municipalit in NSW.

Combines impact with Lewisham Towers - nobody is considering the combined impact (increased traffic, scale, design,
overcrowding and loss of living amenity and negative impact to exisling local businesses) of this development and the adjacent
Lewisham Towers developrrent which is part of the same McGill Street precint.

1ofi 28/07/2011 4:46 PM
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Main points:

* This development should reconsidered joinily with the nearby development on Old Canterbury Rd by both Ashfield and
Marrickville Councils together. Joint consideration would assist avoiding overdevelopment in terms of residential density and
commercial floorspace.

*Traffic generation is a major issue. Titles to residences and car spaces should be sold separately to discourage car ownership.
Street parking in the immediate vicinity should be limited. More than one space should be made available for carshare services.
* Density of residential deveiopment should be moderated to reduce impacis on the low scale surrounding residential areas and

local facilities.
*Open space / garden areas appropriate for the number of residents should be provided on the site to avoid over pressuring

existing limited open space areas.
Current sheds on top of the silos should not be included in the calculation of the height of the development.
*New local facilities should be obtained for the good of ail locals. | think the development should construct a bikeway under

Parramatta Rd so that the current bikeways on either side of the road are connected directly.

1/08/2011 8:17 AM
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Alhough we agree that a redevelopment should happen on the site we strongly object to the massive scale of the project.

Net only are we very worried that our peacefut street could become a busy thoroughfare into the main carpark, but also that the
surrounding sireets that are already gridiocked at morning peak hour will become a carpark themselves.

The 13 storey tower will iook qut of place and will be lgoking directly down on us. When we hought our house 10 years ago we
valued the privacy of our home and backyard, and sfill do.

Where will families go for medical/child care and schooling? We understand that the local Summer Hill Public School is already
at capacily having only recently completed building and filling 2 new classrooms.

Lastly, the combined impact of the proposed adjacent Lewisham Towers does not seem to have baen outlined or referred to by
the developers, like the elephant in the room.

Given the effort it takes for the average punter to erect a fence in this area we would be very suspicious of a Council to aflow
such a development on this scale.

Yours faithfully
Janne & Chris Thorburn

[ ofl 1/08/2011 8:17 AM
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My position is that the development should not proceed without more serious improvements to nearby roads and infersections,
because it is clear to me as a local resident that focal roads already exceed capacity on most days. The additional fraffic
pressure placed on local roads from this development is not acceptable in my view, and will probably lead to additional expensive
tax payer funded road projects in coming years.

The proposed fraffic generation figures are very low and the proposed intersection upgrades wili be inadequate in my view. The
volumes noted in the Transport Management and Accessibility Plan for the City bound Carlton Crescent AM Peak hour trips
intersections are unexpectedly low, and not typical at alf in my experience. Approaching and then trying fo drive east along
Longport street during the morning peak is usually a “Nightmare”. A possible reason is that the week when the traffic figures
were counted was a quiet week. Perhaps due to a study vacation week at Sydney Uni.

Sydney University - Study vacation Monday 7 June to Friday 11 June
http://sydney.edu.au/future_students/domestic_undergraduate/admissions/semester_dates/2010.shiml

Itis my belief that the developer should pay for the necessary local road improvements, or provide an innovative incentive (or
dis-incentive) fo encourage occupants of the development o use public ransport instead.

lofl 10/08/2011 2:38 PM
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The Department of Planning and Infrastructure,
GPO BOX 39
Sydney NSW 2001

I wish to objeet to the redevelopment of the Former Allied Mills Site — reference number MP10_1055 at 2-32 Smith §t, Summer
Hill, 2130:

Itis my strong opinion that there should be no rezoning permitted of this site for residential development. The inner west of
Sydney is starved of light industriat sites such as the former milfls to meet the city’s fong ferm planning objectives for
manufacturing and commercial employment to remain based inside the city circle.

Slowly the inner west is being emptied of industry due to residential infilt and it is important that sites such as Allied Mills which
have existed in this small suburb for many decades be preserved as a single jobs centre. Any requirement for medium density
residential development can be satisfied by a sympathetic redevelopment of the Old Canterbury, Lewisham site next door. On
site residential development will auiomatically limit the type of businesses

will only limit the types of businesses that can utilise the precinct. A revitalised Mills Site could house commercial and retail
fenants, artist studios and workspaces and small manufacturing firms. Along the site's western perimeter this vibrant mix is
already evident. An employment hub based along the light rail corridor would help guarantee the viability of the light rail
extension and ensure patronage at its two ends. Without residential fowers, the Allied Mills site is big enough to provide

commuter parking.

If residential rezoning is approved, | have serious misgivings about the ability of the existing road system to cope. The
developers concede traffic wilt worsen along Railway Terrace have yet have not made any attempt to amefiorate the inevitable
congeslion and have not made enough parking available on site for either residents or light rail commuters. Inevitably, cars will

spill out in to residential streets.

What's more the redevelopment is out of scale and character with Summer Hif and Lewisham, which are ranked as villages
within the planning struciure. The entrance tower of ten storeys would loom over the one and two storey dweliings of Summer Hij
and Lewisham and the extra three storeys stacked on top of the silos for penthouse apartiments is all about maximising profits,
not sympathetically working to the existing template.

Thank you,

Linda Morris

51 Kensington Rd,

10/08/2011 2:40 PM
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| object to the above Concept Plan application on the basis of the following (as indicated):

{1

Signature:

Name: f\,-/\f\ L6 ;(?WOW {5

Traffic congestion — lack of any credible plans to deal with the very substantial increase in
traffic and congestion that this development will generate. It is estimated that this
development and the proposed Lewisham Towers development will generate an extra 1000
cars/hour in peak hour {Independent study by Colston, Budd, Hunt & Kafes, May 2011
commissioned by Ashfield Council).

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 {10-13 storeys) is completely out of
character with the local one and two-starey dwellings (many of which are heritage), that are
characteristic of Summer Hill and adjoining villages.

impact on local amenity — the addition of over 800 new residents (330 units x 2.49 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.

timited green space — This development has limited green space, a concern compounded by
the fact that Ashfield is already the 2™ most densely populated municipality in NSW.

Lack of genuine community consultation — despite 62 per cent of the Summer Hill
community confirming in the developer's own survey that they wanted to be informed
about this development, community consultation has been extremely limited and not at all
genuine. The community’s concerns are simply being ignored and overiooked.

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,

Retail impact 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 retail
provision.

Email: IW\ or (e S \% oM I’W O ol

Copy to the Minister for Planning, Brad Hazzard and Ashfield Council
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Amy,
| would like to provide comment on the development application as provided in the following points.

1. Privacy Loss - The view from the silos will directly impact upon the amenity of my rear yard and the back part of my house
with a loss of privacy that we currently experience. | have two small children and this is a major concern.

2. Silo extension is too high - The existing height of the silos (the 4 pack) should not be extended for additional floors up to 13
storeys. | understand that the justification for the additionai floors, as provided in the community information session, is that they
wilt be no higher than the current silos, including the mechanical hoist rooms. This is very misleading as the hoist room is
currently quite small and off to one side. The silos should be kept at their current height without the extension into the
mechanical hoist area. This has successfully been done on the Waratah Mills in Dubwich Hill

3. Coordination with the McGill St Development - The adjacent development has not adopted the Hassell Master Plan and iis
current proposal far exceeds the FSR's proposed in the Hassell Master Plan. This needs to be addressed by the Department of

Planning.

4. Impact upon fraffic in the close vicinity - The roads in the area are already at capacity at peak hours in the morning and
afternoon. The additional number of cars added will be disastrous for fraffic in the area especially around Edward Street and Old
Canterbury Road and at the corner of Smith Street and Edward Streets. Lights should be installed at the corner of Edward
Street and Old Canterbury Road to try to alleviate some of this congestion during peak hour. At present it is very difficult to get
onto Old Canterbury Road during peak hour due to the bank up of traffic from the corner of Qld Canterbury Road and Carlton
Parade and the lights at Toothill Road. This will be further adversely affected by the McGill Street development.

Overall the developrment seems appropriate yet | do not understand how 13 storeys can be justified in any manner. There are
simply no developments of that scale within a 5km radius of this proposed development.

Regards,
Lindsay Baker

10/08/2011 2:40 PM
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Diary from Alexis Evans to Amy Watson on 08/08/2011 ,
Diary against Annex Website Submissions for job #4210 MP10 0155 - Redevelopment of the Former Alied Mills Site for the purposes
of a Mixed Use Residential, Commercial and Retail development

Online Submission from Alexis Evans (object)

Email Details

Received 1,06PM, Mon Bth Aug, 11
Status Actioned on 0B/08/2011
Time Spent 0:00:00 (hh:mm:ss)
Priority Mediumiii?

Class Anonymous Object

Interactions

&, Contacts (1)

Inbound email from:
Alexis Evans
evans.dexs@gmail.com

& Staff (1)

Email to:
Amy Watson

| strongly cbject fo this Concept Plan. Please see attached:

1. Defailed list of my concerns; and
2. Newspaper article outlining, what | believe fo be, the view of our community.

Attachments (2)

70.29 KB

L

Article, pdf

Former Allied Mills Site_ 2-32 Smith Street Summer Hill . Jobs . MP10_0155_ Redewvelopment of the Former Allied Mills Site for the
purposes of a Mixed Use Residential, Commercial and Retail development . Web Submissions

6294 KB

Zz0bjection - Amy Watson. pdf

Former Allied Mills Site_ 2-32 Smith Street Summer Hill . Jobs . MP10_0155_ Redevelopment of the Former Allied Milis Site for the
purposes of a Mixed Use Residential, Commercial and Retail development . Web Submissions
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Inner West Courier

Residents stand united over flour mill development

LOCAL NEWS 27 AUG 10 @ 01:21PM BY ALEX WARD

2

. Recommend Send 8 peopie recommend this.

The developer's controversial vision for the Summer Hill flour
mill site. Image: HASSELL

- AUSTRALIANS were divided at the polling booths but Summer Hilt and Lewisham residents stood united
against massive developments, :

A community referendum was held on Saturday at three polling booths in Summer Hill and Lewisham
. to vote on the development plans for the McGill St precinct and the Mungo Scott flour mitls.

An overwhelming 94 per cent of 1500 concerned residents who took part were opposed to the scale
. and scope of the developments.

A spokeswoman for the Summer Hill Actien Group said they were swamped by concerned residents.

- “What's alarming is that these two sites are being developed separately even though they're right next
¢ to each other,” she said.

. “The community aren’t aware of this and so there was lots of interest on Saturday.”

' Tegether the developments include more than 760 units, multiple high-rise buildings and extra traffic
generated on to already heavily commuted roads.

The spokeswoman predicted the community dissent toward the developments would grow to become a
. key state election issue for Inner West residents.

The Courier reported on the developer’s masterplan for the mill site in Tuesday's edition,
E Developer EG Funds Management presented the masterplan to Ashfield Council last week.

It indudes three new streets, up to 300 dwellings, 2500sq m of retail space and 4000sq m of
commercial space.

http://inner-west-courier. whereilive.com.au/news/story/residents-stand-united/ 4/08/2011
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The Department of Planning and Infrastructure 7 August 2011

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

By email: amy,watson@planning.nsw.gov.au

Objection to the Redevelopment of the Former Allied Mills Site - MP10_1055
2-32 Smith Street, Summer Hill NSW 2130

| oblect to the above Concept Plan application on the basis of the following:

Traffic congestion — there is a lack of any credible plans to deal with the very substantial increase in traffic
and congestion, It is estimated that this development and the proposed Lewisham Towers development
will generate an extra 1000 cars/hour in peak hour {independent study by Colston, Budd, Hunt & Kafes,
May 2011 commissioned by Ashfield Council).

The development relies on the unconfirmed plans for a Light Rail. Even if the Light Rail goes ahead, it is
likely to be expensive to travel on and does not reach the demanded destination of the heart of the Sydney

CBD.

There is also no ptan to align the delivery of the Flour Mill development and congestion solutions together.
Summer Hill is already at capacity and the general traffic and congestion needs to be resolved first.

Scale and out of character with our village — this is a gross over-development of the Milis site. The
proposed heights of the tower blocks {10-13 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. It will also mean many residents {including myself} will iose their backyard privacy, which I find
utterly distressing.

Combined impact with Lewisham Towers ~ no one 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 McGIli
Street precinct. | find this to be a manipulative and petty strategy by developers, which needs to be
addressed immediately.

Lack of genuine community consultation - despite 62 per cent of the Summer Hill community confirming
in the developer’s own survey that they wanted to be informed about this development, community
consultation has been extremely limited and not at all genuine. The community’s concerns are simply
belng ignored and overlooked.

impact on local amenity — the addition of over 800 new residents {330 units x 2.49 peocple/ dwelling
average in Ashfield) in this development simply cannot be accommodated by local schools, childcare,
parking and other amenities, many of which are already at capacity.

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

Yours sincerely,

Alexis Evans
18 Spencer Street evans.dexs@gmail.com

SUMMER HILL NSW 2130 0405 788874




The Department of Planning and Infrastructure July 2011
GPO Box 39 .
Sydney NSW 2001

Objection to the Redevelopment of the Former Allied Mills Site - MP10_105S
2-32 Smith Street, Summer Hill NSW 2130

I object to the above Cancept Plan application on the basis of the following {as indicated):

O

Name:

Traffic congestion - fack of any credible plans to deal with the very substantial Increase in
traffic and congestion that this development will generate, it s estimated that this
development and the proposed Lewisham Towers development will generate an extra 1000
cars/hour in peak hour (Independent study by Colston, Budd, Hunt & Kafes, May 2011
commissioned by Ashfleld Councit).

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 {ocal businesses) of this development and the adjacent Lewisham Towers
development which is part of the same McGill Street precinct.

Impact on local amenity ~ the addition of over 800 new residents {330 units x 2.49 people/
dwelling average in Ashfleld) in this development simply cannot be accommodated by ocal
schools, childcare and other amenities, many of which are already at capacity.

Limited greenspace — This development has limited greenspace, a concern compounded by
the fact that Ashffeld is already the 2™ most densely populated municipality in NSW,

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 (10-13 storeys) is completely out of
character with the local one and two-storey dwellings {many of which are heritage), that are
characteristic of Summer Hifl and adjoining villages.

Lack of genhuine community consultation — despite 62 per cent of the Summer Hill
community confirming in the developer's own survey that they wanted to be informed
about this development, community consultation has been extremely limited and not at all
genuine. The community’s concerns are simply being ignored and overlooked,

Retail impact 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 retail
provision.

Email: A_OR("\F}H\){S_ ‘g\/f‘)f\JS
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Diary from Jason Balgi to Amy Watson on 08/08/2011
Diary against Annex Website Submissions for job #4210 MP10 0155 - Redevelopment of the Former Alfied Mills Site for the purposes
of a Mixed Use Residential, Commercial and Retail development

Online Submission from Jason Balgi (object)

Email Details

Received 9:27PM, Mon 8th Aug, 11
Status Actioned on 0B/0B/2011
Time Spent 0:00:00 (hh:mm:ss)
Priority Medlum'

Class Object
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£ Contacts (1)

Inbound email from:

Jason Balgi
jason_balgi@yahoo.com.au

& Staff (1)

Email to:
Amy Watson

August 7, 2011

Direcfor

Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning and infrastructure
GFO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001
plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au

Dear Sir/Madam,

Application No MP10_0155, 2-32 Smith St, Summer Hifl

1 of 1 10/08/2011 2:43 PM



From: Graeme Robinson <graeme.robinson@optusnet.com.au>

To: <amy.watson@planning.nsw.gov.au>

CccC: <office@hazzard. minister.nsw.gov.au>, <linda.burney@parliament nsw.gov.a...
Date: 12/08/2011 12:50 pm

Subject: Objection to the Redevelopment of the Former Allied Mifis Site - MP10_1055

Dear Sir /f madam,
I object to the above Concept Plan application on the basis of the following (as indicated);

fo Traffic congestion |V lack of any credible plans to deal with the very substantial
increase in traffic and congestion that this development will generate. It is estimated that this
development and the proposed Lewisham Towers development will generate an extra 1000 cars/hour
in peak hour (Independent study by Colston, Budd, Hunt & Kafes, May 2011 commissioned by
Ashfield Council).

fo Scale and out of character with our village ;V this is a gross over-development of the
Mills site and the proposed heights of the tower biocks (10-13 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.

fo Impact on local amenity jV the addition of over 800 new residents (330 units x 2.49
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.

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

fo Lack of genuine community consultation jV despite 62 per cent of the Summer Hill
community confirming in the developerj|s own survey that they wanted to be informed about this
development, community consultation has been extremely {imited and not at all genuine. The
communityjjs concerns are simply being ignored and overlooked.

fo Combined impact with Lewisham Towers |V 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.

fo Retail impact on the Summer Hill village ;V the excessive retail elements in this
development will duplicate and squeeze out local small businesses in an area with already extensive
retail provision.

Graeme Robinson
22 Nowranie St
Summer Hill NSW 2130



The Department of Planning and Infrastructukeg
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

Objection to the Redevelopment of the Former A iie&Mﬂ{%‘»
ey
2-32 Smith Street, Summer Hill NSW 2130 2

b Yune 2011

R ;
Sit

,,,,

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

(4

Traffic congestion — lack of any credible plans to deal with the very substantial increase in
traffic and congestion that this development will generate. It is estimated that this
development and the proposed Lewisham Towers development will generate an extra 1000
cars/hour in peak hour (Independent study by Colstan, Budd, Hunt & Kafes, May 2011
commissioned by Ashfield Council).

#1" Scale and out of character with our village ~ this is a gross over-deveiopment of the Milis

site and the proposed heights of the tower biocks {(10-13 storeys) is completely out of
character with the local one and two-storey dwellings (many of which are heritage), that are
characteristic of Summer Hifl and adjeining villages.

~"""'I?npact on local amenity — the addition of over 800 new residents (330 units x 2.49 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.

~Limited green space — This development has limited green space, a concern compounded by

the fact that Ashfield is already the 2™ most densely populated municipality in NSW.

~lack of genuine community consultation — despite 62 per cent of the Summer Hill

f1-
community confirming in the developer's own survey that they wanted to be informed
about this development, community consultation has been extremely limited and not at all
genuine. The community’s concerns are simply being ignored and overiooked.

Lj-’/.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.

i+ Retail impact on the SummerHill village — the excessive retail elements in this deveiopment
will duplicate and squegzé{_pu‘t’local small businesses in an area with already extensive retail
provision. S

Signature: [;f/ T

Name: v ) AU

L/ii/’(;'{ Eine Ao & fAS0 A
Email: {C/ P Ae o 7 é](/"( N Y Gg’ (‘;f) /(L,-i"if & / (¢ 7 g

Copy to the Minister for Planning, Brad Hazzard and Ashfield Council



29 Sloane Street,

SUMMER HILL NSW 2130

10 August, 2011

The Secretary,

The Departiment of Planning and Infrastructure,

GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001 Your Ref: MP10_0155

Email; amy.watson@planning.nsw.gov.au

Dear Sir/fMadam,
Concept Plan — Former Allied Milis Site — 2-32 Smith St., Summer Hili
Thank you for your letter of 27 June last.

I wish to confirm my objection to the scale of the current proposed development of
the former Allied Mills Site, despite having a further opportunity to attend a
community presentation by the owners and development team.

it was apparent from the views expressed by the residents at the recent meeting that
it is the scale of the development which is the greatest cause of our concern. It was
accepted the site must be developed and many indeed look forward to an
appropriate result having regard to the area in which it is situated and to the
surrounding existing housing mix.

The major concerns remain:

1. Height of the development — up to 13-14 storeys in part — by adding extra
storeys on top of the existing silos.

2. Scale of the development is out of character with the village of Summer Hill.
Many of the local one and two-storey homes have heritage listings.

3. Traffic congestion — it would be unrealistic to expect that the influx of possibly
800 new residents in this development would not bring with it a corresponding
increase of motor vehicles. As a local resident | have experienced increasing
time delays in morning and evening peak times simply travelling from Sloane
Street to Smith Street. The roundabout a Longport Street is clogged with
traffic during this time. This situation is without any further real development
occurring in the area during the last 23 years of my residency.

4. The proposed volume increase in new residents must have an adverse impact
on the local amenities — schools, childcare etc.



5. Our village is in need of more green space due to the already densely
populated area. This could be facilitated by a reduction of the proposed
density of the development.

6. The proposed development of the Lewisham Towers project in close proximity
to the Milis development has the possibility of creating a ghetto like pocket in
the area due to their combined overdevelopment of these sites.

The opportunity to develop the Mills site should not be squandered. Itis an
opportunity to create a unigue development which compliments the existing suburb
and feature the old silos and heritage building. Overdevelopment of the site as is
currently proposed will not serve the existing residents’ investment in a suburb which
has strong community awareness and a real concern for the future of the area.

The lack of real community consultation has been disappointing and limited.

| believe [ echo the hopes of very many of the residents of Summer Hill and
surrounding areas that an acceptable compromise can be proposed to satisfy the
needs of the development group and the hopes of the residents for an appropriate
development of our Mills heritage site and not a high rise eyesore.

Yours sincerely,

Jeanette Tancred



B Fhe Depaztment of Planmng and infrastructure o _' 10 Auqust

© . GPOBOXx39 .. T -
T :;vdnevN&aW?Gm B I

"3 Re: the redeveiopment of the former Allied Mills S:te MP‘IO l)155

'--'__.2~32 Smith Street, Summer Hill NSW 2130

L There is much to commend in. thts Concept P!an for the Ashf:e!d I’Vlﬁl sn‘c but -

1 j-' : ;cquai!y there are areas that are not favourable, This is not the only- devciopment
proposed in the area. On the other side of the Light Rail/ Greenway carridor, the

- Lewisham Towers — another large development on part of Man lckwile Counmh
o MeGill r:»treet Prec;nct IS also under consideration. B :

: '._:'.”..With this i in mznd [ objectto the fotlowmg elemente of the AIEned lefs eue :

TR .-:"-Helght of buuldmgs aEthough the silos are a Eandmark the sugqested T
o ;_repiacement of the flimsy top layer to create 10 to 13 storevs is excessive z and
. .sets.an unwelcome precedent for other pr0|ected developmente Remdentnl
- /building he;ghts in genera! are out of keeping with exrst;nq dwel!mqe in ﬂ
"_3drea despite initial promfees that this would not beso.’ : o

S .Trafﬁc qeneratson The advent of a poqmbic 800 extra reeldente will 1nov;tah:v
- increase the. traffic flow to an unacceptable level. The local roads are afaeadv

..~ grossly.overcrowded in peak hours and at weekends. Bus TE‘]iH and the =
~coming nght Rail waii not ease thIS problem -

- "'-'Commerr:ia! and retazl spaces are excessrve glven the proxun:ty ot eervu,es
i Summer HHE and surroundtng subunbs : S L

'__'-'Greenspace The Iack of adequate gieenspace - pnvate & pubhc ~ia
- disappainting. its representation in the diagrams - Dark green for the _
- development, faded green for the Greenway and hoped for park area inthe -
L MeGill Street Precint site, s disingenuous. How much of that faded green
L corridor between this development and the Greenway / ughz Raii wii e
k :_' _f!nanozalty supported by the Developer? : R B T S

'fThe fate of: the NHJE site is unavo:dably connected to the ptoposed Development
- calso under conStderation by your. Department for part 'of the McGill Street procmm e

~on'the otherside of the- Greenway. it would seem sensible and reasonabla for -

these developments to be considered fogether in the ;ntereeib of baheractoru e

v 1eqnonal outcomes on resadentlal dens;ty and traﬁ‘zc problems

"(oure s;ncerely R

MissMILRea e Departmen ofPtanmng

. 64.0M Canterbury Road, Recgived -~
R lE_V\fi.SHAM.NCSW__?D@_ DI T T HAUG zun
lmng Room




TFhe Department of Piann ng and lnfrastructure o _l _J.L_J__ll( 2011
‘GPO Box 39 ' ' o g : oo S o
Sydney NSW 2001

: _Objechon to the Redevelopment of the Former Alhed Mills Site MPlO 0155 -

: 2 -32 Smith Street Summer Hlll NSW 2130

iobjectto the above Concept Plan appllcat|on on the basis ofthe follow ng (as lndlcated)

/Traf'ﬁc congestmn—lack of any credlble plans to deal with the very substantla} increase in tlalﬁc and

‘congestion. that this: development will generate it is estimated that thls development and the

proposed LeW|sham Towers development wil{ generate an extra 1000 cars/hour in peak hour
- ndependent study by Co?ston Budd Hunt &Kafes, May 2011 commmsnoned by Ashﬂeld Councﬁ}

and the pror-osed helehtr of the tower blocks (10-13 staveysis comp

'Scale and oUt 'of character w;th o'ur vdlagewthis is a gross over«development of the Mslls site - -
§y_eut ofvhar: acter with the

- locai one and two-storey dweillngs (many of wlvch are herdage} that are character;snc of Summen :

Hlll and ad;ommg Wi Iages

!mpact on !ocal amenlty — the addstlon of over 800 new - re31dents (330 unlts X 2. 49 people/

' dweihng average in Ashfield} in this development simply cannot. be accommodated by Iocal schools -

.\/'

-chlldcare and other amemtles many of Whl(.h are afready al capactty

Lam[ted greenspace Thls development has limited greenspace, a concern compounded by the C
fact that Aslmeld is already the 2”rj most densely populated munlClpality in NSW o

Lack of genume commumty consultatlon - despite 62 per cent of the Summer Hlll community '
conf;rmmg in‘the developer’s own survey that they wanted to be Informed about this development,

'_'community consu%tatlon has . been extremely fimited and not at alt genume The commumty 5
_concerns are snmply bet ng lgnored and overlooked - o i o . ;

Combaned impact wn:h LEWISham Towers nobody is. conslderng the combmed lmpact

_ (mcreased trafﬁc, scale and de51gn ‘overcrowding and loss of llvmg amenity and negative impact of

_exrstzng jocat busmesses) of this devetopment and the adJacent Lewnsham lowers development
: wh|ch |spart ofthe same McGlll Street prec:nct R

- -u“p f--v"'c\ —\-nj
o Slg:ha_ture_:':.-“’:"
" Name:

i -___f:'crhait ‘4,\ AN ul\(’/l() e NG

RetaJE lmpact on the Summer Hlll v;llage mthe excessive retaul elements in this. developmernwzll '

(e -wjf«\o\n l C/q{\c

l'lvt ,,,,, u \th l L:'"'l“Ll L : ’

| .'..'.:'_".'Address ; W-L_?»f{“l”'l- Cl s Ql L,L \_/l k; .lx”w U f{lﬁ"? j_ SRR

Copy 'to”t'h'e:fMinl_ste_r':.jfo_r_i’lanning, Br-adl_—laz_zard. S

ueeresut l(n..ul % na Cbusiiie: 503 i a8 a;en .fvlti", aireedy eMenswe retail provis.on S S o



The Department ofPlannlng and infrastructure o S 3%;{— July 2011
. GPOBox 39 : : _ T T : L
. Sydney NSW 2001

By emarl plan comment@plannrnq nsw oov au

" Dear Srzs '

" Objection to the Redevelopment of the Former Allied Mrlls Site - MPlO 0155
. 2-32 Smith Street Summer Hill NSW 2130 Sl

FR| object to the above Concept Plan applrcat on on the baS|s of the followrng (as rndn:ated}

" _' E}/ Traffrc congestlon —-lack ofany cred{ble plans to deal with the very substantral [ncrease 1n trafﬁc
and congestion that this development wili generate. It is estimated that this. development and
“the propased. Lew;sham Towers dovelopment will generate an extra 1000 cars/hour in peakhour -
{1 ndependent study by Colston, Budd Hunt & l(afes, May 2011 commsssroned by Ashfield_ Z

» Counci).": : .
‘Scale and out of. character wrth our \nflage - this is a gross over- development 01’ the M]lls site -

:and the proposed heights of the tower. blocks {10-13 storeys) is completely out of character with :_. . i

the local cne’and two-storey dwellings (many of vvh:ch are herltage) that are ch’rracterrstic of -
Summer HJll and. adjoinsng vsllages : : R
lmpact on local amen:ty ~ the addrtron of over 800 new residents {330 unrts X 2 49 people/--i-
Cdwelling average in Ashfield) in this deveiopment simply cannot-be : accommodated by local L
,’schools, chltdcare and other amenities, many of which are already at capacrty : '

e Gl/ Limited greenspace This development has limited greenspace, a concern compounded by the L

fact that Ashfreld is'already the. 2”d most densely populated munrcrpairty in'NSW. :
I;H/ ‘Lack of. genume commumty consultatlon = oespzte G2 per cent of the Summer Hrll ccrr-mumty

conﬂrmmg in " the  developer's own. survey that they wanted 1o -be informed .about ‘this _
development community consuitation has heen extremely limited and not at all genurne The S

o commun;ty s concerns are simply berngrgnored and overlooked. _ -
: l\}/ Combined ‘impact: wrth Lew;sham Towers ~ nobody -is consrderlng the comblned lmpact

_ (:ncreased traffic, scale and design, overcrowdlng and loss oflsvmg amemty andnegauve impact - :
" - of existing " local busmesses) of thls development and the adjacent LEWIsham TOWers_ L

' development wh!ch is‘part of the same McGrll Street prec;nct

: ',D ~Retail impact on the Summer Hill \nllage ~the excessive retail elements in thrs development wﬁl -

duplicate ‘and squee _ out local smail busrnesses in an area wtth already extensrve retarl- :

provrslon
e Slgna_t_ure;:'
-Name ’@Mm t\utct,m‘" T
i _"jEmasI l‘aMernr u\.C‘@""‘S’ thPUﬁ{} (:UV\ SN

. :._..Address i‘z?’ \/EC,'(UFU?‘ A)Ulrvt(‘,lm H\.U M‘Sw ﬁl'—?@’_‘z U

vt i st s Seidenits |



The Departmier Lof Plannrng and Infrastructure - uly 2011

~GPO Box 35 L
“Sydnsy NSW 2001 -

By emai]: plan oom'ment_@olanninq._nsw.qoy@_g .
. Dear Sirs

i Objectron tothe Redevelopment of the Former Allred Mrﬂs Srte MDID 0155

232 Smith Street, Summer Hill NSW 2130

1 object to the above Co ncept Plan apphcatron on the basrs of the foi!ow ng {as rndrcated}

_ "'t\}/l'raffrc conpestron - [ack of any credrbie plans to deal wrth the very stibstantial j increase in trafflc
- -.and congestion that this development will generate, 1t s estimated that this oevelopment and
the proposed Lewasham Towers development will generate an extra 1000 cars/hour.in peak hour
~{Independent study by Co%ston, Budd, Hunt & Kafes, May 2011 commrsmoned by Ashﬂe?d '
L ."-\,ousrc..) T .
L (- /Scale and out of character wrth our wilage = thrs is.a gross over- devo!0pment of the Mr[ls srte I
~and the proposed heights of the tower blocks {10-13; storeys) is completely out of characterwith -

the local one and two storey dwellmg-s (many of whtch are herrtage) that are character:strc of-_-' e

L h/fummer Hill and adjoining villages. RE
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The Department of Planning and Infrastructure July 2011
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

By email: amy waison@planning.nsw.gov.au

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):

il

Traffic congestion — lack of any credible plans to deal with the very substantial increase in
traffic and congestion that this development will generate. It is estimated that this
development and the proposed Lewisham Towers development will generate an extra 1000
cars/hour in peak hour (Independent study by Colston, Budd, Hunt & Kafes, May 2011
commissioned by Ashfield Council).

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 {10-13 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.

Impact on local amenity — the addition of over 800 new residents (330 units x 2.49 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.

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

Lack of genuine community consultation — despite 62 per cent of the Summer Hill
community confirming in the developer’s own survey that they wanted to be informed
about this development, community consultation has been extremely limited and not at ali
genuine, The community’s concerns are simply being ignored and overlooked.

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,

Retail impact on the Summer Hill village — the excessive retail elements in this development
will duplicate and squeeze out local smali businesses in an area with already extensive retail
provision,

Signature: M
Name: Stephen Mikulic
Email: Stephen.mikulic@jhg.com.au

Copy to the Minister for Planning, Brad Hazzard at office@hazzard. minister.nsw.gov.au
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Diary from Cailantha Brigham to Amy Watson on 11/08/2011
Diary against Annex Website Submissions for job #4210 MP10_0155 - Redewelopment of the Former Allied Mills Site for the purposes
of a Mixed Use Residential, Commercial and Retail development

Online Submission from Callantha Brigham (object)

Email Details
Received 10:48PM, Thu 11th Aug, 11

Status Actioned on 11/08/2011

Time Spent 0;00:00 (hh:mm;ss)

Class Anonymous Object

Interactions
& Contacts {1}
Inbound email from:

Cailantha Brigham
callantha@hotmail.com

& Staff (1)

Email to:
Amy Watson

Comments on the Redevelopment of the Former Allied Mill Site

I have reviewed the submission made and provide the following comments.

Built form / Urban Design
Figure ground of the development (and adjacent Lewisham development) is inappropriate relative fo dense fabric of adjacent

areas. While the Allied mills site

lofl 12/08/2011 8:03 AM



Diary from Craig Sandweil to Amy Waison on 11/08/2011 https://majorprojects.affinitylive.com/?actior=view_diary&id=

Diary from Craig Sandwell to Amy Watson on 11/08/2011
Diary against Annex Website Submissions for job #4210 MP10 0155 - Redevelopment of the Former Allied Mills Site for the purposes
of a Mixed Use Residential, Commerciat and Retail development

Online Submission from Craig Sandwell (object)

Email Details

Received 8:15PM, Thu 11th Aug, 11
Status Actioned on 11/08/2011%
Time Spent 0:00:00 (hh:mm:ss}
Priority Medium:s

Class Object

Interactions

& Contacts (1)

inbound email from:

csandwell@trinity. nsw.edu.au

i Staff (1)

Email to:
Amy Watson

I 'am objecting to: 1. New Street around my residence that is not needed. 2. New Street enfrance that will impact on my
residence. 3. Overshadow and loss of privacy around my residence, 4. Loss of security. 5. Light Pollution. 6. Car Park enirance
that will impact on my residence. 7 Inaccuracies in the concept plan, 8. Parking issues-

Details in attached PDF

Attachments (1)

4.459 MB

i
i»:ﬁCraiq and Anni Sandwell. pdf
Former Allied Mills Site_ 2-32 Smith Street Summer Hifl . Jobs . MP10_0155_ Redevelopment of the Former Allied Mifls Site for the

purposes of a Mixed Use Residential, Commercial and Retail development . Web Submissions

1 of 12/08/2011 8:04 AM



Submission in Response to the Concept Plan for:

Former Allied Mills Site - 2-32 Smith Street Summer Hill
MP10_0155 - Redevelopment of the Former Allied Mills Site for the
purposes of a Mixed Use Residential, Commercial and Retail development

From:

Craig and Anni Sandwell

34 Edward Street Summer Hill 2130
csandwell@trinity.nsw.edu,au

m. 0408967274

w.,95816066

Firstly [ would like to state that EG Funds Management have not spent any time
consulting directly with the few property owners that actually live on the
boundary of the site. We have attended the Public Briefings. Though they are not
obliged too consult directly under the current guidelines, some consultation
before finalising the concept plan would have been helpful, given the direct
impacts on our residence.

The site is big enough for the issues raised below to be addressed without any
significant cost and without any loss of development potential as no reduction in
properties is needed, just a consideration of current residences and a movement
of entrances, car parks, new streets and some buildings away from existing

houses,

Issues with the original concept plan submitted to the Department of
Planning submitted in August 2010 as it contains the following errors:

* Page 2 lllustration from Wellesley Street, Residences not shown

* Page 3 Master Plan residences portrayed as already changed and
developed into Medium density housing (No display of current
properties)

¢ Page 5 Illustration from Wellesley Street Residences not shown

» Page 7 Illustration has residences portrayed as Medium Density
housing

= Page 8 Strategies do not take into consideration residences

* Page 9 Figure 5- Mention of Multiple private ownership, but no
display of residences or their boundaries

* Page 10 Figure 6 -has the properties as 6/4/and 3 Story Buildings
with no recognition of the properties as they stand,

* Page 11 Figure 7 -properties are portrayed as already changed and
developed into Medium density housing (No display of current
properties)

* Page 12 Figure 8-properties are portrayed as already changed and
developed into Medium density housing (No display of current
properties} and no recognition of traffic impacting residences



Page 13 Figure 9- properties are portrayed as already changed and
developed into Medium density housing (No display of current
properties or usages)

Page 14 Figure 10- properties are portrayed as already changed
and developed into Medium density housing (No display of current
properties) and no recognition of traffic impacting residences

Page 15 Figure 11- No display of current properties and no
recognition of traffic impacting on residences

Page 16 Figure 12- properties are portrayed as already changed
and developed into Medium density housing {(No display of current
properties or usages)

Page 17 Figure 13- properties are portrayed as already changed
and developed into Medium density housing (No display of current
properties or usages)

Page 18 Figure 14 - properties are portrayed as already changed
and developed into Medium density housing {(No display of current
properties or usages)

Page 19 Figure 15 - properties are portrayed as already changed
and developed into Medium density housing (No display of current
properties or usages)

Issues with the following aspects of the Revised Concept Plan- Dated March

2011

1. Errors.in the site boundaries:

The site Boundary depicted in concept plan drawings of northern
boundary of 32 Edward Street adjoining LOT -~ DP 9561124 are all in
error. They have the new street butting up against the residence 32
Edward Street. As can be seen from Attachment 2 The Site Survey a
driveway of over 3 Metres in width is between the 32 Edward Street and
the proposed development footprint boundary. This has an impact on the
supposed alignment with Wellesley Street and is deceptive,

This error is repeated obviously on the following pages and figures of the

Concept Plan:

Page: 8 Figure: 1.5,
Page: 15 Figure: 2B & 2.C
Page: 16 Figure: 12.1
Page: 21 Figure: 3.1
Page: 22 Figure: 3.2
Page: 23 Figure: 3.3
Page: 26 Figure: 3.4
Page: 27 Figure: 3.5
Page: 29 Figure: 3.6
Page: 40 Figure: 3.7
Page: 41 Figure: 3.8

Page:
Page:
Page:

43 Figure: 3.9
54 Figure: 4.2A
58 Figure: 4.4A



Page: 59 Figure 4.4B
Page: 63 Figure: 4.1

. New Streets

Public Domain: Page 22 of the Concept Plan, Figure 3.2, Point- 11
This indicates new public streets that will surround our property at 34
Edward St. This will create issues for us:
¢ 24 Hour traffic and pedestrian noise near bedrooms and
living areas
* Lack of privacy for our property with 2 extra public streets.
* Decreased security for our property (Surrounded by public
access that has never previously existed)

. New Road Entrance

Access Strategy: Page 43 of Concept Plan, Figure 3.9
The proposed new street entry of Edward Street creates issues:

* Anew street entrance on Edward Street is suggested,
where no street entrance has existed before.

* [twill be less than 5 Metres from our residence and will
therefore reduce safety from our drive, restrict Parking
outside both 32 and 34 Edward Street. (RTA Restrictions on
Parking near a 4 way intersection are 10 Metres)

* Inour 15 Years in residence this driveway was only ever
used as an exit to a car park for Mill workers on weekdays
and occasionally weekends and used by less than 40 cars a
day morning and afternoon.

¢  Why is the road needed here when an entrance can easily
be created where closer to Smith Street, which will service
the whole site? This is where the main Mill entrance was
and it has no issues with potential cross traffic to Wellesley
Street.

. Under Ground Car Park Entrance:

Illustrative Concept Plan: Page 21, Figure 3.1, Point 7

Basement Plan: Page 29, Figure 3.6

Page 37

Page 43, Figure 3.9

The Proposed Underground Car Park Entrance will create a number of

issues:

* Noise; from cars entering, exiting down and up into the

basement car park; Braking, acceleration, tyre squeak,
turning; Secure underground car park opening and closing.



This is all close to bedrooms and living areas in our
residence.

» Lights; Any cars leaving the car park will shine lights
directly into windows of 34 Edward Street Summer Hill

5. Overshadow of and loss of privacy from development:
Sun Study Pages 47 - 49
There are clear breaches of overshadow guidelines for 34 Edward Street
ion the current proposal.

View Analysis Page 66
The proposed new 6 Story Buildings, as well as the Silo Conversions that

will increase height and width will surround 34 Edward Street with High
Rise and will also significantly reduce amenity. This clearly noted in the
before and after images on page 66. NB: the lack of representation of
residence along Edward Street in the after image. They have been
removed and replace with some medium density housing.

it is clear that the residences will be surrounded and houses and yards
will be overlooked by all the proposed development.

6. Parking:
The proposed development will undoubtedly restrict street parking along
Edward Street for residents. This is a significant change in lifestyle. If a
new street entry is next to our property then this will further restrict

parking.

7. Light Pollution:
The new Apartments as well as streets and parks will need to be lighted
and will create significant light pollution into bedrooms and living areas

for our residence.




The suggestion is that: 1) New Street from Edward Street to Old Canterbury
Road be removed; 2) The basement car park entrance be located on the
Northern Side of the property- not facing our bedroom windows and living
areas; 3) The 6 Story new buildings to the south east and north east of 34
Edward Street be relocate elsewhere on the site; and that the over shadow and
privacy issues be addressed.

Regards,

Craig and Anni Sandweli
8/8/2011
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Diary from Tamara Winikoff to Amy Watson on 11/08/2011
Diary against Annex Website Submissions for job #4210 MP10_0155 - Redevelopment of the Former Afied Mills Site for the purposes
of a Mixed Use Residenfial, Commercial and Relail development

Online Submission from Tamara Winikoff of No Lewisham Towers
Ltd Residents Action Committee (object)

Email Details

Received 5:33PM, Thu 11th Aug, 11
Status Actioned on 11/08/2011
Time Spent 0:00:00 (hh:mm:ss)
Priority Medium: &

Class Anonymous Object
Interactions

& Contacts (1)

inbound email from:
Tamara Winikoff - No Lewisham Towers Ltd Residents Action Committee

t.winikoff@visualarts.net.au

&, Staff (1)

Email to:
Amy Waison

The Depariment of Planning and Infrastructure
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

11th August 2011

Re: MP10_0155 - Redevelopment of Former Allied Mills Site, 2-32 Smith Street Summer Hill, for the purposes of Mixed Use
Residential, Cornmercial & Retail development,

This objection is lodged on behalf of the No Lewisham Towers Inc (NLT) Residents Action Committee that was established fo
monitor and influence the proposed development of the Lewisham estate that is contiguous with the Afied Mill site. NLT is not
opposed to development per se, but rather is opposed fo gross over development and bad planning. Our community is already

one of the most densely populated in Sydney.

Many of our members have attended the community consultation meetings conducted by EG Property Group, the developer of
the Allied Mills site, and have reported favourably on some aspects of the design of this proposed redevelopment. There is a deat
of architecturat merit associated with the Mills devefopment and while there has been a significant effort made by the EG
Property Group to confer with the community, too few citizens have had the chance to understand the scale of development that

is proposed.

It is enormously frustrating for the community that these fwo adjacent projects have been considered separately, notwithstanding
the obvious logic that they should be considered together. When the amount of development of these two sites are considered
together, there is aimost an entire new suburb being proposed in 1/10 of the space of our suburb.

In consequence, NLT joins with the community to register its opposition fo the development on the following grounds:

- Traffic congestion. To say that buses, the railway, and future light rail will handle the increased demand for travet does not
show understanding that the vast majority of journeys are not work related journeys. Government figures show that these are up
o 75% - 80% of all journeys. The routes and timetables are designed arcund peak hour fravel, not travel for the whole of life.
Thus there wili be increased demand for car travel in an area that cannot cope with it. The current road network and public
transport resources are stretched to the limit of their capacity with fraffic congestion choking existing streets throughout the peak
hours around the site. Ashfield & Marrickville Councils have commissioned traffic studies that estimate an additionat 1000
vehicles per hour will be generated by this development and the adjacent Lewisham Towers development. There has not been
increased investment in fraffic and transport infrastruciure that can support both this and the Lewisham estate developments.
There clearly needs to be significantly more work, more transparency, and improvements delivered on traffic and transport

12/08/2011 8:04 AM



Diary from Tamara Winikoft to Amy Watson on 11/08/2011} hitps://majorprojects.affinitylive.conv?action=view_diary&id=1897]

before the iocal community can accept such major devefopment as proposed in the area. The applicant
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The Department of Planning and Infrastructure August 2011
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

By email: amy.watson@planning, nsw.gov.au

Objection to the Redevelopment of the Former Allied Mills Site - MP10_1055
2-32 5mith Street, Summer Hill NSW 2130

| object to the above Concept Plan application on the hasis of the following (as indicated}:

(1 Traffic congestion — lack of any credible plans to deal with the very substantial increase in
traffic and congestion that this development will generate. It is estimated that this
development and the proposed Lewisham Towers development will generate an extra 1000
cars/hour in peak hour {independent study by Colston, Budd, Hunt & Kafes, May 2011
commissioned by Ashfield Council).

O Fails to address the impact of additional traffic channelled into the roads in Summer Hill,
particularly Junction Road and Smith Street and side streets including heavy vehicles.

[1 Provides inadquate measures to ensure car use is limited to the parking spaces provided
given the high estimates of onsite employment, use of the light rail, use of retail and very
large residential numbers.

(1 Does not appear to provide for feeder bike paths connecting the development and Summer
Hill village / station to ensure safety bicycle access to the greenway.

O 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 (10-13 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.

[1 Impact on local amenity — the addition of over 800 new residents {330 units x 2.49 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. The likely
demand for services from the residents in the development should be identified and
addressed, particutarly medical, sporting venues, cultural areas, schools, playgrounds etc.

[l Limited greenspace ~ This development has limited greenspace, a concern compounded by
the fact that Ashfield is already the 2" most densely populated municipality in NSW.
Greenspace provided needs to be maximised in its usefuiness and properly maintained.
There is already huge pressure on sporting fields, picnic areas and other recreational areas.

(1 Lack of genuine community consultation — despite 62 per cent of the Summer Hill
community confirming in the developer's own survey that they wanted to be informed
about this development, community consultation has been extremely limited and not at all
genuine. The community’s concerns are simply being ignored and overlooked. Despite
being registered on a contact email list after missing out on the first consultation the
developer has not provided me with any direct information and has relied on advertising.

O 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.

Copy to the Minister for Planning, Brad Hazzard at office@hazzard. minister.nsw.gov.au




(1 Retail impact 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 retail

provision,
[0 Other — The development should follow best practice accessible development standards for

the retail and residential facilities as well as public areas.

Signature;

Name: Freya Hartley
Email: freva.hartley@vahoo.com.au

Copy to the Minister for Planning, Brad Hazzard at office@hazzard. minister.nsw.gov.au
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Diary from Katharine Young to Amy Watson on 12/08/2011

Diary from Katharine Young to Amy Watson on 12/08/2011
Diary against Annex Website Submissions for job #4210 MP10_0155 - Redevelopmeni of the Former Atiied Mills Site for the
purposes of a Mixed Use Residential, Commercial and Retail development

Online Submission from Katharine Young (comments)

Email Details

Received 9:12AM, Fri 12th Aug, 11
Status Actioned on 12/08/2011
Time Spent 0:00:00 (hh:mm:ss)
Priority Mediumit:

Class Comment
interactions

&, Contacts (1)
inbound email from:

Katharine Young
katharineyoung@hotmail.com

& Staff (1)

Emaii to:
Amy Watson

i generally support the redevelopment of the site and preservation of existing heritage and significant fabric. In it's current form,
the proposed Concept Plan does not achieve many of the DGRs, and also fails to achieve several of the developers
aspirations outlined in the EA documents. Primary areas of concern are outlined below:

Dedication of public land

https://majorprojects.affinitylive.com/?action=view diary&id=18980 15/08/2011
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Diary from Heather Gidding to Amy Watscn on 12/08/2011
Diary against Annex Website Submissions for job #4210 MP10 0155 - Redeveiopment of the Former Allied Mills Site for the
purposes of a Mixed Use Residential, Commercial and Retzil development

Online Submission from Heather Gidding (object)

Email Details
Received 10:14AM, Fri 12th Aug, 11
Status Actioned on 12/08/2011
Time Spent 0:00:00 (hh:mm:ss)
Y 5.
Priority Medium®¥:
Class Object

Interactions

E Contacts (1)

Inbound email from:

Heather Gidding
hgidding@kirby.unsw.edu.au

&, Staff (1)

Email to:
Amy Watson

Thank you for the oppertunity to comment of the development of the former Allied Mills site in Summer Hill. | am not opposed
to development in the inner west, especially along existing public transport corridors, as this is far better than encroaching on
arable farm land further west. However, | believe the scale of this development is beyond what can be supported by the area.
In particular, | am concerned ahout additional fraffic congestion, as roads such as Longport $1 are already above 100%
capacity at peak hour and even on the weekends (as acknowledged by the developer at a community forum). Most
importantly, the height and scale of the development is out of character with the neighbourhood. | believe local planning
regulations should be followed and a height limit of 4 stories be adhered to. | understand the concrete flour mills are already at
a height above this, but currently they do not contain apartments with views of surrounding backyards, such as mine. | am
especially concerned that the developers want build to the height of the structure above the concrete towers, lef alene to the
height of the containers.

| urge you to consider the issues relating to height, population density, and traffic congesticn associated with this massive
development {especially in conjuncticn with the development in McGill St precinct) and seek that the scale be reduced.

Sincerely
H Gidding
Summer Hill

https://majorprojects.affinitylive.com/?action=view_diary &id=18983 15/08/2011
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Diary from Nicola Radford to Amy Watson on 12/08/2011
Diary against Annex Website Submissions for job #4210 MP10 0155 - Redevelopment of the Former Allied Mills Site for the
purposes of a Mixed lIse Residential, Commercial and Retail development ’

Online Submission from Nicola Radford (object)

Email Details

Received 10:34AM, Fri 12th Aug, 11
Status Actioned on 12/08/2011
Tima Spent 0:00:00 (hh:mm:ss)
Priority Medium £t

Class Object

Interactions
£, Contacts (1)

Inbound email from:
Nicola Radford
radford.nj@gmail.com

& Staff (1)

Email to:
Amy Watson

My husband & 1 are opposed to the planned development of the former Allied Mills site due to the following reasons:

Traffic - the current infrastructure fails to cope with the current volume of traffic in particular the commuter traffic on Oid
Canterbury Road. Barker & Hathern Streets struggle to cope with the volume of traffic creating bottlenecks in the traffic flow,
This situation will be worsened by adding the intended number of additional residences coupied with the fact many households

will run more than one vehicle

Parking - current level of parking often does not allow us to park outside our home, this situation is likely to worsen due to the
increased number of vehicles requiring parking around Edward Street & the surrounding area. Many residences such as ours
do not have off street parking & struggle with getting children in & out of the car when parking is not available in close proximity

to our homes,

impact on Summaer Hill village - Summer Hill can boast of a true village feel. This is likely to be lost with the infroduction of a
new retaif area in the proposed development. This is fikely fo resulf in a downturn in trade for those business owners in the

village which may be unsustainable in the long term

Impact on local schools - concern whether the local schools have the resources to cope with the increase in residents in this
school zone

Scale & density of the project

https://majorprojects.affinitylive.conmy/?action=view_diary&id=18985 15/08/2011
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Diary from Rob Evans to Amy Watson on 12/08/2011
Diary against Annex Website Submissions for job #4210 MP10_0155 - Redevelopment of the Former Allied Mills Site for the
purposes of a Mixed Use Residential, Commercial and Retail development

Online Submission from Rob Evans {object)

Email Details

Received 10:53AM, Fri 12th Aug, 11
Status Actioned on 12/08/2011
Time Spent 0:00:00 (hh:mm:ss)
Priority Mediumélg3‘

Class Anonymous Object

Interactions

& Contacts (1)
Inbound email from:

Rob Evans
rob-evans@netspace.net.au

& Staff (1)

Email to:
Amy Watson

I strongly object to the existing Concept Plan application on the basis of the following:

* Traffic congestion

https://majorprojects.affinitylive.com/?action=view diary&id=18987 15/08/2011
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Diary from Robert Wildman to Amy Watson on 12/08/2011
Diary against Annex Website Submissions for job #4210 MP10_0155 - Redevelopment of the Former Allied Mills Site for the
purposes of a Mixed Use Residential, Commercial and Retail development

Online Submission from Robert Wildman of n/a (comments)

Email Details
Received 12:42PM, Fri 12th Aug, 11
Status Actioned on 12/08/2011
Time Spent 0:00:00 {(hh:mm:ss)
Priority Madium®:

Class Comment

interactions

& Contacts (1)

Inbound email from:
Robert Wildman - N/A
rwildman@optusnet.com.au

& Staff (1)

Email to:
Amy Waison

| applaud the re-development of this site in general and look forward to increasing the size of our vibrant community. | also
believe we have to consolidate our sparse urban areas for the sake of public transport and the provision of public
infrastructure.

Having said that | have a few problems with the current proposal.

1. Traffic, of course. All indicators from all the independent studies suggest a much increased traffic load on the small streets in
this area. With the proposed entrances and exits and the number of proposed dwellings | think we will just have more gridlock.
i am not foo affected by this as | ride a bicycle to work but there just doesn’t seem to be enough allowance for the increase.

2. Scale: The proposal looks like it will add something like 35C units. This means somewhere between 500-800 additional
people which is a lot.

3. Load on Community Facilities; With this many additional people, the new kids will have to go to an already overcrowded
school. As well they will shop in Summer Hill and probably drive so the lovely small village atmosphere will be destroyed by
cars.

4. Green Space: The diagrams show green space along the railway line which is think is a furfie. The other thing is the amount
of access to the light rail station - it looks as if we will be hemmed in by buildings.

4. Design: About 500 metres down the railway line towards Dulwich Hill is the other mills development {Waratah Mills). This
was done a number of years ago and was done very tastefully in brick and not too much stainless steel. The whole
development feels comfortable in its surroundings. This is much more of a steel and glass development and doesn't really fit in
as well with the surrounding community {see attachment of housing in the area).

5. Combined Developments: Probably the biggest contention with this development is the fact that there will be the other
development across the line. This outrageous proposal should be considered, if possible, in concert with the Summaer Hill Mills
development so that we get a much better scale and style to the development in the area.

My other points are well covered in other submissions.

| apologise but | will have to attach the photos to another submission as the file is 7.6mb. Thanks

Attachments (1)

7.137 MB

iéi‘:i.%Summer Hill General.pdf
Former Allied Mills Site_ 2-32 Smith Street Summer Hill . Jobs . MP10_0155_ Redevelopment of the Foermer Allied Mills Site for the
purposes of a Mixed Use Residential, Commercial and Retail development . Web Submissions

https://majorprojects.affinitylive.com/?action=view diary&id=18991 15/08/2011
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Diary from Alex Lofts to Amy Watson on 12/08/2011
Diary against Annex Website Submissions for job #4210 MP10_0155 - Redevelopment of the Former Allied Mills Site for the
purposes of a Mixed Use Residential, Commercial and Retait development

Online Submission from Alex Lofts of Ashfield Council (comments)

Email Details

Received 3:26PM, Fri 12th Aug, 11
Status Actioned on 12/08/2011
Time Spent 0:00:00 (hh:mm:ss)
Priosity Mediumf’{!;‘

Class Comment

Interactions

& Contacts (1)

Inbound emati from:
Alex Lofts - Ashfield Council
the.lofts@bigpond.com

& Staff (1)

Email to:
Amy Watson

Cr Alex Lofts

Context

As a local resident and Councillor {for Ashfield Council East Ward) | have been engaged in public discourse regarding this
proposal since August 2008, | have engaged in hundreds of conversations related t this proposal.

It should be noted that the folfowing 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 [ 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 abeut 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 propesal, the community does see some merit in the Flour Mi#f proposal. Most support a re-zoning
to mixed residential/l 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 concemn. | take the present architects to be genuine is their desire to see a sustainable

https://majorprojects.affinitylive.com/?action=view diary&id=19019 15/08/2011



Cr Alex Lofts
Context

As a local resident and Councillor (for Ashfield Council East Ward) | have been
engaged in public discourse regarding this proposal since August 2008. | 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 | 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. | 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, | 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 Matrrickville 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
gueues 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, | have previously stated
that | do not believe they are at capacity. This statement has been challenged by
residents with whom | 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. | 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, | was
unable to find a Conversation Management Plan and this should be part of any
proposal for this site.

Sepp 65 and Architectural Vocabulary

| 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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Online Submission from Lee Carpenter (object)

Ermail Details

Received 5:34PM, Fri 12th Aug, 11
Status Actioned on 12/08/2011
Tirme Speni 0:00:00 {hh:mm:ss)
Priority Mediumét:

Class Object

Interactions

£ Contacts (1)
Inbound email from:

Lee Carpenter
leecarpy@hotmail.com

& Staff (1)

Email to:
Amy Watson

too big, roads won't cope, school won't cope efc.
| believe it will shadow our house, our natural light comes through window on Smith Street, directly opposite the development.

As +'s, the inclusion of the light rail and the taller buildings in the centre and away from existing houses makes sense.

https://majorprojects.affinitylive.com/?action=view_diary&id=19025 15/08/2011
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Parents and Citizens Association

july 2011,

Summer Hill P&C
Moonbie St
Summer Hill 2130

Mr Sam Haddad ,

Director General

Department of Planning and Infrastructure
GPO BOX 39,

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Mr Haddad,

The Summer Hill Parent and Citizens Association would like to raise a number of concerns about the
proposed development of the Summer Hill Flour Mills and the adjacent Lewisham Towers

development.
Concerns have been raised at our P&C meetings about the following:

1. Both of these proposed developments lie within the school boundary of Summer Hill Public
School. At present Summer Hill Public School is working at capacity at around 750 students.
The possibility of an increase in the number of school age children within the boundary
presents significant difficulties for a school that has little playground space to ‘expand’. With
the proposed addition of over 300 dwellings at the sites, we ask the Minister to indicate how
these difficulties would be addressed.

2. Road safety around the school has always been an area of concern. The traffic implications,
particularly for Old Canterbury Rd, from these proposed developments suggest an increase of
over 1000 cars during peak hour. We ask the Minister to indicate how these safety concerns

will be addressed.

3. The two proposed developments are very close together, but fall under the jurisdiction of two
different Iocal councils; Ashfield & Marrickvilie respectively. The Summer Hill P&C ask the
Minister to give assurances that the two sites will be considered collectively rather than

independently.

The Summer Hill P&C understand that the concept plan for these developments is currently on
exhibition by the Department of Planning and Infrastructure and would like our concerns to be

registered.

Yours Sincerely,

Elizabeth Campbell
P&C President

Moonbie Street Summer Hili 2130
Phone: (02) 9797 8160 {02) 9799 2280 Fax: {02) 9716 8003
Email: summerhill-p.school@det.nsw.edu.au
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The Department of Planning and Infrastructyre A " July 2011

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

2-32 Smith Street, Summer Hill NSW 2130

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

O

O

(]

Traffic congestion — lack of any credible plans to deal with the very substantial increase in
traffic and congestion that this development will generate. It is estimated that this
development and the proposed Lewisham Towers development will generate an extra 1000
cars/hour in peak hour (Independent study by Colston, Budd, Hunt & Kafes, May 2011
commissioned by Ashfield Council).

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 (10-13 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.

Impact on local amenity — the addition of over 800 new residents (330 units x 2.49 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.

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

Lack of genuine community consultation — despite 62 per cent of the Summer Hill
community confirming in the developer’s own survey that they wanted to be informed
about this development, community consultation has been extremely limited and not at all
genuine. The community’s concerns are simply being ignored and overlooked.

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.

Retail impact 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 retail
provision.

Name: Lo _

Email:

Copy to the Minister for Planning, Brad Hazzard



August 12, 2011.

Director, Metropolitan Projects,

Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning and Infrastructure,
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Email: plan_comment@planningnsw.gov.au

Dear Sir/Madam,

Re: Major Project — MP10 0155 —Former Allied Mills Site - 2-32 Smith Street, Summer Hill

As long-term Lewisham owners/residents we object to the above Concept Plan for which an
Environmental Assessment is currently on exhibition.

For many Summer Hill and Lewisham residents, and as for us, the issue in its context is not the
development of the Mills site, but the overdevelopment of the site and we specifically object to:

1.0 Background

It is noted that the Director-General’s Requirements (DGR’s} for the above project were issued
for a Concept Plan application and a Stage 1 Project Application for the above major project on
December 16, 2010,

The DGR’s followed an eariier submission and a Preliminary Environmental Assessment by SIB
Planners (NSW) Pty Ltd on behalf of EG Funds Management Pty Ltd on August 27, 2010, and a
subsequent declaration on October 28, 2010, by the then Minister for Planning, Tony Kelly, MLC,
that the proposal is. ..”therefore a project to which Part 3A of the Act applies” under the State
Environment Planning Pelicy (Major Development) 2005,

Your attention is drawn to the declaration contained on page 6 of the Environmental
Assessment_Final submission, signed by Scott Barwick, May 6, 2011, certifying that he has
prepared the contents of the Environmental Assessment....and to the best of his knowledge that
“it is true in all material particulars and does not mislead nor by presentation or omission of
information, materiatly mislead”.



See - Clause 2.3 - Ownership and Legal Property description - page 12 of the EA where it is
stated without any equivocation or ambiguity that:

» Land owned by EG Funds Management and within the Ashfield LGA.
Lots x18 follow.

o Land owned by EG Funds Management and within the Marrickville LGA.
Lot 1 DPS0O0501.

Surprisingly however, the Concept Plan Application - a Major Project Application required to be
lodged with the Director-General under Section 75E of the EP&A Act {1979) and lodged with
the DOP! only quite recently on May 10, 2011, discloses for the very first time that EG Funds
Management Pty Ltd does not own the lands making up the development.

if EG Funds Management Pty Ltd is merely the lobbyist for the project and/or the proponent of
the Concept Plan Application then the onus surely reverts to the DOPI to ensure the veracity and
accuracy of all the information it has before it, particularly in light of the issuance of the DGR’s
based on the ‘omission of information’ or materiat particulars likely to mislead as demonstrated

above.

Further it is arguable in light of the above that a more rigorous scrutiny shoutd be applied to
determine the veracity of statements made by the individual who prepared the EA making up
the Concept Plan application unless and until they can be sufficiently and independently
verified,

{Unfortunately though - even the Concept Plan & Architectural Drawings component — clearly
shows EG Funds to be the owners of the lands of the Mills site thus potentially leading to a
“compromised” appraisal of the plans).

Further, there is no doubt that public and community perceptions exist that EG owns the site:

After ali, that is how they have consistently presented themselves to others in the public
domain, including but not limited to, the media, to the community, in brochures and during the
public consultation process, in surveys, in consultation with key stakeholder groups and in
consultations/presentations with Ashfield and Marrickviie Councils.

That EG Funds represents third-party interests and does not own the land ought to have been
disclosed particularly in light of some contentious issues surrounding the the light rail
extension/GreenWay approvals processes and the almost certain deleterious impacts this
development in conjunction with the adjoining Lewisham development will have on the existing
communities of Summer Hill and Lewisham.



2.0 Background to the Concept Plan

It is notable that in the voluminous amount of documentation that accompanies the Concept
Plan Application that one of the most revealing documents is the Economic Impact Assessment
by Daly Research Systems {Attachment 8) “Evaluations of Economic, Demographic and Social
Factors in determining the planning classification of the {Mills) site”, written in August 2008, and
part of the Preliminary Environmental Assessment that was submitted to the Minister in a short
submission letter to seek Part 3A status for the Mills project.

This report advocates, according to the un-named author, compelling arguments as to why the
Mills site should be zoned as a mixed use classification “which could include residential and
commercial activities that would contribute towards both the dwelling targets (contained in the
Metropolitan Strategy) and the job targets outlined in the Sub South Regional Strategy for the

inner West”, (Page 3)

The report writer without revealing any credentials then asserts by reference to Economic
Development and Employment Lands (Page 3) that:

“The (South) Sub Regional Strategy does not display any real understanding of a phenomenon
(declining manufacturing) that will progressively change the nature of employment lands
through to 2031". {Page 4).

Later, the report writer finds that Summer Hill:

“...has experienced a period of gentrification from the 1990’s to the present day. itis now a
sought-after area in the Inner West. The Allied Milis site is large enough to accommodate a
substantial number of new dwellings, which could contribute to the primary strategic need of
reversing the declining trend {of population). The heritage status of the building complex would
be in accord with the revised status of the area. It would also be in accord with the large
conservation area adjacent to the Mills site”. (Page 13)

A cynic could be forgiven for concluding at this point that the DRS report of 2008 provides the
core elements and justifications to underpin a later sales pitch to the DOPI as well as to the
community for an increased intensity of development of the Mills site so as to obtain maximum
economic yield by paying nothing more than ‘lip service’ to the existing surrounding context of
the site..



But like all aggressive sales pitches, it gets worse.

“The most logical development is the proposal by Metro Transport Sydney (MTS)to extend the
existing light rail system to Summer Hill. The additional line would be built at no cost to the
government and would provide an alternative to the congested inner West road links for people
in the Lewisham, Petersham, Haberfield and Dobroyd Point areas (as well as Summer Hil)",

And worse still as the report continues:

This is a very telling acknowledgement by the report writer implying that the approval of the
fight rail proposal to Summer Hill may at this time have been dependent on intensifying
development densities at the Mills site and elsewhere along the light rail corridor not because of
any demand pressures but rather to justify potential patronage levels to offset the marginal
nature of light rail extension proposal.

It is notable today, as we undertand it, that the Light Rail Extension, began life as a separate and
unexpected Part 3A State Significant Major Project under the Department of Transport, and it
was allegedly approved without a patronage analysis assessment negating the requirement for a
safety audit. This in turn has led to a portion of the GreenWay (part of the same project} being
diverted up a quiet residential surburban street - Weston St, Dulwich Hill - of which the
consequences - legitimate safety concerns and the compromising of a portion of the GreenWay

vision - are self-evident,

More disturbingly, what are the consequences that the Inner West communities of Summer Hill
and Lewisham are being asked to shoulder as a result of the implementation of the DRS writer’s

“economic development programming” proposals?

in reality, it is arguable that the Summer Hill Mills proposal offers the community little more
than — yet another series of multiple high-rise towers — “softly” packaged up as a heritage
inspired/urban renewal precinct development, that will in ali likelihood desecrate the existing
and authentic heritage character, the low-rise scale and the existing community amenity that
the current residents of these areas place so much value on right now.

3.0 The Concept Plan

The DOPI describes the concept plan proposal as:

“Concept Plan application for a mixed use residentiol, retail and commercial development to be
constructed in 4 stages including re-use of 6 existing buildings and structures and new building
envelopes ranging from 2-11 storeys in height accommodating approximately 280-300
dwellings, 2,500 — 2,800 sq metres of retail space, 3,500 - 4,000 sq m of commercial space, at-
grade and basement parking, public open space, new public streets and associated infrastructure
works”,



This concept plan application comprises:

* Land use type/s.

* Maximum floor space.

¢ Maximum building height.

e« Locational elements - streets/roads, buildings, car parking.

e Buildings to be retained.

s+ Documentation to provide design guidelines for any future Project Application

e A “Statement of Commitments” in the EA - a list of the works the developer will
undertake as part of the project.

it is noted that the Summer Hill Mills development adjoins an adjacent mixed-use development
Part 3A Project —~ 78-90 Old Canterbury Road, Lewisham. {MPO8_0195).

3.1 Overview

It should be re-stated that in this submission we do not oppose the redevelopment of the Mills
Site as a mixed use development and believe it represents a unique opportunity for urban
renewal providing that urban renewatl is undertaken in a sympathetic manner that is sustainable
and compatible with the adjoining local communities and context.

However, we do oppose the scale {or overdevelopment of the Mills site) and the impacts that
will flow on to the adjoining communities resulting from an approval of this current concept
plan application.

We are also of the view that the concept plan application does not address all of the Director-
General Requirements {(DGR’s), and these objections are outlined in some detail betow.

4.0 Buiit Form — Height, Buik and Scale

It should be noted that the former Flour Milis site is contained within both the Ashfield LGA and
the Marrickville LGA.

4.1 The Marrickville LGA part of the proposal, on the north-western corner of the site,
between Hawthorne Canal and the Light Rail corridor, is proposed to have part 8, 5 and 10-
storey residential flat buildings erected upon it with a building footprint that occupies most of

that part of the site.

s Buildings are accessed off a proposed roadway which connects with Smith Street,
Summer Hill.

s Despite the passage of the Marrickville DLEP 2010 and DCF, this site remains with a
zoning of IN — 2 {Light industrial).



In recognition of the Marrickville part of the Mills proposal, EG Funds’ - Summer Hill Flour Mill
Project Newsletter 2 — May 2011, titled “the awakening” says:

“The Summer Hill Mill site has been master planned as part of a wider precinct that
includes the McGill Street area (sic).... While the two sites are in different ownership,
responsibie development dictates that they be designed in unison to reflect o common
set of design principles. This will ensure that a complementary and integrated design
outcome is achieved which is essential if this new precinct is to become a valued addition
to the existing urban fabric”. EG Funds.

While that neat turn of phrase promises much — the fact remains that the Concept Plan
proposes a part 8, 5, and 10-storey building envelope within the Marrickville LGA site, seeking
approval on the basis of reference to the Marrickville Council McGill Street masterplan and
those parts of the McGill Street masterplan area with a 9-storey building height plane.

It is further argued in part 5.1.13 in the EA that the proposal supports the McGill 5t masterplan.
However, this masterplan shows NO CONTROLS for this site.

The current Marrickville draft DCP (which reflects the McGill Street masterplan) requires a
maximum part 4/5/6 storey height limit for buildings along Canterbury Rd, where there is an
urban design interface with the public realm.

s |t follows therefore that this should be the MAXIMUM HEIGHT for the proposal along
Smith Street, and not a maximum of 8 — 10 storeys.

In any event, it is not clear from the DGR’s why or how a masterplan in a different municpality,
with some “broad brush” building envelopes should be relied upon in this EA and the Concept
Plan - Architectual drawings, to satisfactorily address the DGR’s.




Disappointingly, there is no appropriate assessment of the impact on this part of the Marrickville
site of the excessive building heights on the existing locality:

For example, one key viewpoint vista is down Smith Street looking east toward the
former Flour Mills site. While the middle 5-storey part aligns with the axis of the vista
down Smith Street to give a distant ‘mid-level’ rise visual impact, it is likely that the
taller 8 & 10 storey parts will be able to stili be viewed, resulting in a profound change
in character and scale for the area.

Cther viewpoints exist from residences within the Ashfield LGA which are within close
visual proximity to the proposal, and which are to the west of the proposal providing
further examples of the inadequately addressed visual impacts: An 8-10 storey proposal
will have an alien change in character and perceived scale for the self-evident low rise

typology of these places.

4.2

At present, the iconic 6-storey Mungo Scott Flour Mill building {to be retained in the
Concept Plan) dominates the skyline from all vantage points from Smith Street and it
should continue to do so without competition if heritage (one of the essential
components of the Concept Plan application) is to be both acknowiedged and
respected.

In addition, the massing, combined with the overall scaling-up of the heights of these
buildings, will dominate the locality and will forever frame the existing entrance to the
Summer Hill suburb when entered from the east. To the immediate west of these
proposed buildings lies the heritage conservation zone of Edward Street.

In addition, the massing and bulk of the proposed buildings - with the building footprint
occupying most of this site, also reveals that the spatial arrangement of these buildings
has the potential to compromise the useabillity of the public and private open spaces
depicted, with overshadowing of these areas (and lower floors of the residential
buildings themselves) for most periods of the day in any season. The eastern side of the
GreenWay corridor could be deprived of all afternocon sun. {Refer — Architectural Plans).

The Ashfield LGA part of the proposal in the Concept Plan application includes:
Residential Flat buildings {of 2-3 storeys) in the northern and southern parts of Edward
Street except for the middle part that has a gap contatning a new wide street (due to

parking bays located on both sides) flanked by 4-6 storey buildings.

A line of 4-storey buildings to the NW of the site behind the Edward Street buildings.



e Retention of some historic buildings — the Mungo Scott building and some silo
structures — with the rentention of the most western silo structure, to which a new 11-
storey residental building is proposed to be attached.

* The retention of the southern silos structure with the addition of 3 residential levels
(replacing existing roof plant areas) and having external fire stair extrusions.

¢ Demolition of the former timber silos building {adjacent to the Mungo Scott building} to
be replaced with a new 9-storey residential building.

s Areas of open space dispersed around the site — some with deep soil planting - others
paved to act as potential ‘urban spaces’. This will include potential for access to a future

light rail station and the GreenWay.

¢ Internal streets and footpaths to service the development and potentially make it
permeable to the public.

4.2.1 Floor Space Calculations;

In passing it should be noted that the amount of floor space for the Summer Hill part of the
proposal has not been specified. Instead the EA gives figures for both the Marrickville and
Ashfield part of the proposal. While the concept plan application states that the proposal will
have a floor space ratio between 1.4 and 1.6:1 there are no detailed plans submitted for the
site to enable that FSR assessment to be independently verified.

We strenously object to that omission and note the DRG's ~ 3.1 Land Use ~ requires the concept
plan application to “ provide a justification for the amount of residential and non-residential
floorspace being proposed”.

Your attention is drawn again to the declaration signed by the EA writer on page 6 of the EA —
Final submission - and we suggest that white the EA submission simply asks for approval for the
amount of floorspace proposed based on the acceptance of the overall design concept for the
site, that this response manifestly fails to meet the DGR’s as specified.




4.2.2 Staging Plan

The development is proposed to be staged into 4 parts, seen in the Hassell’s staging plan page
41 — indicative Staging Plan — showing locations for how the development will be staged. It is
noted on that planthat Stage 1 will form a Project Application that will be fodged concurrently
with the concept plan application. No Project Application has been lodged.

In reality, this staging plan means that individual parts of the development site will be able to be
constructed separately and be sold and developed individually {similar to a subdivision plan).

Despite the DGR’s — Clause 19 - a very general staging plan only has been submitted. It does
not go into the complexities of how the development will be staged, for example, how shared
open space will be implemented, how internal and external infrastructure works will be staged

and implemented and so on.

This creates complexities and uncertainty for how each develocpment stage will share the
burden of providing the various infrastructure located on other parts of the site or external to
the site. Each of the development stage/s will have to be able to identify the parts of the site to
be used for private or open space for example.

4,2.2 Flooding/Stormwater/Drainage

The applicants’ own consultant’s report (Meinhardt Infrastructure and Environment Pty Ltd)
notes that there are a number of severe flooding issues to be addressed from the Hawthorne
Canal, with flood levels around 1.5m deep within the site adjacent and around the stormwater
canal. This will have an effect on the ground level use of the Mungo Scott building and on the
public accessways to and from the the Light Rail Station and the GreenWay.

We are concerned that the Concept Plan application does not adequately address the potential
flooding impacts required under the DGR’s through appropriate flood mitigation measures.

In addition, water sensitive Urban Design measures have not been adequately or
comprehensively addressed as per the DGR’s. Otherissues remain unresolved in the concept
plan application both external and internal to the site for example the existing stormwater

network.
4.2,3 Road/ffootpath/infrastructure within the site

The applicant’s EA states that the present site owners intend to dedicate to Council internal
roads and footpaths as that is desirable to allow the site to be permeahle and accessible to the

public etc.
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ft is also desirable to allow public access to the light rail station and the GreenWay {on State
Government owned Jand). However, there is also no explanation of who will take future
ownership of land for public access and maintenance and so on, despite the DGR's.

Furthermore, the applicant’s “Statement of Commitments” is relatively vague on how the
above will be resolved — and in our opinion given this does not adequately address the DGR’s 4.2
and 4.3 - the concept plan should not be approved without a detailed and satisfactory resolution

of these matters.

It is also concerning that only general reference is made for the potential future light rail station
and Greenway and it is noted that no specific dimensional and noted locations are identified on
the Concept plans separately. There is also no explanation of who will take future ownership of

land for public access?
4.2.4 Road Infrastructure External to the site.

The applicant’s traffic consultant maintains that the following works are required to minimise
traffic impacts:

* Traffic lights at the intersection of Edward Street and Old Canterbury Rd
* Aroundabout at the intersection of Smith Street and Edward Street.

The “Statement of Commitments” is vague on when and how the above will be constructed and
who will pay for that.

There is also little indication in the applicant’s traffic report of how:

s ‘Rat runs’ through local streets will be prevented.
o Repairs to roads during construction and calculations for compensation costs to Council.

e Costs for implementing any resident parking schemes if required.

All of these issues require far greater clarity and require resolution before a Concept Plan is
approved as they are critical infrastructures issues, affecting both adjoining communities in the
short as well as the medium to long-term.

4.2.5 Public Open Space/s
The Ashfield LGA is now the 2" most densely populated municipality in NSW.

The site plan showing the potential area for public open space (as distinct) from private open
space) is surprisingly limited in our opinion,

The proposal makes reference to the public having the right to access land within the Flour Mills
site but does not specifically detail how this will be achieved.
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instead, the applicant offers this: “Statement of Commitments” — “Public Domain: Public access
will be provided through the site providing access over and through the open space from Smith
Street affording access to the Lewisham Light Rail Station. The access will incfude the use and
enjoyment of the open landscaped areas of Smith Street and the proposed urban plazas around
the reused buildings that are to provide ground floor active uses”.

These statements are simply vague and and unacceptable as considerably more clarity about
the ability and right of the public to access land within the Summer Hilt site including access to
the light rail is necessary.

The proviso of public open space in particular needs to be clearly committed to by the applicant
otherwise there is a likelihood of diputes in the future staging process {for eg, a strata
corporation may later refuse to alow public access to their ‘open space’).

The most likely and obvious example of that occuring is with the proposals design for a type of
small ‘private park’ of approximately 4,500 sqg m (the equivalent of 9 modestly sized housing
blocks) to the NW of the Mungo Scott building between Smith Street and the Hawthorne Canal.
This area provides a unigque and rare opportunity for future public open space and this most
certainly is a relevant matter for consideration at the Concept Plan application stage since the
DGR’s (Public Domain — Open Space) requires resolution of the matter for linkages to the future
light rait station and GreenWay and, connectivity to the proposed park to the east of the site
within Marrickville {(See McGill Street Masterplan).

In addition the concept plan application includes the provision of buildings within this open
space which could be used for commercial/retail purposes. The specific use of these buildings

has not been defined or detailed in the proposal.

Finally the matter of dedication of public open space should be addressed in accordance with
the DGR’s prior to any concept plan approval.

5.0 Urban Design

The Flour Mills site needs to primarily respond to the urban design conditions within the
Summer Hill Precinct with which it has the prime interface.

Issues arising for the concept design include:

e The absence of any details for footpath/verge treatments along Edward Street. It would
be desirable if this area was wide enough to take a continuous line of trees.

11
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No front gardens for the low-rise apartments proposed along Edward Street. These
should have a minimum 5m deep front soii zone for gardens and trees which does not

have any basement car parking below it.

This is important given a front garden setting is the urban design typology of the
western side of Edward Street {which is also a heritage conservation zone) and is, in any
event, good urban design practice. Deep soil planting is also a requirement under the
Residential Flat Design Code.

The 4 to 6-storey buildings in the ‘middie zone’ of buildings proposed along Edward
Street, comprising one 6-storey building setback approx 20m from the Edward St
boundary and another part 4, part 6-storeys on the boundary with Edward Street are in
visual proximity to properties on the western side of Edward St {which are within a
conservation area) and these medium-level density buildings are problematic.

Despite the DGR’s there has not been any Visual Impact Assessment equal to an
appropriate industry standard to assess impacts, or to justify these taller building
heights. Such as analysis would have examined the location of key viewpoints, the
degree of visibility of structures, degree of compromise on the existing neighbeurhood
character, and whether there is an intrusion on resident privacy.

An alternative lower impact urban design option along Edward St would be to have a
continuous line of low rise buildings, to respond to the typology of the heritage housing
along Edward Street, and with a minimal gap between buildings for a footway, framed
by tree planting, leading to the middle of the site - with any other buildings behind this
limited to 4-storeys not 6-storeys.

Roadway access off the southern part of Edward Street would minimise “traffic
nuisance’ in the middle area of Edward Street that will result from the design option
proposed of a new wide street, flanked by 6-storey buildings and that will result in
more traffic entering and exiting this part of Edward Street. Impacts likely to arise from
this street location include traffic noise and car fights affecting existing houses directly
opposite.

Despite the histaric buildings, and adjacent conservation areas and that the community
consultation sessions revealed that the character of the area and the compatibility of
the character of new development have high importance for local residents, there is an
absence of any basic detailed “architectural vocabulary’ for the site. This is noermally an
urban design consideration in such circumstances. Instead, the concept preposal only
indicates generic themes with slabs of concrete and glass infill.

12
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6.0 Heritage Concerns & Impacts

The Heritage Impact Assessment of the proposed rezoning and development of the Summer HHl
Mills Site {John Graham & Associates, Mar 10, 2011) makes it clear that there are a number of
heritage issues associated with the Summer Hill Flour Mills development, namely:

* Ashfield Council has deferred its determination of whether the Summer Hill Flour Mills
development site at 2-32 Smith Street, Summer Hill is a heritage item under section
68(5) of the Local Government Act.

e The Summer Hill Flour Mills development site is to the immediate east of the
Quarantine Ground Conservation Area.

* The Hawthorne Canal which runs through the Summer Hill Flour Mills development site
is a heritage item in the Ashfield LEP.

In 1998 and 2005, the cultural significance of the Summer Hill Flour Mills site was carried out for
Ashfield Council by Rod Howard Conservation Pty Limited. !t concluded that the Mungo Scott
Flour Mill was significant for a number of reasons {refer to page 4). Further, Ashfield Council’s
Heritage Study review of Areas Zoned 2{a) of 2003, assessed it as:

Rare aesthetic and scientific significance and having associative historic and social
significance,

In these circumstances, it is clear that the redevelopment of the Mills site presents a unique
opportunity for sympathetic and appropriate urban renewal.

However, we respectfully disagree with the conclusion of John Graham in his report
commissioned by the applicant, that the planned Summer Hill Flour Mills development is
exemplary in the understanding and respect it pays to the culturally significant fabric of the site.

The areas to be retained under the Concept Plan application are shown on small scale drawings
(pe 40 figure 3.7) and include the Mungo Scott building and some silo structures and very little
else of any substance.

For the structures being proposed to be retained and conserved, there is generally an absence
of detailed architectural and landscape documentation to give certainty as to what will in fact be
conserved, for example:

s There are no adequate, large sized, measured, drawings of the buildings.

e There are no adequate, large sized, measured, open space curtilages prescribed around
the historic buildings.

e The large wooden silos building to the south of the Mungo Scott building is proposed to
be demolished on the basis that it is not capable of re-use due to its very fragile
structure eg parts of it consist of timber poles and corrugated iron cladding. However,
despite suggesting another structure will be put in its place, no designs have been put
forward for this.

13
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o Noting the previous Flour Mills use, there is no architectural explanation of how this
cultural significance will be translated in the design for the building and landscape fabric
in the proposal.

We note that the DGR's require that the EA “provide a Heritage Assessment of the site and a
Statement of Heritage Impact for the proposal undertaken in accordance with the Burra Charter

Assessment procedures”.

it is with irony that we note, that the Mungo Scott Flour Mill “Machinery and Equipment
Heritage Assessment” completed in September 2008 for Allied Mills by Godden Mackay Logan
actually assessed the cultural heritage significance of the machinery and equipment still within
the Mungo Scott building to a much higher standard and level and in accordance with the Burra
Charter that the applicant’s commissioned heritage consultant, John Graham, who produced the
heritage reports attached to the final EA report.

Eisewhere the EA is extremely vague in its assurances regarding the conservation of heritage
items and buildings. The architectural concept plans also lack detail. The practical reality is that
the most significant buildings such as the Mungo Scott Flour Mill, that has significance in the
locality as a prominent visual landmark as well as cultural and historical significance will simply
be overshadowed with the overall scaling-up of heights dominating the locality to the clear
detriment and detraction of Mungo Scott Flour Mill and silos. Furthermore, the silos will not
remain a most prominent and iconic landmark.

in our view, the Concept Plan for the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment does not
adequately address the issues outlined in the DGRs particulariy in the absence of strong urban
design principles for proposed buildings to relate and have a sympathetic scale and form to
heritage items on the site and to the adjacent heritage conservation area.

As such an approval of the plan would not lead to a quality development of this historic site.

in short, it is not a plan for respecting the culturally significant heritage values implicit within the
site nor for respecting the character and amenity of the heritage conservation zones in the
locality. Thus for current local residents, future residents and users of the Mills site it fails to
deliver a sympathetic scale and form not just to heritage items within the site nor is it a model
of any desired future character for the surrounding locality.

It is imperative that the Summer Hill Flour Mills site have heritage listing and controls protecting
the historical structures on the site equal to that found in the Ashfield Local Environmental Plan.

14
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7.0 Negative impacts on local amenity

The Concept Plan for the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment proposes the provision of 280-
300 dwellings. Please note that without independent verification of proposed fioor space ratios
which are unable to be accurately determined due to the applicant failing to provide the
amount of floor space for the Summer Hill part of the proposal, the EA's figures will have 1o be
taken with some caution at face value.

On the basis though that there is an average of 2.49 people per dwelling in Ashfield
municipality, this amounts to a total of over 800 new residents. This represents almost a 20 per

cent increase in Summer Hill’s population.

The scale of this development alone will have significant and negative impacts on local amenity
but taken together with the proposed adjacent Lewisham development there is an almost
entire new mini-suburb being proposed in 1/10™ of the space of the existing suburb.

As a result, the densely populated area within which this development is planned (Summer Hill)
already has its infrastructure stretched to the {limit especially schools and related resources. The
proponents have clearly not set out the impact on existing community facilities, resources, open
space and public utilities among other considerations.

This proposal must not be approved without adequate consideration of how it will and can
provide the necessary additional community resources to support it, particularly quality open
space, new childcare and kindergarten places and new schoo!l places to cater for the expected

growth,

The cumulative impacts of this development together with the Lewisham development is one
key aspect that neither of the proponents have been prepared to address, either publicly or in
their documentation.

8.0 Economic Impact Assessment.

The applicant’s consultant’s report indicates that there will not be a significant effect on trade in
the existing Summer Hill Village centre arising from the Flour Mills development. Nonetheless, it
predicts a potential 5% short-term decline in trade, but they argue that this will be absorbed
with a 13% Summer Hill Village Centre Growth rate between 2010 — 2018.

The consultant says though that the impact on the small strip neighbourhood village of
Lewisham will be more significant.

In terms of the impacts arising from development of the Flour Mills and the McGill Street
masterplan the impact on the Summer Hill village, they say, increases to a decline in trade of
7.5%.

I5
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Clearly the big unknown is whether the revised Lewisham Estate concept plan and whether it
will include a small supermarket. If it does the impact on the Summer Hill Village will be more
significant at around a 17% decline in trade.

The economic modelling shows that the introduction of a new supermarket intc the immediate
locality of Summer Hill could have a very significant impact on local trade and reinforces the
need for restrictions to be applied on the Mill's proposal to prevent the establishment of a
supermarket on this site.

If as most Summer Hill and Lewisham residents say that they wish to keep the character of the
local Summer Hill village centre then it would be advisable that any retail tenancies on the Milis
site should be required to be limited in their scale and size to reflect the communities legitimate

concerns about the Summer Hill village centre.
8.0 Ecologically Sustainable Development (ESD)

The documentation submitted is very generalist in nature in relation to the architectural design
and building science for the development and of how specific devices will be used as part of that

design.

In short the documentation was considered to be disappointing with only minimal standards
being aspired to — a further indication, if you like, of much being promised hut little being

delivered.
9.0 Detailed Environmental Site Assessment

This consuitant’s report was notable, aside from its {ength, in its failure to include Workcover
records relating to the site history and its industrial uses over time, among other deficiences and
for some lingering questions that remain about issues of contamination on the site and its
remediation in accordance with SEPP 55.

10.0 Traffic Impacts

The DGRs clearly request a Traffic Management and Accessibility Plan from the applicant. In our
view, the traffic impact study submitted by the applicant (Arup, August 2010} provides no
credible plans to deal with the very substantial increase in traffic and congestion that the
Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment will generate.

Ashfield Council recently commissioned an independent traffic assessment of the combined
impact of the Summer Hili Flour Mills redevelopment and the Lewisham Towers site. This study
undertaken by Colston Budd Hunt & Kafes (the Cofston Study) and finalised in May 2011,
estimated that the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment and Lewisham Towers developments
would generate an extra 1,000 cars per hour during peak hours. With the combined generation
of 1,000 cars per hour in two directions, the Colston Study concludes that:

this is a significant volume of additional traffic in an area where there are already a
number of traffic constraints.
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The intersection of Railway Terrace and Old Canterbury Road is noted at being at “full capacity
now"” with no mitigation measures being suggested,

© Hassell. Reproduced for the purposes of criticism and review.

The independent Colston Study concludes that there are a “number of traffic issues” associated
with the proposed developments of the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment and the
adjacent Lewisham Towers. The applicant has not sufficiently addressed any of these issues.

Furthermore, despite acknowledging that the local roads have severe traffic flow problems at
peak hour, the applicant’s traffic consultant’s report (Arup, August 2010) does not address:

1. How “rat runs” through locai streets in Summer Hill can be prevented

2. How the cost and construction of proposed traffic lights at the intersection of Old
Canterbury Road and Edward Street and a roundabout at the intersection of Smith
Street and Edward Street will be managed and by who?

Access to Old Canterbury Road

The SJB Planning Preliminary Environmental Assessment Report clearly recognises that while the
Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment site enjoys a frontage to Old Canterbury Road, it does
not currently have any direct vehicular access onto this road (page 6). A review of the Hassell
Summer Hill Flour Mitls Site Concept Plan suggests that there is to be one main street through
the development. This road will have access onto Old Canterbury Road to the north of the inner
West proposed light rail corridor.

We are concerned that this approach is extremely dangerous and presents significant health and
safety issues given that:

1. Traffic would be entering and leaving the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment site at
a blind spot in the corner of Old Canterbury Road
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2. This area of busy road is at the top of a small incline, but at the bottem of the Old
Canterbury Road hilt, where not surprisingly, traffic accelerates

3. Traffic entering onto Old Canterbury Road from the Summer Hil Flour Mills
redevelopment site will need to climb an extremely high ramp to get onto Old
Canterbury Road with littte or no visibility of traffic on Old Canterbury Road

4, it is somewhat unclear from the plans in the Concept Plan whether in fact the applicant
owns or controls the area of land where the high ramp onto Old Canterbury Road from
the site is {ocated.

Parking

The Hassell Masterplan Rezoning Proposal (July 2010) suggests that parking for the Summer Hill
Fiour Mills redevelopment is limited to the following:

s Edward Street = 65-75 spots

e Old Canterbury Road = 25-35 spots
e Smith Street = no spots

+  Mills = 450 -550 basement spots

This totals 60-90 on-street parking spots and 530-680 basement spots. In circumstances where
the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment could attract a population of 880 residents and no
doubt attract people who drive and park at the proposed light rail stop at the site, it is difficult
to see how such limited parking will be sufficient.

11. Public Consultation Process

We do not propose to comment at any length about the limitations that concerned individuals
encountered with the somewhat dysfunctional arrangements for consultation as established by
the DoP aring from Part 3A of the EP&A Act.

However, in relation to this project, the community consultation process undertaken by the
proponent, might best be described as “limited, selective, marred by controversy and conducted
in some instances in ‘bad faith’.

Attached please find 3 PDF files that disclose questions {(posed by community members to the
proponents) most of which those in attendence felt remained unaddressed and unanswered.
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12. Conclusion

On the basis of our objections articulated above, we believe that there are numerous parts of
the Concept Plan for the Summer Hill Flour Mills development that require a greater degree of
due ditigence, and more rigorous scrutiny than that exercised so far by the DOPA.

In our opinion, the EA together with the the Concept Pian — Architectural Drawings - quite
clearly have not addressed all the Director General Requirements outlined above in addition to
leaving many matters of some significance unresolved. This Concept Plan therefore should not

be approved.

Finally, and most critically, we request that the combined impacts of the Summer Hill Flour Mills
redevelopment be assessed in conjunction with the adjacent Lewisham Towers development
and that the cumultative impacts of both projects combined should be urgently addressed and
that both projects should be jointly considered before the Planning and Assessment Commission

in a public hearing.
We are therefore of the opinion that the DOPI should refuse this Concept Plan Application given

the number of matters that are lacking in detail and clarity throughout the application itself so
that better and further consideration can be given to the matters that remain unresolved at this

time.

Yours sincerely,

Lewisham, Sydney. NSW.

NB: While we have no objections to the publication of this submission on the DOPI website
realting to this project we would like our names, address and email to be with-held for

legitimate reasons of safety and security.
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Summer Hill Flour Mill Project |
Community Consultation Session - Record of Comments
Wednesday 25 May, 2011 - 4.00-6.00pm

9 June 2011
Dear Participant,

Summer Hill Flour Milf Project
Wednesday 25 May 2011 - 4.00-6.00pm

On behalf of EG Funds Management | would like to thank you for participating in the Community
Consultation Session held on the 25 May 2011 to present the Concept Plan for the Summer Hill

Fiour Mill Site.

We are pleased to forward to you the draft Record of Comments raised during the question and
answer session.

The Record has been issued as a draft. If you would like an amendment made to the Record
please advise Urban Concepts via either mail, email or facsimile by close of business
Tuesday 21 June 2011. Cur contact details are set out beiow.

Once the draft Record has been finalised Urban Concepts will then issue the final Record and it
will be placed on the project website and be included in the Consuitation Report that we will
issue to the NSW Department of Planning and Infrastructure.

On behalf of Urban Concepts, EG Funds Management and the consultancy team | would like to
thank you for your participation and [ look forward to your ongoing involvement in the

communhity consultation process for this project.

Yours faithfully,

Belinda Barnett
Director, Urban Concepts

CONCEPT PLAN FOR THE SUMMER HILL FLOUR MILL SITE CONTACT DETAILS:

Mailing Address: Tel: 02-996G4 9655

Summer Hili Flour Mill

C/- Urban Concepts Fax: 02-9964 9055

PO Box 780

North Sydney NSW 2059 ) Email: rosemarie@urbanconcepts.net.au

Ambaska Holdings Pty Ltd T/A Urban Concepts
Level 8, 15 Blue Street, North Sydney NSW 2060
Tel: 02 9964 9655 Fax: 02 9964 9055
ABN 96 074 171 065



Summer Hiill Flour Milf Project |
Community Consultation Session - Record of Comments
Wednesday 25 May, 2011 - 4.00-6.00pm

DRAFT

Record of Comments

Arising from the

Summer Hill Flour Mill Site

Community Consultation Session

Held on
Wednesday 25 May 2011

at the Artists Exhibition Centre
4.00 — 6.00pm

Prepared for

The Approval of the Session Participants

Prepared by
Urban Concepts

Issued 9 June 2011

© Urban Concepts Page 2 of 6



Summer Hill Flour Mill Project I
Community Consultation Session - Record of Comments
Wednesday 25 May, 2011 - 4,00-6.00pm

Disclaimer

Urban Concepts has taken every care to ensure that the comments raised by the
participants have been faithfully represented and recorded. If there are comments that
have not been recorded or recorded incorrectly we apologise for any misunderstanding

and advise that it has not been deliberate.
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sSummer Hill Flour Mill Project |
Community Consultation Session - Record of Comments
Wednesday 25 May, 2011 - 4.00-6.00pm

Community Consulitation Session

Urban Concepts advises that 53 people participated in this Session. it is noted that due to the size of the
venue, the number of participants was limited.

Comments Recorded during Question Time

The following comments were recorded during the facilitated question and answer time.

COMMENT/QUESTION

01 Large proportion of residents in Summer Hill without parking have you considered not providing afi
residents in the devefopment with car parking.

02 | What is the Ashfield Council parking rate? Is this more generous than Marrickville Council.

03 | What is the expected number of apartments on the site? How many people does that equate to?

04 | Between the 2 developments (Lewisham Towers and Summer Hill Flour Mill project}) how many
cars are we talking about?

05 | If the garage space is provided, then if the cars are there people will use them. Providing storage
space is better than providing car parking spaces.

06 | Maximise parking otherwise people will park on the street. Concerned because people don't like
parking underground and your parking is in a2 basement arrangement. Where will visitor parking
be and have you got enough.

07 | There is a cross section of opinion regarding this development. | have lived here since 1975 and
there is a diversity of people, a whole range of people and ages — older/children. Places need to
accommodate a range of housing options to cater for this diversity. Especially for older people so
they can stay in the community. If you maximise the diversity then not everyone will leave/come
home at the same time, parking, traffic congestion and public transport usage will be spread

across a day.

08 | The Concept Plan indicates two access points. How do | get out into Smith Street will there be
lights? Edward Street accessing Canterbury Road ~ how will people enter the road network at this
point?

09 | What is the impact of this development on services in this area {(Schools etc)? Has a social impact
study been done? You are adding more housing beyond simply building in the existing buildings.
Have you investigated this area of impact?

Have you considered a childcare centre within the site?

10 | Concerned about development contributions to public green space as opposed to publicly
accessible green space — what is the percentage of pubtlicly accessible green space?

It appears to be inadequate given the density and limited supply of publicly accessible open space
in the rest of Summer Hill.

Where is the provision for a play ground in the design?

11 The Greenway Corridor is not provided by the development — are you making any contribution
towards it. How will it interface with the development?

12 | Your presentation stated that 48% of residents presently take public transport how does this
increase to 651% because of your development?
13 | Can you give me examples of other EG Projects like this that you have successfully done.

14 | What guarantees can you give the community that once you have the Concept Plan approval that
you won't ook to increase the density like Green Square and the Ashmore Precinct Erskineville.
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Summer Hilt Flour Mill Project |
Community Consultation Session - Record of Comments
Wednesday 25 May, 2011 - 4.00-6.00pm

COMMENT/QUESTION
15 | Will you guarantee the density stays as is?

16 | | live in Grosvenor Crescent have you assessed fraffic impact from this point?

17 | Proposed construction - what will the impact be on the traffic? Have you considered this?

18 | Is the Council involved in the construction management?

19 | I note that roads are at capacity and the future public transport projection of 61%. However, given
your acknowledgement of the bottleneck on Railway Parade are you prepared to lobby the State
Government to address Railway Parade and o put more trains on the rail line?

Are you going to attempt to bring any solution to these existing issues?

20 | You can appreciate our concerns — being the cumulative impact of the Flour Mill Site and the
Lewisham Towers - McGill Street Project. The State Government should be looking at both
developments as a whole not as isolated developments.

21 Have you considered incorporating active open spaces into this development? These Local
Government Areas have the lowest amount of sporting facilities ~ you have no active/sporting
facilities incorporated — will you reconsider this.

22 | Concerned about construction impacts.

1) Construction traffic.

2) Construction impact from flour dust, how will you clean this up.

3) Asbestos removal.

23 | I want to address the Greenway Corridor. Two key components to the corridor.

1} Biodiversity

2) Movement corridor

How does the proposal respond to the corridor in terms of biodiversity and wild life movement?
How will you manage public access disturbance and construction disturbance on the corridor?
What do you mean when you say that the development addresses the corridor? Can you explain
this terminology?

24 | Do the statistics on traffic generation just address journey to work?

25 | if this site is a tourist attraction how will people come here — by carl Have you considered
additional traffic movements such as these in your traffic study.

26 | We know who EG is — you arrived on site with mauve banners. Now we can't see the trees that
we once enjoyed seeing. | am a resident of Edward Street. Your banners are insensitive on our
streets. We used to lock at green now we look af your signs. Can you please lock at this.

27 | | am concerned about your flexible interpretation of building envelope in respect to the silos. You
are squeezing another 3 storeys onto the top of the silos that don't presently exist. This is creating
a very imposing structure from Edward Street. From these apartments people will look directly into
my property. | will loose my privacy. You are building these towers but with the additionai storeys
and the addition of fire stairs the silos are becoming a bulky and high structure. You have a good
site, but what are we getting back. No sporting facilities/parking and traffic issues and low
amenity.

28 | The extra 3 storeys on the silos is too greedy and detracts from the impact of the development.
The incorporation of fenestrations will detract from the Silo form. To replace the gantry on the top
with another three storeys is not right. It is a slender frail structure — this is not right. You are being

greedy.
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Summer Hill Flour Mill Project |
Community Consultation Session - Record of Comments
Wednesday 25 May, 2011 - 4.00-6.00pm

COMMENT/QUESTION

29 | You have done some great work compared to the development proposed on the other side of the
rail fine. The new 10 storey building will also detract from the visual impact of the flour mills, silos
and the Mungo Scott building. Why does this form need to be so high?

30 | { understand how you have tried to concentrate the higher building forms — but there seems to be
a difference from looking at the model and the night time visualisation — not quite clear. Can you
explain?
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ARUP

Subject Summer Hill Flour Mill Rezoning

Date 8 June 2011 Job No/Ref 220640

Parking Provision Rates

The current Council DCP parking rates are shown in Table 1.

e 1 Council DCP Parking Rates
1d
Multi-Unit Housing {1 space per unit = 1 space per dwelling
in Residential Zones " . .
s Additional space for every five 2-bedroom | » 1 visitor spaces per 4 dwellings
units
» Additional space for every two 3-bedroom
units
» | visitor space for every five dwellings
Commercial 1 space per 40m® GFA 1 space per 45m” GFA
Premises
Retail Shops 1 space per 40m* GFA 1 space per 45m® GFA

The DCP rates for residential and visitor parking are considered appropriate given the need for
residents to garage a car which may not be used for journey to work and given the desire to allocate
all on-street car parking to visitors and deliveries to the mixed uses in the precinct.

The proposed site uses result in a requirement for 545 parking spaces as shown in Table 2.

Residential
- Commercial Retail Total
Resident Visitor
Marrickville 83 21 0 0 104
Ashfield 242 4] 95 63 441
Total 325 62 95 63 545

JA220640 - ALLIED MILLSYWI5 ARUP PROJECT DATAIREPONTS\CAR PARKING AATES.DOCK
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Summer Hill Flour Mill Project |
Community Consultation Session - Record of Comments
Wednesday 25 May, 2011 - 7.00-9.00pm

9 June 2011
Dear Participant,

Summer Hill Flour Miil Project
Wednesday 25 May 2011 — 7.00-9.00pm

On behalf of EG Funds Management | would like to thank you for participating in the Community
Consultation Session held on the 25 May 2011 to discuss the Concept Plan.

We are pleased to forward to you the draft Record of Comments raised during the question and
answer session.

The Record has been issued as a draft. If you would like an amendmeni made to the Record
please advise Urban Concepts via either mail, email or facsimile by close of business
Tuesday 21 June 2011. Qur contact details are set out below.

Once the draft Record has been finalised Urban Concepts will then issue the final Record and it
will be placed on the project website and be included in the Consultation Report that we will

issue to the NSW Department of Planning and infrastructure.

On behalf of Urban Concepts, EG Funds Management and the consuitancy team | would like to
thank you for your participation and | look forward to your ongoing involvement in the
community consultation process for this project.

Yours faithfully,

Belinda Barnett ™
Director, Urban Concepts

CONCEPT PLAN FOR THE SUMMER HILL FLOUR MILL SITE CONTACT DETAILS:

Mailing Address: Tel: 02-9964 9655

Summer Hill Flour Mill

C/- Urban Concepts Fax: 02-9964 9055

FO Box 780

North Sydney NSW 2059 : Email: rosemarie@urbanconcepts.net.au

Ambaska Holdings Pty Ltd T/A Urban Concepis
Level B, 15 Blue Street, North Sydney NSW 2060
Tel: 02 9964 9655 Fax: 02 9964 9055
ABN 96 074 171 065



Summer Hill Flour Mill Project I
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DRAFT

Record of Comments

Arising from the
Summer Hill Flour Mill Site

Community Consultation Session

Held on
Wednesday 25 May 2011

at the Artists Exhibition Centre
7.00 — 9.00pm

Prepared for
The Approval of the Session Participants

Prepared by
Urban Concepts

Issued 9 June 2011
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Summer Hill Flour Mill Project ]
Community Consultation Session - Record of Comments
Wednesday 25 May, 2011 - 7.00-9.00pm

Disclaimer

Urban Concepts has taken every care to ensure that the comments raised by the
participants have been faithfully represented and recorded. If there are comments that
have not been recorded or recorded incorrectly we apologise for any misunderstanding
and advise that it has not been deliberate.
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Summer Hill Flour Mill Project I
Community Consuitation Session - Record of Comments
Wednesday 25 May, 2011 - 7.00-9.00pm

Community Consultation Session

Urban Concepts advises that 82 people participated in this Session. It is noted that due to the size of the
venue, the number of participants was limited.

Comments Recorded during Question Time

The following commenits were recorded during the facilitated question and answer time.

COMMENT/QUESTION
01 Have you given any consideration to a green star rating for this project?

02 | What is the residential use compared to the commercialfretail usage of this site.

03 | How are the adjacent streets protected from overflow car parking and visitor parking?
What about the impact of commuter parking for people that are accessing the light rail. Have you
considered the additional impact of these traffic movements in your studies?

04 | Have you given consideration to British/Dutch style allotments — garden lots? There is a significant
opportunity to provide cultural and interactive landscaped spaces.

05 | What communication will you be having with transport and traffic organisations and how will this
be co-ordinated across the authorities to increase public transport usage.

06 | We held a community referendum on Election Day, We asked “do you want this scale of
development in our community’? 94% of residents who participated voted NO. How do you
respond to Us?

07 | I am one of the five residents who live adjacent to your site on Edward Street. Why were we not
included in the original Concept Plan and why is this the first consultation that we have been

involved with for this project?
Your original Concept Plan was deceptive in terms of how our & private residences were dealt

with.

08 | What is your justification for putting 3-4 storey terraces along Edward Street, what about the ring
road and the exit/entry points?

09 | Traffic study is based on a series of assumptions — what happens when these assumptions are
not realised?

10 | 1 am a resident of Wellesley Street it looks like it will become a doorway o your development.
What are the real changes that | can expect to see? What percentage change will | experience?

11 What are the numbers we are talking about in terms of new residential population? What will the
impact be on local services/schools?
12 | Where will people park who want to use light rail. Do you have commuter car parking?

13 | Have you considered the current capacity consfraints on the rail network at the present time? How
do you propose to overcome these?

14 | Drop offs for light rail will generate a lot of traffic movements. Have you considered these?

15 | People will use local streets (Carrington and Morris}) to avoid congestion. Have you considered
this impact?
16 | What impact will your development have on childcare/schools needs/demand/supply?
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Summer Hill Flour Milt Project |
Community Consultation Session - Record of Comments
Wednesday 25 May, 2011 - 7.00-9.00pm

COMMENT/QUESTION
17 Is 313 the maximum number of units that can be built on this site?

18 | Why did you go to the State Government and nof o the local councils seeking approval for this

application?
19 | Have the cumulative impacts of the development been considered with the McGill Street Precinct
(Lewisham Towers) development?

20 | You haven't convinced me about the traffic.

ltisn’t just the underpass that is the problem.

There are a series of constraints in the network.

Roads are at capacity at peak hours, and traffic might choose other routes creating further
problems in the area.

21 | It looks like a great development. | would like to live there.

22 | How are you tfreating, if at all, the underpass? There are some bottlenecks.

23 | The challenge for this development is that it is not possible {o consider the impact of this
development in isolation from the McGill Street (Lewisham Tower) Precinct.

24 | There was an independent traffic report commissioned by Marrickville/Ashfield Council which
indicated that the Flour Mifl and McGill Street Precinct will generate 1,000 vehicles per hour,
Can you explain how the combined impact of the development has been considered?

25 | | want to address your traffic figures for Smith Street. The figure is below 5,000 vehicles which is
too low. This is insuiting.

26 | You say that 61% of residents will go by public transport. Well how will they if they all have car
spaces.

27 | Why are you putting a 10 storey buiiding in front of the Mungo Scott building?

28 | Bulk and height of silos, why are you increasing the original form? | have a problem with overall
height and bulk of development.

29 | The road on the south side that accesses onto Canterbury Road is where the Greenway comes
out. You will create a pedestrian/cycie conflict. Have you considered this?

30 | ‘Authenticity’ as a guiding principle fo the Concept Plan ~ can take a long time. Can you interpret
this and give examples of how this has been achieved in other developments that you have

worked on.

31 | Will affordable/social housing be incorporated info this development?

32 | What is the justification for the 3 storey building height on Edward Street? You say the existing
terrace houses, but there aren’t any. Please review height to 1 storey which is what exits there
now.

33 | You call the terraces 2-3 storey but are they 2 or 3 storeys fronting onto Edward Street. They will
dominate,

34 | Have you considered traffic controls on Edward Street, if traffic lights are not put in then you will
need a right hand turn.

35 | Thisis a total over development.
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Summer Hill Flour Mill Project I
Community Consultation Session - Record of Comments
Wednesday 25 May, 2011 - 7.00-9.00pm

COMMENT/QUESTION
36 | Concerned about light rail going through the Greenway. Appreciate that this development will

open up the site,
What precautions are there for the safety of pedestrians in these green spaces in regard to

lighting and security?

37 | What allowance have you made for visitor parking?

38 | This would be a wonderful development if it was in Campbelltown. Too much development in an
area with narrow streets. Public transport is full, schools are full. We cannot cater for this new
population. { have a garden with views to the silos. | am now going to see apartments. This
development will destroy our village character.

39 | We have one architect on both the Flour Mill and McGill Street schemes. How do we get away
from the ‘humungous development'? You talk about ‘authenticity’ but this needs small
interventions.

How do we achieve this with large public spaces and buildings, need for more small scale spaces
and places.

40 | You do not appear fo have provided any community facilities. Will you develop these or other
community facilities? Have you considered affordable housing and childcare.

41 Does anyone promoting this development live within walking distance of this site? | am very
concerned about how this level of development is maintained and managed. It is not sustainable.
Traffic wilt be well over capacity.

42 | Traffic controls on Old Canterbury Road, how will you achieve traffic signals if this is a RTA
controlled Road?

43 | Where the 'administration buiiding' is on the site — why are you putting a 10 storey building?

44 | if 94% of the people of Summer Hill are against this development, how can you justify
proceeding?
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Summer Hill Flour Mill Project I
Community Consultation Session - Record of Comments
Wednesday 25 May, 2011 - 7.00-9.00pm

The following questions were {aken on notice as the session had finished. These questions were written
on the flipchart by participants.

QUESTIONS TAKEN ON NOTICE

01 If the project were uitimately, over time become unviable, the existing use of the land remains
industrial? If so, could the site revert to a pure industrial activity — with associated
truck/commercial movement?

02 | The speaker stated that they had conducted a poll of Summer Hill residents. This is not a large
community - therefore a census of local residents needs to be conducted, to gauge beliefs and
feelings.

03 | We chose fo live in Summer Hill 30 years ago because of its village style. This development
destroys this.

04 | What is the environmental impact of the development on existing local flor and fauna?

© Urban Concepts
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ARUP

Subject Summer Hill Flour Mill Rezoning

Date 9 June 2011 Job No/Ref 220640

Parking Provision Rates

The current Council DCP parking rates are shown in Table 1.

Multi-Unit Housing | » 1 space per unit ¢ 1 space per dwelling

in Residential Zones
n Residential 2o » Additional space for every five 2-bedroom | » 1 visitor spaces per 4 dwellings
units
» Additional space for every two 3-bedroom
units
» 1 visitor space for every five dwellings
Comimercial 1 space per 40m* GFA 1 space per 45m” GFA
Premises
Retail Shops 1 space per 40m* GFA 1 space per 45m* GFA

The DCP rates for residential and visitor parking are considered appropriate given the need for
residents to garage a car which may not be used for journey to work and given the desire to allocate
all on-street car parking to visitors and deliveries to the mixed uses in the precinct.

The proposed site uses result in a requirement for 545 parking spaces as shown in Table 2.

Table 2 Required Parking Provision by Precinct
Residential
Commercial Retail Total
: Resident Visitor
Marrickville 83 21 0 0 104
Ashfield 242 41 95 63 441
Total 325 62 95 63 545
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Summer Hill Flour Mill Project I
Stakeholder Session - Record of Comments
Thursday 26 May 2011 - 12.00-2.00pm

9 June 2011
Dear Farticipant,

Summer Hill Flour Mill Project
Thursday 26 May 2011 — 12.00-2.00pm

On behalf of EG Funds Management | would like to thank you for participating in the
Stakeholder Session held on the 26 May 2011 to discuss the Concept Plan,

We are pleased to forward to you the draft Record of Comments raised during the question and
answer session.

The Record has been issued as a draft. If you wouid like an amendment made to the Record
please advise Urban Concepts via either mail, email or facsimile by close of business
Tuesday 21 June 2011. Our contact details are set out below.

Once the draft Record has been finalised Urban Concepts will then issue the final Record and it
will be placed on the project website and be included in the Consultation Report that we will
issue to the NSW Department of Planning and infrastructure.

On behalf of Urban Concepts, EG Funds Management and the consultancy team | would like fo
thank you for your participation and | look forward to your ongoing involvement in the

community consultation process for this project.

Yours faithfully,

Belinda Barneit~
Director, Urban Concepts

CONCEPT PLAN FOR THE SUMMER HILL FLOUR MILL SITE CONTACT DETAILS:

Mailing Address: Tel: 02-9964 9655

Summer Hill Flour Mill

C/- Urban Concepts Fax: 02-9964 9055

PO Box 780

North Sydney NSW 2059 : Email: rosemarie@urbanconcepts.net.au

Ambaska Holdings Pty Ltd T/A Urban Concepts
Levet 8, 15 Blue Street, North Sydney NSW 2060
Tel; 02 9964 9655 Fax: 02 9964 9055
ABN 96 074 171 065
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DRAFT

Record of Comments

Arising from the
Summer Hill Flour Mill Site

Stakeholder Session

Held on
Thursday 26 May 2011

at the Artists Exhibition Centre
12.00 — 2.00pm

Prepared for

The Approval of the Session Participants

Prepared by
Urban Concepts

Issued 9 June 2011
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Summer Hill Flour Mill Project |
Stakeholder Session - Record of Comments
Thursday 26 May 2011 - 12.00-2.00pm

Disclaimer

Urban Concepts has taken every care to ensure that the comments raised by the
participants have been faithfully represented and recorded. If there are comments that
have not been recorded or recorded incorrectly we apologise for any misunderstanding
and advise that it has not been deliberate.
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Summer Hill Flour Mill Project
Stakeholder Session - Record of Comments
Thursday 26 May 2011 — 12.00-2.00pm

Stakeholder Session

Urban Concepts advises that 25 peopie participated in this Session.

Comments Recorded during Question Time

The following comments were recorded during the facilifated question and answer time.

COMMENT/QUESTION

1 On the application to the Department of Pianning and Infrastructure are you after a Stage 1 and
project approval. Will EG Funds Management retain its involvement in this site or will you get the
approval and then sell out of the site.

02 | There are flooding issues on this site. Have they been considered and do these make a difference
to the Concept Plan?

03 | You mentioned publicly accessible spaces, who will own and manage these?

04 | Council has nominated this site for affordable housing provision, is this still the case?

05 | Thereis an intent to do affordable housing.

06 | Ashfield and Marrickville Councils commissioned a traffic study which has been sent to the
Department of Planning and Infrastructure. It is important to have a cumulative study {Lewisham
Towers and Flour Mill) that assesses all impacts and capital works required.

07 | The traffic data on the presentation includes McGil Street but does it include the Lewisham
Towers development?

08 | Comment: Sydney Water will make its requirements known to your specialist Stormwater
Consultant, APP, regarding our fiooding concerns, we will comment at that point.

09 | Greenway Steering Committee. Potential for this site to be iconic — Director General requires you
to achieve best practice in water sensitive urban design and sustainability. How will you determine
whether you have achieved this?

10 | To what extent will the two sites (Flour Mill and McGill Street Precinct) be assessed in a co-
ordinated way. This is a critical issue to the Greenway Steering Commitiee. Will there be a
Voluntary Planning Agreement (VPA} and who would it be negotiated with and to what extent will
it include works that extend beyond your precinct,

11 Marrickville Council - Ken Hawke commented ~ Council has been lobbying for cumulative
assessment. Marrickville Council asked for a VPA on the McGill Street and is seeking affordable
housing, open spaceftraffic measures, and street parking provisions.

12 Phil Sarin — Ashfield Council has not formed a view at this stage. Our comments are reflected in
the DG’s Requirements. The Department of Planning and Infrastructure has taken on board our
views.

13 | Biodiversity. Greenway corridor originally established as a biodiversity corridor, how do we ensure
that this bicdiversity occurs,

14 | You have 300 residences proposed. Many may have 2 vehicles. How many car parking spaces
will there be and how many visitor spaces?

15 | Biodiversity corridor concems. Good leaving brush box trees but we need more areas of
connectivity. There is a lot of habitat there at the moment that will be cleared. What will you do
with fauna/flora that is dispiaced?

16 | | understand that you will stage this development. How many years before you start?

© Urban Concepts
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Summer Hill Flour Mill Project |
Stakeholder Session - Record of Comments
Thursday 26 May 2011 — 12.00-2.00pm

COMMENT/QUESTION

17

What are the major hoops that you need to jump through before you get approval.

18

From the two meetings that you have had, what level of support do you think you have?

19

Do you think you are getting support from the Councils?

20

Some people have described this site as iconic. it will be great. But | do have concerns regarding
height, density and traffic issues which are related to density. Are you going fo amend plans and
listen to resident concerns about traffic?

21

My personal view/heritage view is that the upward extension of the silos adversely impacts on the
silos heritage value. You are taking the height to their upper most point — the additional levels are
out of context. | also agree that Lewisham Towers height is not appropriate.

Traffic concerns Old Canterbury Road — it does not flow.

22

Lights at Edward Street may be an advantage but won't these add more cars further slowing down
traffic flows on Old Canterbury Road? It would be better to reduce the apartment numbers. The
roads here are {oo narrow to cope with traffic generation and the associated congestion. We
already have extensive congestion after 7am of a day. The development will also impact on
parking at Summer Hilt Village.

23

Councillor Loft. | support 'Go Get, light rail and Greenway'. People do not want to see the
extensions to the Silos. People recognise that the site should be developed and that it should not
be industrial. If you could take on board active sporting needs and maintain dialogues with
Greenway Groups, bicycle groups and SHAG.

| don’t accept argument that heavy rail is at full capacity.

if you want this broadly accepted, need to modify the development to some degree.

24

Contamination. Have you looked at this? What impact will it have on open space?

25

What community facilities will there be.

26

Visitor parking you said 1 to 5 is that 1 to 5 residents/apartments? | have friends at Liberty Grove
and their visitors have o park in the shopping complex at Rhodes. 1 am concerned that 1o S is
not enough and we will get parking overflow in local sireets.

27

Along the Edward Street side you have 3 storey terraces. On the Bill Buckle site the public was
very critical about 3 storeys even with the third storey designed as an attic.

28

You will have families. Will there be a playground? There is a deficit in this area of children’s
playgrounds. Because you will have families you need to think about this.

29

What is the rational for buildings being talier on the northern side?

30

Bike Marrickville. Surprised by 1% usage figure and future 2%. This seems appalling when other
cities are targeting 30% - US/Brisbane.
This needs a co-ordinated approach to address this issue.

31

What is the anticipated timeframe for the occupation of Stage 17

32

Will the Part 3A process amend Councils LEP?

© Urban Concepls
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Summer Hill Flour Mill Project |
Stakeholder Session - Record of Comments
Thursday 26 May 2011 — 12.00-2.00pm

Comment taken on notice and forwarded to EG Funds Management and Urban Concepts on Friday 27
May 2011.

“Thanks for facilitating a goad community consultation session today. We covered some useful
ground.

The additional point that | was hoping you could take info account in your write-up was about place
making/place management and the important contribution that public art/community culture can make

fo this process.

There is no reference to public art in the DG's requirements for the Flour Mill site, which is an
oversight in our view. The GreenWay Steering Committee has recently developed a draft GreenWay
Arts and Communily Culture Strategy which we will send in fo you (I don't have an electronic copy to
hand). There is great potential, we believe, for the Flour Milt/McGgill Street development precinct fo
become a showcase for best practise public art and also community arts/culture. It would be good to
see this facfored in to your concept development early in the piece.

/'d also like to reiterate the three points which | made af foday's session.-

1. best practise sustainability and water sensitive urban design. Both of these "concepis” are
identified in the DG's requirements fo be addressed by the Flour Milf development. They are typically
vague about how this expectation might be realised, which puts the onus on the developers to
develop up some specificity. As discussed today, there's great potential for the precinct to show-case
best practise in these two important areas, but we need to work out what the objectives are and how
they might be implemented and evaluated on your site. The GreenWay Steering Comittee’s draft
guidelines for major developments adjoining the GreenWay contain some recommended approaches
fand are referenced in the DG's requirements). We'll forward a copy fo you.

2. holistic assessment of both sites. The GreenWay Sfeeting Commiltee has witten to the
Planning Minister in the last month requesting that the Department of Planning demonstrate how it
intends assessing the two sites "as one" for some key issues eg fraffic, sustainability, water sensitive
urban design, social and economic impacts, connectivity with the GreenWay etc. In our view it's
imperative thaf the two councils join forces with the Department of Planning and work with both
developers to achieve this aim. We acknowlege that there are some chaltenges associated with this,
but the significance of the site, its potential off-site impacts and the broader issues af stake warrant a
bold and holistic assessment of opportunities and challenges involving all the key stakeholders. This
would include both developers, the three planning authorities (Marrickvifle, Ashfield, DoF), the
GreenWay Steering Committee and USP Project team, and the various state entities with assets in
the precinct/GreenWay corridor eg DoT, Sydney Water, RTA, RailCorp . We badly need a "whole of
Government” approach here!

3. on-going place management of the public open space efements of the site and the

Greenway - The development is potentially an iconic place making opportunity. The GreenWay
Steering Commiitee, however, is concerned about how we might leverage resources from these two
developments to fund the on-going operation and maintenance of the "place” after it is developed (ie)
the public domain and GreenWay elements which form such a vital component of the "fotal package"
fo be assessewd by the State Government in due course. The GreenWay Working Group is
discussing with the four Greenway councils options for resourcing on-going place management of the
GreenWay corridor and its associated open space areas, including those contained on your
development site. The negotiation of a VPA for the development precinct (both the Flour Mill and
McGill Street sites} seems fo provide a perfect opportunily for these broader issues to be factored into
the "public benefit" negotiations.
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As discussed with Mark Syke and Malthew Pullinger affer today's session, the GreenWay Steering
Group would be interested in a presentation/wvorkshop about the master plan in the lead-up fo, or

during the public exhibition process.

One final point regarding UTS ongoing interest in the site. Michaef Easson and | discussed this briefly
today foday. For three years UTS has been using the GreenWay and the Flour Mill/McGill St
precincts as a maslter planning case study for our Masters in Planning students. Typically 6 students
work intensively for 5 weeks to produce a master plan for the sites. Some excelient ideas have been
developed in previous years by the students. There may be an opportunity to look at ways of using
the students’ work to stimulate discussion about some of the broader urban design, active transport
and sustainability issues refating to the Flour MiliiMcGilf St development scenarios and the Greenway
as a whole. We'd be happy to dicuss ideas further with you and the Flour Mill consulting team, if it is

of interest.”
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ARUP

Subject Summer Hill Flour Mill Rezoning

Date 9 June 2011 Job No/Ref 220640

Parking Provision Rates

The current Council DCP parking rates are shown in Table 1.

Multi-Unit Housing | » [ space per unit ¢ [ space per dwelling

in Residential Zones , iy ;
i esidential cone = Additional space for every five 2-bedroom | e 1 visitor spaces per 4 dwellings

units
» Additional space for every two 3-bedroom

units
» ] visitor space for every five dwellings
Commercial 1 space per 40m* GFA 1 space per 45m* GFA
Premises
Retail Shops 1 space per 40m* GFA 1 space per 45m° GFA

The DCP rates for residential and visitor parking are considered appropriate given the need for
residents to garage a car which may not be used for journey to work and given the desire to allocate
all on-street car parking to visitors and deliveries to the mixed uses in the precinct.

The proposed site uses result in a requirement for 545 parking spaces as shown in Table 2.

P by P t

Residential
Commercial Retail Total
Resident Visitor
Marrickvilie 83 21 )] 0 104
Ashfield 242 41 95 63 441
Total 325 62 95 63 545

220040 - ALLIED MILLSDE ARUP PROJECT DATAREPORTSYAR PARKING RATES DOCK
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The Department of Planning and infrastructure 12 August 2011
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

By email: plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au
Copy to: office@hazzard. minister.nsw.gov.au

Objection to the Redevelopment of the Former Allied Miils Site - MP10_0155
2-32 Smith Street, Summer Hill NSW 2130

The Summer Hill Action Group {SHAG) is made up of a number of local residents who reside in Summer Hill
and its surrounding suburbs in the Inner West. As a group, we are united in our concern about the
proposed development of the Former Allied Mills Site in Summer Hill (the Summer Hill Flour Mills

redevelopment).

By way of background, the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment site occupies part of an industrial
precinct in Summer Hill. {t was formerly the Allied Mills flour mill. The land to the west, north-west and
south is zoned for residential use only. The Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment adjoins an adjacent site,
referred to for the purposes of this submission as the Lewisham Towers site (MP08_0195 Mixed Use

Development 78-90 Old Canterbury Road, Lewisham).

The Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment site has high levels of cultural significant. Indeed, Ashfield
Council's Heritage Study review of Areas Zoned 2(a) of 2003, assessed it as:

Rare aesthetic and scientific significance and having associative historic and social significance.

In these circumstances, the redevelopment of the Summer Hill Mills site presents a unique opportunity for
urban renewal in a sympathetic manner that is sustainable and compatible with the local community. Asa
broad proposition, we do not oppose the mixed use development of the site. However we do oppose the
scale of the current Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment Concept Plan application, particularly in light of
the adjacent Lewisham Towers development, on the basis of the issues outlined in this submission.

Executive summary

We refer to the above Concept Plan for the Summer Hill Fiour Mills redevelopment, for which an
Environmental Assessment is currently on exhibition, which is described on the Department of Planning’s
website under Major Project Assessments as:

Concept Plan application for o mixed use residential, retail and commercial development to be
canstructed in four stages including re-use of 6 existing buildings and structures ond new building
envelapes ronging fram 2-11 storeys In height accommaodating approximately 280-300 dwellings,
2,500-2,800m2 of retail spoce, 3,500-4,000m2 of commercial space, at-grade and basement
parking, public apen spoce, new public streets and associated infrastructure works.

The Director-General’'s Requirements {DGRs) for the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment were issued
for the Concept Plan application and a Stage 1 Project Application for the above major project on
16 December 2010.

SHAG’s members object to the Concept Plan application on the basis of the issues outlined in this
submission. We are also of the view that the Concept Plan application does not address all the Director
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General Requirements, By way of overview these include the following significant issues which have not
been adequately addressed by the applicant:

1. Adding to existing traffic congestion — The traffic impact study submitted by the applicant {Arup,
August 2010) provides no credible plans to deal with the very substantial increase in traffic and
congestion that the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment will generate. It is estimated that the
Summer Hill Flour Mills redevefopment and the proposed adjacent Lewisham Towers devefopment
will generate an extra 1,000 cars/hour in peak hour (Independent study by Colston, Budd, Hunt &
Kafes, May 2011 commissioned by Ashfield Council).

2. Scale and out of character with Summer Hill and adjoining villages — the Concept Plan is a gross
over-development of the Summer Hill Flour Milis redevelopment site and the proposed excessive
heights of the tower blocks (10-13 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.

3. Negative impact on local amenity — the addition of over 800 new residents {330 units x 2.49
people/ dwelling average in Ashfield} in the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment simply cannot
be accommodated by local schools, childcare and other amenities, many of which are already at

capacity.

4. Lack of public space — opportunities to expand public space should be explored, particularly given
that Ashfield is already the 2™ most densely populated municipality in New South Wales and the
lowest percentage of green space per capita.

5. Lack of genuine community consultation despite overwhelming community opposition — despite
62 per cent of the Summer Hill community confirming in the applicant’s own survey that they
wanted to be informed about the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment, community consultation
has been extremely limited and arguably, quite disingenuous. Many in the local community are
concerned that their legitimate concerns are simply being ignored and overlooked. It is noteworthy
that 94 per cent of the 1,500 Summer Hill and Lewisham residents who took part in a community
referendum opposed the scale of the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment and the adjacent
Lewisham Towers development.

6. Flooding — despite the threat of serious flooding, appropriate flood mitigation measures have not
been put forward.

7. Ownership— there are some genuine questions about whether the ownership of the Summer Hill
Flour Mills site is as has been represented.

8. Combined impact with Lewisham Towers — there is an overwhelming need to consider the
combined impact {including for example, increased traffic, scale and design, overcrowding and Joss
of living amenity and negative impact of existing {ocal businesses) of the Summer Hill Flour Mills
redevelopment and the adjacent Lewisham Towers development given they are clearly part of the
same McGill Street precinct. This issue is implicit in many of the concerns highlighted above.

These issues are discussed in more detail below.
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1. Adding to existing traffic congestion

The DGRs clearly request a Traffic Management and Accessibility Plan from the applicant. in our view, the
traffic impact study submitted by the applicant (Arup, August 2010} provides no credible plans to deal with
the very substantial increase in traffic and congestion that the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment will
generate. The area around Longport Street and Old Canterbury Road is already gridlocked at peak hours.

Ashfield Council recently commissioned an independent traffic assessment of the combined impact of the
Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment and the Lewisham Towers site. This study, undertaken by Colston
Budd Hunt & Kafes {the Colston Study) and finalised in May 2011, estimated that the Summer Hill Flour
Mills redevelopment and Lewisham Towers developments would generate an extra 1,000 cars per hour
during peak hours. With the combined generation of 1,000 cars per hour in two directions, the Colston

Study concludes that:

this is a significant volume of additional traffic in an area where there are already a number of
traffic constraints.

The intersection of Railway Terrace and Old Canterbury Road is noted at being at “full capacity now” with
no mitigation measures being suggested.

T

————
© Hassell. Reproduced for the purposes of criticism and review,

The independent Colston Study concludes that there are a “number of traffic issues” assaciated with the
proposed developments of the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment and the adjacent Lewisham Towers.
In our view, the applicant has not sufficiently addressed any of these issues.

Furthermore, despite acknowledging that the local roads have severe traffic flow problems at peak hour,
the applicant’s traffic consultant’s report (Arup, August 2010) does not address:

1. How “rat runs” through local streets in Summer Hill can be prevented
2. How the cost and construction of proposed traffic lights at the intersection of Old Canterbury Road
and Edward Street and a roundabout at the intersection of Smith Street and Edward Street will be

managed and by who?
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Access to Old Canterbury Road

The SIB Planning Preliminary Environmental Assessment Report clearly recognises that while the Summer
Hill Flour Mills redevelopment site enjoys a frontage to Old Canterbury Road, it does not currently have any
direct vehicular access onto this road (page 6). A review of the Hassell Summer Hill Flour Mills Site Concept
Plan suggests that there is to be one main street through the development. This road will have access on to
Old Canterbury Road to the north of the inner West proposed light rail corridor.

We are concerned that this proposal is extremely dangerous and presents significant health and safety
issues given that:

1. Traffic would be entering and leaving the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment site at a blind spot

in a corner of Old Canterbury Road

2. This area of busy road is at the top of a small incline, but at the bottom of the Old Canterbury Road
hill, where not surprisingly, traffic accelerates

3. Traffic entering onto Old Canterbury Road from the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment site will
need to climb an extremely high ramp to get onto Old Canterbury Road with little or no visibility of
traffic on Odd Canterbury Road

4. It is somewhat unclear from the plans in the Concept Plan who owns or controls the area of land
where the high ramp onto Old Canterbury Road from the site is located.

Light rail

it appears that one of the overall justifications for the excessive scale and density of Summer Hill Flour Milis
redevelopment is the Inner West light rail proposal extension to Dulwich Hill {and possibly beyond). In this
context it is therefore surprising that the applicant makes only very general references to the Inner West
light rail proposal — there are, for example, no specific dimensions or specific notated locations identified
on the applicant’s plans. There is also no reference or detailed explanation of future fand ownership of
land for public access to the light rail station,

Finally, despite the implicit reliance on the light rail proposal, we have been unable to find any detailed
patronage studies of the Inner West light rail proposal nor a comprehensive safety assessment of this
project to ascertain what sort of transport solution (if any) it may provide in the context of the Summer Hill
Flour Mills redevelopment and adjacent Lewisham Towers development.

Parking

The Hassell Masterplan Rezoning Proposal (July 2010} suggests that parking for the Summer Hill Flour Milis
redevelopment is limited to the following:

» [Edward Street = 65-75 spots

¢ Old Canterbury Road = 25-35 spots
*  Smith 5treet = no spots

¢  Mills = 450 -550 basement spots

This totals 60-90 on-street parking spots and 530-680 basement spots. In circumstances where the
Summer Hil} Flour Mills redevelopment could attract a population of 880 residents and will no doubt attract
people who drive and park at the proposed light rail stop at the site, it is difficult to see how such {imited
parking could be sufficient.



2. Heritage and design concerns

The DGRs clearly require that the applicant address the height, bulk and scale of the proposed
development within the context of the surrounding residential areas {inciuding heritage areas and
buildings) and the Marrickville Council McGill Street Masterplan and Concept Plan for the Lewisham Towers

development.

The Preliminary Environmental Assessment Report submitted by SIB Planners states (page 8) that the
Summer Hill Flour Miils redevelopment site is adjoined by land to the west, north-west and south zoned

only for residential purposes, and that:

Existing residential development to the west in Edward Street is characterized by detached
dwellings of one and two storeys in height and which are located within a heritage conservation

area,

The smal! group of industrial buildings to the south of the Summer Hil Flour Mills redevelopment site
{which are fronting Edward Street) is described by SIB Planners (ibid) as a mix of two and three storey
buildings interspersed with single storey cottages.

The Concept Plan for the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment (as described in the SJB Planning
Preliminary Environmental Assessment Report, pages 10-11) provides for:

* New five to ten storey residential buildings in the north eastern corner of the site on Longport
Street

¢ New nine storey residential building to the south of the historic Mungo Scott building

s New six storey residential building in the south of the site

s New four to six storey residential buildings to the east of the Edward Street terraces

* New two to three storey terraces fronting Edward Street

s Additional three storey structure on the top of the iconic silos

This amounts to a total of up to 330 dwelfings (one to four bedrooms), 3,500-4,000m2 of commercial space
and 2,500-2,800m2 of retail space. We note that as far as we can tell, none of these dwellings have been
allocated as “affordable housing”, despite a clear request in the DGRs to identify the proportion of housing

to be allocated as such.

Further despite being required under the DGRs to do so, the applicant has not submitted an adequate
Visual Impact assessment. Therefore there is no appropriate assessment of the impact of the excessive
building heights on the existing locality. However, based on the Visual Impact Assessment conducted by
Richard Lamb in relation to the Lewisham Tower development, the context of the locality is such to
constitute single and two-storey attached and detached dwellings of late 19™/early 20" century styles and

vintage.

in our view, particularly the series of 8 and 10 storey buildings on the Summer Hill Flour Mills
redevelopment site are totally incompatible with, and incongruent to those, in the immediate and
surrounding locality, with the exception of the iconic Mungo Scott Flour Mill Silo itself which dominates the
skyline and should continue to do so without competition. The massing combined with the overall scaling-
up of heights of buildings dominates the locality and compromises the usability of the public and private
open spaces depicted, with overshadowing of these areas (and lower floors of the residential buildings
themselves) for most periods of the day in any season. The eastern side of the Greenway corridor could be

deprived of all afternoon sun.
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Within the context of the existing locality, the visual impact and the compatibility of the Concept Plan for
the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment is inappropriate. Obvious improvements include:

a. Setbacks of buildings, particularly from Edward Street
b. Lowering of the height of the buildings, particularly the 10-13 storey buildings and reducing the
built in height of the silos. It is clear that these buildings are far too high.

These issues also negatively impact an open space and access to sunlight.

It is also relevant to note that part of the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment site is within Marrickville
Council area, namely the north-western corner of the site. The Concept Plan proposes part 8, 5 and 10
storey residential buildings in that area and such building footprints occupy most of that part of the site. in
Part 5.1.13 of the applicant’s Environmental Assessment, the applicant argues that the Concept Plan
supports the Marrickville Council McGill Street Masterplan. However, it is curious to note that the
Masterplan (which was done by Hassell, the same company retained by the applicant to create the Summer
HHl Flour Mills redevelopment Concept Plan) shows no controls for this site at all. Furthermore, we would
argue that the Marrickville Council McGill Street Masterplan which is clearly in a different municipality
should not influence urban design conditions within the Summer Hil precinct.

Heritage concerns

The Heritage Impact Assessment of the Proposed Rezoning and Redevelopment of the Site (John Graham &
Associates, July 2010) makes it clear that there are a number of heritage issues associated with the Summer
HiHl Flour Mils redevelopment, namely:

a. Ashfield Council has deferred its determination of whether the Summer Hill Flour Milis
redevelopment site at 2-32 Smith Street, Summer Hill is a heritage item under section 68{5} of the
Local Government Act

b. The Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment site is to the immediate east of the Quarantine Ground

Conservation Area
c. The Hawthorne Canal which runs through the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment site is a

heritage item in the Ashfield LEP.

In 1998 and 2005, the cultural significance of the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment site was carried
out for Ashfield Council by Rod Howard Conservation Pty Limited. It concluded that the Mungo Scott Flour
Mill was significant for a number of reasons {refer to page 4). Further, Ashfield Council’s Heritage Study
review of Areas Zoned 2(a) of 2003, assessed it as:

Rare aesthetic and scientific significance and having associative historic and social significance.

In these circumstances, it is clear that the redevelopment of the Mills site presents a unique opportunity for
sympathetic and appropriate urban renewal. We respectfully disagree with the conclusion of John Graham
in his report commissioned by the applicant, namely that the planned Summer Hill Flour Mills
redevelopment is exemplary in the understanding and respect it pays to the culturally significant fabric of
the site.

In fact, the Concept Plan is extremely vague in its assurances regarding the conservation of heritage items
and buildings. The practical reality is that the most significant buildings such as the Mungo Scott Flour Mill
will simply be overshadowed. The overall scaling-up of heights dominates the locality to the clear
detriment and detraction of Mungo Scott Flour Mill and silos. Furthermore, the silos will not remain as a
prominent and iconic landmark.
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Indeed for those structures that the applicant proposes to retain and “conserve” there is a notable absence
of detailed architectural and landscape documentation in order to determine what will in fact be

conserved. In particuiar:

1. There is no architectural explanation of how the cultural significance of the site will be translated in
the design for the building and landscape of the proposed redevelopment

2. There is no provision of appropriate and adequately sized drawings of the historic buildings within
the site

3. There are no designs put forward for this structure to replace the demolished large wooden silo
building to the south of the Mungo Scott Flour Mill building.

In our view, the Concept Plan for the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment does not adequately address
the issues outlined in the DGRs and as such its approval would not lead to a quality development of this
historic site. Furthermore it would be prejudicial to the redevelopment of the balance of the McGill Street
precinct, particularly when it is taken in conjunction with the Lewisham Towers development. In short, it is
not a plan for good amenity for current jocal residents, future residents and users of the Milis site and is
not a model of the current or any desired future character for the surrounding locality.

it is imperative that the Summer Hiil Flour Mills site have heritage listing and controls protecting the
historical structures on the site equal to that found in the Ashfield Local Environmental Plan.

3. Negative impact on local amenity

The Concept Plan for the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment proposes the provision of up to 300
dwellings and the SJB Planning Preliminary Environmental Assessment Report states 330 dwellings. On the
basis that there is an average of 2.49 people per dwelling in Ashfield municipality, this amounts tc a total of
over 820 new residents. This represents almost a 20 per cent increase in Summer Hill's population.

Yet there is a notable absence of a study on the impact of the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment on
existing services or utilities or on the demand for future services and utilities. One such area is education.

Education

On a conservative estimate that 0.49 of the 820 new residents at the Summer Hill Flour Mill redevelopment
are chifdren, this would amount to 162 children, most of whom will be at pre-school or school age.

The Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment site is currently zoned within Summer Hill Public School, a
school that already has a large population of close to 730 students and 28 classes. Given Summer Hill
Public School’s excellent results on the My Schoo! website, it will no doubt attract parents with school aged
children to reside at the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment. However, quite simply the Summer Hill
Public Schoo! does not have the capacity to take on another 162 students: which would represent between

6 — 7 new classes.

A similar problematic situation has transpired in the nearby suburb of Rhodes, where the number of school
aged children living in recently built deveiopments has forced the Department of Education to consider

relocating or building a new school.?

* httpy/Awww summerhill-p.schools.nsw.edu.au/sites/swsRepn/3129/asset/2011/2/19eb%eeb2dd dce 7801 2e696 2024761 1a.pdf.
? See article at: hitp://inner-west-courler.wherellive.com.au/news/story/school-size-concern/,




Childcare

There is currently only one long day care facility in Summer Hill, which is the Summer Hill Children’s Centre
at Moonbie Street. The Centre accommodates only 40 children between the ages of 2 and 6 years. We
understand that the Centre currently has close to 300 children on its waiting list for 2011. Needless to say,
the vast majority of these will be turned away despite the fact that many have full-time working parents
and live within Summer Hill or neighhouring suburbs.

Summer Hilf and its surrounding localities are clearly already deficient in childcare facilities. The addition of
162 at the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment will only exacerbate the situation. Put simply, there are
simply no childcare services for young children available in Summer Hill or surrounding areas to
accommaodate the number of children that are fikely to reside in Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment.

4. Lack of public open space

As you are no doubt aware, Ashfield is already the 2™ most densely populated municipality in New South
Wales and has the lowest percentage of green space per capita. As such, the area of the proposed “private
park” to the north west of the Mungo Scott building creates a unique opportunity for future public open
space. The benefit to the community of creating public open space in this land is immense.

There also needs to be considerably more clarity about the ability and right of the public to access land
within the Summer Hill Flour Mill site, including access to the proposed light rail. Current statements in the

“Statement of Commitments” such as:

“Public access will be provided through the site providing access over and through the open spaces
from Smith Street....”

are simply vague and not acceptable. The proviso of public open space needs to be clearly committed to by
the applicant otherwise there is a likelihood of disputes in the future (for example, a strata corporation as
part of the site refusing to allow public access to their “open space”).

5. Lack of genuine community “consultation”

Last year in an unprecedented community referendum, 1,500 Summer Hill and Lewisham residents voted
overwhelmingly against the scale of the Summer Hill Fiour Mifls redevelopment and Lewisham Towers.
Held over the Federal election weekend in August 2010, some 94 per cent of the 1,500 Summer Hill and
Lewisham residents who took part in the community referendum opposed the scale of these

developments.

More recently, SHAG has been involved in collating over 1,000 community objections to the Summer Hill
Flour Mills redevelopment in the form of individual letters to the Department of Planning. These have also
heen supplemented by individual letters from local residents opposing the Summer Hill Flour Mills

redevelopment.
On the applicant’s website® they state that:

Community attitudes are important to EG Funds Management and community consultation is a key
component of the development projects we undertake...

® httpy/fwww summerhillflourmill.com.au/.




Yet it is clear that the “community consultation” in relation to the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment
has fallen well short of genuine and transparent. We strongly disagree with the statement in the SJB
Preliminary Environmental Assessment Report (page 18) that:

The proponent is committed to continue the consultation undertaken to date and to continue to
engage with the community and community groups.

Rather, throughout this process the applicant has continued to suggest that the Summer Hil Community
supports the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment based on a small survey its representatives conducted
in April 2010. In short, this survey is flawed on the basis that:

1, it was conducted well in advance of the publication of the current Concept Plan, namely

April 2010,

2. Only a very small sample of the population, namely 580 respondents, was interviewed.

3. The question asked of respondents was whether they supported a change in the use of the
Summer Hill Flour Mill site from industrial to mixed use. This question simply goes to
whether the community supported urban renewal of the site, not whether they supported
the current scale of redevelopment proposed for the site.

However, this flawed survey highlights the extent of the concerns held by the local community in respect of
the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment. The Community Consultation Report {page 19) states that
residents had the following concerns:

s  Over half of the people surveyed considered the redevelopment of the Summer Hilf Flour Hill to be

a major issue
s Table 3.4 cites the following concerns articulated by residents:

40% traffic congestion

29% development size/ type/ design
20% loss of living amenity/appeal
16% insufficient parking

15% overcrowding of area

13% negative impact on local business
11% noise/ air pollution

s The concerns about the redevelopment's cost to the Summer Hill community focused on four key

areas:
o Increased traffic - increased traffic, road closures, poor access for residents, longer travel

times and quality of life disruption

o Scale and design of buildings - building height, amount of commercial space and building
design not keeping in character with surrounds

o Overcrowding and loss of living amenity - loss of privacy and quietness, loss of village/
neighbourhood feel, charm of area, fewer green and open spaces

o No parking and negative impact on existing businesses

» 88 per cent of the community surveyed wanted more additional services or facilities such as more
open space, parks, facilities for children, community centre.

Another example of the applicant’s lack of genuineness regarding community consultation is illustrated by
the “community consultation newsletter” referred to in the applicant’s Community Consultation Report.

9|Page



This newsletter was allegedly distributed to 2,400 residents and occupiers in the “resident catchment
notification area”. However large numbers of Summer Hill residents claim never to have received such a
newsletter {including many of the signatories to this letter). Finally, the “community consultation” sessions
run by Urban Concepts on behalf of the applicant in May 2011 resulted in many focal residents being
refused entry due to the small size of the venue.

The applicant’s more recent “community consultation” draft record of comments highlight extensive
community concern across many of the issues raised throughout this submission.

indeed not surprisingly, there have been a number of media articles regarding the Summer Hill Flour Mills
redevelopment which reinforce the high levels of genuine community concern regarding this proposal. See
at Appendix A copies of the following recent media articles:

Brooks, M “Unanswered Questions” Letters to the Editor, Inner West Courier, 2 June 2011, 9.
Ward, A “Grounds for Mill meet anger” inner West Courier, 31 May 2011, 7.

Muranda, L “Planning law changes welcome”, inner West Courier, 26 May 2011, 6.

Brady, F “New suburb fear”, Inner West Courier, 25 November 2010, 1.

Brady, F “Residents urged to take notice”, Inner West Courier, 25 November 2010, 4.

Ward, A “Government to decide mills’ fate” inner West Courier, 2 September 2010, 3.

Grove, ] “Scale down these plan”, Letters to the Editor, inner West Courier, 2 September 2010, 9.
Ward, A “Residents stand united” Inner West Courier, 26 August 2010, 3.

Ward, A “Mill plan grates” Inner West Courier, 24 August 2010, 1.

10 Ward, A “Locals grind teeth over mill plan” Inner West Courier, 24 August 2010, 9.

LR NN WN e

6. Flooding mitigation

Briefly, we note that the applicant’s own report (Meinhardt infrastructure & Environment Pty Limited, July
2010) notes that there are a number of severe flooding issues to be addressed from the Hawthorne Canal.
However, we are concerned that the applicant has not adequately addressed these in terms of design.
With flood levels approximately 1.5 metres deep within the site adjacent and around the stocrmwater canal,
this needs to be addressed through appropriate flood mitigation measures.

7. Ownership
The SiB Planning Preliminary Environmental Assessment Report states {page 6} that:

EG Funds Management controls land described as the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment
Site....

Land owned by EG Funds and within Ashfield LGA ......
Land owned by EG Funds and within Marrickville LGA ......

{emphasis added]

Indeed throughout many of the documents in the applicant, EG Funds Management is described as the
applicant for the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment. Further we note the Political Donations
Disclosure Statement is filed by Mark Syke of EG Funds stating that no donation had been made within two
years of the Concept Plan for the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment.

We are somewhat confused that property searches for the 19 parcels of land that make up the Summer Hil
Flour Mills redevelopment site confirm that the properties are in fact owned by Australian Executor



Trustee Limited. 1t is not clear to us how this separate legal entity is related {if, in fact at all) to EG Funds
Management.

Furthermore, there is no doubt that both pubiic and community perceptions exist that EG Funds
Management owns the Summer Hill Flour Mills site. This has been reinforced through media, community
brochures, consultation with the community, presentations to Ashfield and Marrickville Council and indeed
in the advertising banners that were constructed around the site for a period of time.

8. Conclusion

On the basis of our objections articulated above, we believe that there are numerous parts of the Concept
Plan for the Summer Hill Flour Mills redevelopment that need further detailed examination by the
Department of Planning. Moreover the Concept Plan quite clearly has not addressed all the Director
General Requirements outlined above and therefore should not be approved.

We believe that the Minister for Planning & infrastructure has the unique potential to reinforce the
excellent precedent set in the Barangaroo Development review in the context of the Summer Hill Flour
Mills redevelopment and Lewisham Towers. That is, to engage strategic planners from outside New South
Wales as part of the Planning and Assessment Commission in order to assess these developments jointly.
We would urge that this approach be applied across the board to any of the transitional Part 3A projects
that have been referred to the newly formed, but as we understand it, yet not constituted Planning and

Assessment Commission.

We believe that the appointment of strategic planners that are not resident in New South Wales, to the
proposed permanently elected members of the Planning and Assessment Commission may better reflect
the legitimate concerns of the communities of Summer Hill and Lewisham who feel the developments have
been 'foisted upon them' without any considerations of the consequences to the fabric and amenity of the

existing residents and of their communities.

Finally, and most critically, we request that the combined impacts of the Summer Hill Flour Mills
redevelopment be assessed in conjunction with the adjacent Lewisham Towers development jointly
considered before the Planning and Assessment Commission in a pubiic hearing.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you require additional information.

Yours sincerely

Signed below on behalf of the Summer Hill Action Group which includes {but is not limited to):

Sabiene Heind! Manfred Fahr
6 Herbert Street 6 Herbert Street
Summer Hill NSW 2130 Summer Hill NSW 2130



Susan Terravecchia
12 Moonbie Street
Summer Hill NSW 2130

Vanessa Liel
24 Seaview Street
Summer Hill NSW 2130

Ellen Uoyd-Shepherd

4 Short Street
Summer Hill NSW 2130
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Leigh Ringrose
12 Moonbie Street
Summer Hill NSW 2130

Andrew McCutcheon
24 Seaview Street
Summer Hill NSW 2130

Neil Lloyd-Shepherd
4 Short Street
Summer Hill NSW 2130
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Residents urged
to take notice

1 e b e i e e o 1

M From Page 1

“The State Government's de-
cision to assess the Summer Hill
Mills development under Part
34 threatens to take away criti-
cal decision-making from our
community and its locally
elected representatives,"
spokeswoman Sabiene Heindl
said.

“We call on the State Govern-
ment and the Planning Minister
to ensure that the concerns of
our commuaity in terms of the
scale of the development, traffic
congestion, lack of infrastruc-
ture and green space are
heard."”

Ashfield councillor Alex Lofts
wants the State Government to
assess both developments as
one precinet,

Copyright Agency Lid {CAL) Heenced copy.

"It is important that both
developments be assessed

together, especially as the
Lewisham estate’s number of
units is much worse," he said.

M A public meeting about the
Lewisham proposal will be
keld in St Andrew’s Church
Hall, 2 Henson St, Swuminer
Hill between 4pm and 6pm on
Saturday, December 4, Tom
Uren will speak at the meet-
ing. It is being organised by
the No Lewisham Towers
residents pgroup. Residents
have until Janunary 7 to com-
ment on the Lewisham devel-
opment. For more infor-
mation visgit
majorprojects.planning.nsw-
Lov.an

Page 2 of 2
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suburb fear

Ficha Brady

LEWISHAM and Summer IIil]
residents are being urged to take
notice as the NSW Planning De-
partment decides on two of the
biggest develepments in the area’s
history,

In both suburbs, email, poster
and letter campaigns are already
swinging into action as critics of
the Lewisham Towers and Sum-
mer Hill Flour Mill developments
try to get residents’ attention.

They claim that if hoth develop-

ments gel the go-ahgad it would
have the effect of parachuting a
new suburb between Summer i1l
and Lewisham.

The No Lewisham Towers lobby
group chairwoman ‘Tamara
Winikoff said her message to resi-
dents was "“thetime is now' after
the Lewisham application finally
wenl on public exhibition on the
Planning Department’s website
last week.

Ms Winikoff urged people to
write to the Planning Minister
Tony Kelly and the State Labor
MP for Marrickville Carmel
Tebbutt expressing their concerns
about the project and the planning
assessment process.

It will be decided by the Plan-
ning Assessment Commission
under Part 3A ~ which means local
councils will play little part in the
decision-making process.

"“The fact thal they are even
accepting it as valid to be dealt
with under Part 3A doesn’t follow
the urban design standards that
have been sef by the state and
squeezes the community out,” she
said.

The Summer Hill Action Group
learned this week that the Flour
Mill development would also be
assessed under the part 3A pro-
cess,

N To Page 4

b

Copyright Ageney Ltd (CAL} ficenced copy.

N

Ashileld councilior Alox .ofts wanls a aroposaf for the Summer Hill flour mi¥ slte assessed {ogather with the Lewisham devetapment.

Micqure, CHIUS WCKEEN
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The Department of Planning and Yofras
GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

Objection to the Redevelopment of t
2-32 Smith Street, Summer Hill NSW 2130

June 2011

Eisﬁngmmed Mllls/Slte MP10_1055

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

\ Traffic congestion — lack of any credible plans to deal with the very substantial increase in

traffic and congestion that this development will generate, It is estimated that this
development and the proposed Lewisham Towers development will generate an extra 1000
cars/hour in peak hour {Independent study by Colston, Budd, Hunt & Kafes, May 2011
commissioned by Ashfield Council).

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 {10-13 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.

Impact on local amenity ~ the addition of over 800 new residents (330 units x 2.49 people/
dwelling average in Ashfield) in this development simply cannot be accommedated by local
schools, childcare and other amenities, many of which are already at capacity.

Limited green space — This development has limited green space, a concern compounded by
the fact that Ashfield is already the 2™ most densely populated municipality in NSW.

\ Lack of genuine community consultation — despite 62 per cent of the Summer Hill

*(increased traffic, scale and design, overcrowding and loss of living amenity and negative

£

community confirming in the developer’s own survey that they wanted to be informed
about this development, community consultation has been extremely limited and not at all
genuine. The community’s concerns are simply being ignored and overlooked.

Combined impact with Lewisham Towers — nobody is considering the combined impact

impact of existing local businesses) of this development and the adjacent Lewisham Towers
development which is part of the same McGill Street precinct.

Retail impact 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 retail
provision.

Sighature: ﬁ? o g

Name: [ fnm e \~\@\c"\§\0 X

Email: A l,m\dcx-o ek € ‘Q“'\VC- e e
'\3 T

Copy to the Minister for Planning, Brad Hazzard and Ashfield Council
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From: glenn holdstock <g.holdstock@bigpond.com>
To: <amy.watson@planning.nsw.gov.au>

CC: Alex Lofts <the.lofts@bigpond.com>

Date: 15/08/2011 11:27 pm

Subject: comments on The Summer Hill Mill

Dear Ms Watson,

| acknowledge that the date for community submissions may have passed,
but nevertheless, | do hope that our views and feelings can be
registered to the community consultation process.

My wife and |, and family members, live in 31 Edward Street Summer Hill,
We have been following the progress of the Mill redevelopment for

quite some years, way back when the flour transport trucks were
trundling up and down our street, when the Mili was a going concern.

We have attended meetings and consultations, and are in agreement with
what seems a significant majority of locals, that thew overall scale

and size of the redevelopment is too large.

There is an alarming shortage of recreational space. There is no

junior sporting field, such as the nearby Darryl Jackson cricket

ring. There needs to be cne,

That traffic generation will be horrid, and how Edward, Smith Longport
Streets and New Canterbury Road will cope with an enormous
quantitative upward shift the morning grid lock, is beyond imagination.
The inevitable street parking brought on by new residents and their
visitors, will park out the streets around the site, weekdays and
weekends.

There needs to be a lot more planning for on-site parking, clearly.

The whole issue of traffic and parking may be exacerbated by the light
rall (if it eventuates), but overall the light rail will be a goed

thing for the community. The dilemma of it all,

Our community has made submissions on these foregoing issues.
We, however, have an altogether different concern.

You see, the view from the towers, once they are residential, will

lock directly into our house; including bathroom, shower, toilet, main
bedroom and front room, and our downstairs dining and family room. |
have less anxiety about the view on to the back yard.

Some people think this amusing. Until, that is, | ask whether they
would mind someone peeping in on their family members (ie their wife,
mother or young children) taking a shower. | note that women take this
concern more seriously than most men, for whatever reason. | also
understand there are a few near neighbours with the eastern side of
their home also exposed to the redevelopment, and | hope they have
raise their concerns about people locking in.

Some people have suggested we put up frosted glass windows, or dark
reflective covers, or curtains, or even baffles bolted at angles to

the exterior wall. (Seriously 1)
The point is that we do not need these additions currently, as no-one
can see into our residence, and like-wise, we cannot see out to our

neighbours' privacy.

The odd thing is that we have a frosted window upstairs (south side)
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s0 as to not enable us to look into the nextdoor upstairs flat
bathroom. Which is fine.

But it seems that for the Miil redevelopment, it is suggested WE
install frosted glass etc so others can't see in.

Should not the planning law be applied equally, in that case ?

Why shouldn't, in that case, all west facing windows of the
development be frosted, and balconies deleted, to avoid seeing in to
our privacy ?

{Oh, and please don't suggest it is a fair distance, from tower to our
place, uniess you too are unfamiliar with binoculars)

Can you explain this apparent planning law anomaly, please ?

Do you offer a solution ? Is there one ?
Are the developers obliged to make good this disturbing situation,
which is entirely of their making.

We would welcome you or any officials to come and see for yourself the
visual intrusion about to confront us, with scores, if not hundreds of
new windows, all possible "Peeping Toms", on our family going about
the normal things of life within the privacy of our home.

Ms Watson, human nature being what it is, | simply put it to you,
would YOU feel comfortable with hundreds of windows able to perve
directly and undetected, on to you and your loved ones in your
bedroom, shower and toifet ?

We thank you and NSW Planning for the opportunity to report our concens.

Yours sincerely

Gienn and Dianne Holdstock
31 Edward Street

SUMMER HILL

NSW 2130
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Planning
%‘z ng & infrasiruciure

17 AlG 201

Fax: 9228 6455

Re: Former Allied Mills Site - 2-32 Smith Street Summer Hill

MP10_0155 — Redevelopment of the Former Allied Mills Site for the purposes of
a Mixed Use Residential, Commercial and Retail development

Dear Sir/Madam,

1 am writing to you to make a submission on the Former Allied Mills Site — 2-32

Smith Street Summer Hill. (MP10_0155 - Redevelopment of the Former Allied Mills
Site for the purposes of a Mixed Use Residential, Commercial and Retail
development).

I am not opposed to development on that site on principle, but I am opposed to this
particular development; primarily because 1 feel that buildings of eleven stories are
completely inappropriate in this area of predominantly one- and two-storey buildings.

I also note that the long-nosed bandicoot assessment dates from 2009. In the last few
years there have been increased sightings of long-nosed bandicoots in the Inner West,
particularly Dulwich Hill, so the report’s findings of no evidence of long-nosed
bandicoots may well be out of date at this point.

I don’t know what plans there are for the preservation of trees on this site, but I hope
that whatever development takes place prescrves as many of the trees on that site as
possible. This site has many large established trees, which are not that common in this
immediate neighbourhood. It would be terrible if they were all chopped down at the
ouset without any effort made to preserve them, simply because it was easier and
cheaper for the developers.

Regards,

tha Kent
3/34 Joseph Street
Ashfield, NSW 2131

> B L

e
st




/ /?Kgﬂ/f’ |

VS RI(30)
P 9796 725

k. ovoy o
j o MP/I- O /Dg

kJ\\

o, S

> %Er /’7 ,;. //7%/ >/

g e d

Y LA jj
N AN /
i il N cmvr RNMENT
Pranning & infrastnicture /// \7/ Z ‘/
T (aaN] =Y
15 A3 030 .

DEVELOPMENT ASSESSMENT AND
SYVSTEMS PERFORMANCE
RECEIVED




SUBMISSION FOR APPLICATION MP10-0155. 2-32
SMITH STREET SUMMER HILL. [ALLIED MILLS SITE}.

As the representatives for EG Funds pointed out at their
presentation, the whole development proposed for the old Allied Mills
site aims toward enhancing inter-action with the surrounding community.
My submission shall be confined to this interface and to the future of the
outdoor aspects of the project

The intention to make it accessible to the neighbourhood but
not amenable to use by through traffic is appealing. The use of the spaces
between the existing heritage buildings as small linked plazas 1s attractive
and the relationship to the new station is interesting.'

My proposal is about emphasising how “open space” is to be
used, rather than consisting just of what’s left over after the haggling. The
existing horticultural heritage, such as the venue of brush box trees can be
combined with understorey and ground cover native plants of local
provenance. Practical uses such as outdoor laundry hanging spaces and
sport arcas [e.g. basketball rings] need to not only be set up in the
beginning but defended afterwards. With the current love of using
gardens for food production being likely to continue, the land title
involved, the ongoing management and the promotion of the general
culture involved also need to be explicitly laid out for these shared spaces
if the scheme is not to be undermined. A positive value must be assigned
to these amenities are to flourish. The allotments often seen in Northern
Europe offer a good example. The owners of private gardens would be
welcome to join in promotions such as ordering special consignments of
plants.

As the issue of pedestrian safety has loomed large during the
Light Rail survey, my proposition is that the cycle and pedestrian issues
involving the area near the Longport Street Roundabout [and Old
Canterbury Road] are very significant, involve many more people and
will define the whole area for many years to come. The area was, in past
years, one of the state’s major accident black spots. The construction of
the roundabout during the 1980’s improved the situation and, more
recently, the mature palm in the centre of the roundabout” and the
pedestrian refuge on Longport Street have improved but it is still a
dangerous “blind” bridge’ with traffic from many directions to be
considered. There is a very strong casc for providing an underpass below
Longport Street building upon the work already done as part of the
Greenway project.

The traffic section of the preparatory documents place an
emphasis on what happens at peak hour. From the point of view of

' See picture 1 from Dept of Transport Environment Assessment for the light rail Ch.6
* Picturces 2 & 3.
? Pictures 4,5,6 & 7. Note the oncoming taxi in picture 5.



SUBMISSION FOR APPLICATION MP10-0155. 2-32
SMITH STREET SUMMER HILL. [ALLIED MILLS SITE].
strollers or dog walkers, this is the easy part because the cars are waiting
in an orderly line. The traffic is much less predictable on evenings and
weekends. My stroll around the area was taken at leisure, on a sunny day
and without any bicycles, prams or strollers, mobility problems, baggage
or pets to consider. There was no fresh broken glass or new rubber marks
on what is meant to be a pedestrian area on this particular day but it
happens often. However, I had to watch carefully and move smartly to

get across.”

The relationship to the area to the north of Longport Street has,
in past times been derelict and considered dangerous with vandalism on
an epic scale. The work already done in establishing the cycle way, the
off-leash area for dogs,” the planting of now mature forest trees and the
more recent Cadigal Reserve plantings have made the area very much
safer.

The issue of child safety is particularly important. When a
family lives in an apartment, even infants can become “stir crazy” and
need to be taken for a stroll. Later on, there is an interest in nature and
“exploring”. The ruggedness of the area fits in well with this sense of
adventure. 1t is during this period that cognitive and risk-management
skills develop.

A major problem is that the safe travelling range of older
children is so limited. It is highly likely that the provision of sporting
facilities within the development will be mentioned soon. The age at
which youngsters can move safely from “a” to “b” determines the nature
of the whole district. If the development becomes a destination or
meeting place of any kind, the same thing applies.

The Turpentine Ironbark Forest community is dominated by
trees with very vigorous roots which cannot be safely planted in an urban
development®. However, both from an experiential and from a
biodiversity viewpoint, the urban and the habitat aspects can be linked.
Already the area houses long-nosed bandicoots, micro-bats and provides
a significant staging post for bird migrations.

The steep area leading to Longport Street 1s very moist and can
support rain forest plants.” Its management is crucial to managing the
hydrology of the area as a whole, as well as having great habitat and
amenity potential, there is ample scope for some creative inter-action
between the engineers and the biologists.

* Pictures 8.9 & 10.
3 Picture 11.

¢ picture 12.

" Pictures13-18.
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SMITH STREET SUMMER HILL. [ALLIED MILLS SITE].
So, given the amenity and safety of the projects neighbours
over an extended area and the work ready done for the Greenway, 1 trust
that the DOPI will look favourably on any aspects of their proposals that
will further promote a valuable link between hitherto separated

communities.
Thanking you,

Yours faithfully,
Clare Felton.

§888888858888888388
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