
?tæ

iltil
5 Kethleen Strest,
Nolth RS'''de.2Il3.
},'/rob.0487228566

7tr' Septemb er,2û1 1

Mi'Micirael Woodland.
Director of Metropolitan and Regional Prnj,ects.

GPO Box 39
SYDNEY, 2OO1

Ðear Mr. V/aodland,

I anr r.vliting to express my coacern absut two proposed developtnents in m,y

inmediate nei ghbourhood.

The fìrst is Project number - MP 10-003?; l-9 Aliengrove Cres, ll6a't22b Epping
Road and 259-263 Lane Cove Road, Norlh Ryde.

I contr,ibuted a subrnission about this proçosed developmont during the exhibiti.on
period in Deceurberi 2010. However. the proponent has subsequelr,tþ changed the
plans fbr this r{evelopment.I &,nr er:¡cerned that fhe community has no formal
process available to be ¿bte to eo,*triblle submissions on the altered plans.I have

included anether submission on Fraject - Mp 10-0037, based on the changed plans.

Despite the exhibition per,iod having concluded, I h¿ve beeR assured by Ms Jane

Flanagan lhat you will eonsider all letter:s r:e: th,is project.

The seeond proiec,t is, Project number - MP t0-0165; 5 Slhiteside St¡pet and.14-16
David Avenue, North Ryde. I support the specilìcs of the subnrissiottthat has been
put togethêr by 1VAG (Whiteside Action Group). I know that you have received a

copy of this det*iled subnrission, And I inch¡de their sünlmary ot'the olljections.

In su,mmary, I along with many, many mem'bers af the community' supporl the
premise that there be N0 high-rise development abeve two storeys on the south
side of Epping Road, in North Ry.de.

I wnuld appreciate being kept informed erf allprocesses and decisions being made re:
both of these proposed developrnents.

Thank you for you'time and attention to These communþ etncertts.
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SUBMIS$ON RE: PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT l-9 ALLENGROVE CRES,
tt6a-l2?b EPPING RD and 259.263 LÁ.NE CO\IE RD, NORTH RYDE.

,A.TTENTION: DIRECTOR,
METROpOLTTT^4N PROJECTS

FROM: Ms JulÍe Worsley.
5 Kathleen Street,
NORTH RYDE.2113

NAME Of AFPLICATION: 1-9 Allengrove Cres, ll6a-L22b Epping Rd an.d 259-263 Lane
Cove Rdo North Ryde,
Proponenf- EGC Custodian Servjces
Council Area- Rycle

APPLICATION NUMBER: MPt0 0037

ST,A.TßMENT TF O.ßJECTIONS TO THE PRCIJECT lryITH REASONS:

I ob,iect to the proposed project an the foll.owing grounds:-

1. TI{E *'EXHIüITIO1\{ FERTTÐ'' HÁ.S SPANI.{EE THE ÍIOLIDAY CHRISTMA6
S'E.{SON (from l}ec lut -I}ee 31*t) so f request that the EXHIBITION PERIOD BE
EXTENÐED one more month (to fînish January 31"t0 2011) TO ENABLE
RESID|9NTS¡ INTERETTED PARIIES'l'O HAVII AütiQ UA'I'E'I'IME tc properly
consider all aspects of the Project.

2. INAI'}FIIOPRIÄIIE SCALE. The Proposal does NOT infegrate n ith f,he loeal
environmenl Thescale of the proposed ctevelopment is g.reatly at variance rvith the
surround'ing r.esidenfial dwellings from the perspective of:-

a. llcight- Presently the higìrestresidential build,ing in the block (perimeter: of
whieh is Lane Cóve Rd, Cox's Rd, IVicks Rd and Epping Rd, North Ryde) in
r¡'hich this devetopment is proposed is two storÕys (Maximunr 9.5 metres tail),

F{ower1er, the heigåt of each of the proposed 3 building envel'opes, one up to 4
storey.s and two up to a to.weling I storeys (23.2 netres) is excessive,'rout of
charactcrt' with the eu¡rounds and presents ilnposi:ng problerns far lesidents.

rb. Num:ber of Apartments (Dwellings)' In the parcel of land proposed for this
development there are presently approxi,rnate.ly 15 dwellings.

Hôwever, the proposed approximately 196 apartmenfs is again a¡l excessive
increase, placing umecÊssaqi strain on existing residents in tenns of vehicle
ascess to their hornes in Allengrove Cres. ,lack of privacy, increased noise a¡d
air pollutioÍ, ancl increased strcss levels due to overcrowcling.

3. DÐTRIME¡{TAL TO TFIE HEALTH Otr'RESIDENTS. Shadowing by the proposed
plaject oR existing houses will block out winter sun This reduced light in wìnter is k¡rou,n
to increase depressio:r in so,rne. The.eolder winter tenrperature.caused'by this sliadowing
:on,existing houses will also exacerbate risk of winter illness for residents in these affectsd
homes.



4. CONCERNS REGARDING PARKING IMPACTS GENERATEÐ BY THE
PROJICT. This is partieular'ly relevant during the oonstruc.tion process with the irnpaet
on local residents. Ryde Council has already designated Allenglove Cres as a P2 parking
Zone.

5. INCREASED TRAFFIC CONGESTION. Traffic congestion in Lane Cove Rd, North
Rycle, along and nezu'its intersection ivith Epping Rd, in peak ho,ur is abeady ettr.eme in
both directions. Even though the ploposed Projeet is close to public kansport it is
irnpossible to foroe residents of the proposed apartnents to,use public transport. Each
potential new resident may chose to add his /trer car the to peak hour rush, thus increasing
traf,fic corrgestion boTh in.AJlengrove Cres to an iqpossible level, and on Lane Cove Rd.

6. VEI{ICULÁ.R,A.CCESS TO ÄLL&NGROVE CRES. T,here is only one vehicular
acc€sls poinl fu'err,try and exit to the Project's proposed undergro.ulld carpark with?73
câr spâces. This is in Allengrove Cres, Ållengrove Cres. is itself a very nanbw (6.4
lãetre wìde) st¡eet with only one entraÍrce. This entranse is onto the very bus5r arterial
Lane Cove Rd. This effectively mça¡ns that a potential273 çars may be trying to enter and
exist tlr.is one driveway in peak hour simultaneously" then elogging the very nanow
Allengrove Cres, as they wait t.or an inordinately long time to edge their way tqwa,rds

Lane Cove Rcl exit. - a preposferous scenario.

7. VEHICULAR ÄCCESS TO LANE COVE, ROAD. All cars from tlre proposed projeot
are treing channeliecl in ancl ont thr:ough Allelgrove Cres., rvhich has only onç entrance, It
is only possible to trun l.eft in to tane Cove Rd from Allengrove Cres. I-Iow will it t¡e
possible flor up,¡s (worst -case scenariei) 300' cars to negofiate this 6.4 rnetre wjde
Cressent and'enter into the very busy, congested Lane Cove Rd in a snroothand.
manageable manner?

8. INADEQUATE RI,YELATTON OF SHADOW DIAGRAMS rN TIIE PLAN. The
plan, pages 48 -51, gives diagrammatie representation of shadows cast by the proposed
development on 21't.Iune flom'9aRr to 3prn. Drlring this tine shadows.are cast on
surroundi,ng properties, which will substantially reduce the winter sun received by
residents in adjoining properties.

FIowever, cf,substantial concern is the laclr of diag'rams showing shadows at
summar solsfice (Eecember 21), and the equinox {lVlnreh 2l and September 21} at
9.00am, 12 midday and 3.00pm. SECTTOI\I 75F, APPENDIX B OF-'I'HE
ENVIRONME.I{TAL IIL,4NNING AND ASSESSIIIENT ACT 1979 REQUIRES THE
ThICLUSIOhI OF THESE,

9. LOSS OF AMENITY.

1(}. LOSS Of QUALITY OF LIFE. This loss of qualþ of life refers to ioss of,peace and
quiet presently eqfoyed by residents of Allengrove Ctesn the loss of privacy (see paragiaph
7) of existing lesidents for a mdius of 400 metres.

11. COISCERNS I{EGARDING VISUAL IMPACT. Sirnply expressed I find the
architectural style of the proposed buildings (page I af tke ENVIRONMENTIIL
,4 S,ï ES S lv[ENT P L,4.Ívl) usly .



IL.LLCIK OF PRMCY FOR SURROUNDING RESIDENTS.Immediatel¡' adjoining
the praposed development site are singtre storey villas and free-standing single stûrey
houses. These houses have back yards, up to 700 square nÌetres in area. Äs many faniilies
spend a signifieant amount of time in their out dool land areas, it would lre incurnb-ent

upon EGC Cus{odian Serviees to ensure that there be NO vantage point from any
proposed apartme.nt that has a vicw into ÄNY ncighbo*ring rcsidcnt's back yard or
pr:ivate land area.

Even though plans for the apa*rnents have many batlffoorns antl bedroonis facing
adjoining residents properties, it is still very possible f'or people to have a cleal vie.w into
adjoining residents private yard areas frsm bedrsoms and b¿lthrooms if they choose to
look. This entireþ removes the privacy of sunourdinglesideRts, rvhich is NOT in
aryway acceptable.
Privacy info,rmation in the Plan (page 47) has NOT addressed speci{ic issue of
visitrilit¡' Ínto adjoining residents' back yards,

13. CONCERN TTIAT THTS PITOJECT WILL CIì.EA'TE A PRECEDENT FOR
TÄLLER BUILDINGS THAN VIHAT RYDE COI'NCIL HAS ZONED. RYDE
COLINCIL HAS ZONED THE SITE "R2- Lsrv Density Residential" under the Rytlc
Loc¿l Envircnmental Plan 2010. The proposed developrnent is R4 so it exceeds Ryde
Council's recommended height.

14.INNADEQUATE IT{VBSTIGATION IN THE PLAN RE: INTEGRATION WITH
RBSIDENCES TO THE SOUTH AND EAST OF THE SITE. A,rtist impressions,
diagran:rs and photographs of the plan and its relationship to huildings to the north and

rvest are evideat (pages2A-26), but there are NO PHOTOS, DIAGRAMS CIF TFIE PLAN
AND ITS RELA.fION$}ilP VIITH EXISTI.NG BUILDINGSI LAND USE AREA FROM
THE SOUTH AND EAST OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT.

15" POT&NTIAL TVIND IMPACT OIY THE DEVELOPMENT, This cancern and
whether it complies with planning contr:ols has not been adequately tddressed itr the
plan"

16. TI{E PLAN HAS NOT ADDRBSSED TI{E ISSUE OF IMPACT ON ADJOINING
REAL ESTATE YALUES.

17. CONCERN REGARDING CONSULTA.TIûN PROCESS- (See Point 1 of this
submission.) Because tbe exhibitllon pe.riod has spanned the Chr:istnras llriliday season

there has not been sufficient time to properly investigate the Pro.iect. 'l'he fact that the

Project has only been adveÍisecl dulingthe CHRISTMAS HOLIDAY SEASON means

that sor:re interested parties have NOT been able to voiee their conc.ems about tliis project.

18. FURTIIER CONCERN REGARDING CONSULTATION PROCESS. There is
signi{icant,ineq,uality re the rights of the proponent and the rrghts of the communit},to be

consulted. The prap.onent has changed the plans since the exhilrition peri,od as f,tÍ,lows:
November,2g10 to Attgust,2O11

Height 4-11 storeys 4-8 storeYs
Floor Area 27,634 square metres 19,916 square rnetres
Dwe,llings 269 .196

Car Spaces 394 273
However, there is no corresponding righf or process for the

comm'unity to voice coRcerns about these proposed changes.



All of the above årß my genuine
anticipatiotr, )¡our consideration
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Whiteside Action -OBJECTION TO PROPOSED EGC CONCEPT PLAN
2t11

The WhÍteside Action Group (WAG) has been farmed in response to the proposed'Concept Plan for a
high rise development at 5 Whiteside Street, North Ryde.

BACKGROUND

Developer EGC is seeking approval from the lrlSW Departræent of Planning for a Concept Plan for 5 Whiteside
Street, including 14 and 16 David Avenue, North Ryde (DoP ref: MP10-01,65)

The Concept Plan includes the construction of SIX HIGH RISE residential buildings incìuding one 1 1 storey,
one I storey, ,two 5.storêy, one 4 etsrey and one 3 storey ,building. The development proposes 257 new
residential dwellings and 366 car parking spacec on a small block uf 1.39 hectares.

The developr¡ent will be adjacent to existing 1 and 2 storey low density residences. The height of buildings
and the,density of the development substantially exceeds the current zoning restrictions.

L*-l

Figule A Whiteside Street Der¡elspmtnt Conce,pt F'lan

The sanne developer propeses a similar development at the corner of Lane C'ove and Ëpping Roads at
Allertgrove Crescent Î{orth Ryde.

WHITESIÐE ACTION GROUP

WAG has been formed by residents who are opposed to the proposed developneni. Foflowing fìrst
nstification by EG.C in late February, ihe 137 members of WAG ha.ve quickly collected nearly 800 signatures
from residents who rpposë this development.

WAG welcomes the support of electe.d representatives at C:ouncil, State aRd,Federa¡ levels. WAG mer¡bers
have ¡eceíved letters of support opposing the dev.ebpment frorn Loeal NSW State Member for Ryde, Mr Victor
Ðominello and Federal Member for Bennelong, Mr John Alexander. WAG has also received support from
Ryde Gþ eouncit Councillors $arkis Yedêlian, Nicole Campbell" Ter.ry Perram, Roy l\llaggio and lvan Petch-

Thìs document detâils WAG's objections to the development, based on inforrnation provided:by EG.Ê and i{s
consultant Urbis via iis initial community newsletter drop in late February, website and community information
and feedback sessisn on, 16 Mareh 201 1.

Writeside,{ctiou Group :('WÂC}

Obiection tô lvhites¡de Strcet ConceÞt Flan
P:¡ge lof 18 l'8 March 20'l I



WAG is opposed to the proposed hig,h-rise development at WhiÉeside Street and David Avenue, on ttre
following grounds.

1- TI{IS PROPOSEÞ DEVELOPMENT IS NOT ¡N THF STATE INTEREST

A. There is ah:eady BrovisÍon for high density rresidential developrnent in the Macquarie Fark Corridsr
B. The Glty øf Ryde is on t'raok fo meet its l{ousing Targets, it doesn't need to change its zonÍng plans
C. Epping Road provides the logical bufferzone between h,igh and low rise development, it prevents

major infringernents on sunlight, privacy and'aesthetic amenity,

2. THE PROPOSED DËVELOPMENT WILL RESULT IN TRAFFIC CHAOS

A. Major traffic congestion already exists
:8. The pro.posed new development will substantially inerease traffie cÊngætion
C. There are no'viable salutions to ihe prablem of increasing traffic congestion
D. There ar.e ns viable solutiorts to the prob;lem of inereasing street parkmg

3. THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT REPRESËNTS A SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON THE LOCA,L
COMMUNITY

A. Sígnificant impacts on sunìight,,âceê$s, amenity and privaey
B, lmpact on social infr¿sirueture
C. lmpact on property prices

4. THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT REPRESENTS A SIGNIF¡CANT IMPACT ON LOCAL SERVICE
NETWORKS SUCH AS SEWER AND STORMWATER

5. APPROVAL OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT REPRESENTS A DANGEROUS PRECEDÊNT
FOR LANÐ USE Oh¡ T.HE SOUTHERN SIDE OF EPP$dG RCIAÐ

6. .INADESIJATE COMMUNITY CONSU.LTATION

À, Duration of the initíal eonsultatien period is inadequate.
B, Ther"a is no attempt to incor,porate cornrnunity concerns withîn the formal envíronmental assessment

applicât¡on, This is an abuse of process-
C- lfformation provided by the pr:oponent is limited and vague
A. lnfarm.ation provided by the proponent is rnìsleading and deaeptive, downplaying the impact of the

development

Wh iieside,A gtio n G r:o up ( w*¡\€)
Obiection to W&ifesirte Streþl .eoncçÞl Pl¡n

Page?oflli 18 March 101I
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64 David Avenue
North Ryde, NSW 2113
11 September, 2011

Major Projects Assessment
NSW Department of Planning and Infrastructure,
GPO Box 39
Sydney 2001.
Vi a emai I : plan_comm ent@plannin g. nsw. gov. au

Attention: Ms Jane Flanagan/Mr Michael Woodland

Obiection to : MAJoRPRoJECT 10 o16s
PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT WITH BASEMENT PARKING .

5 WHTTESTDE STREET AND l4-t6 DAVrD AVENUE, NORTH RYDE

I wish to submit mv obiection to this development on the followins srounds.

1. THE PROPOSAL DOES NOT COMPLY WITII RYDE DLEP 2OII, RYDE
LEP 2010 and RYDE DRAFT HOUSING STUDY 2010.

The present height restriction of 2 storeys is preferred over-whelmingly by the
communþ and must be upheld. The area immediately South of Epping Road is zoned R2
and this has encouraged redevelopment of housing to accommodate a growing population
while maintaining harmony with existing structures.
The specific areabetween Herring Rd and Wicks' Road has benefited in recent years

from regeneration of "50's" style housingto modern residential accommodation,
compliant with the planning of Ryde Council and there are now many new homes of the
approved density in the area. The approval of high-rise development in this area would
not only be inconsistent with the existing controlled new R2 development but would
devalue them seriously if they were overshadowed by structures higher than2 storeys.
Few, if any, of these newer homes would be targets for demolition and redevelopment
under a high rise regime.

2. THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT WILL RESULT IN FURTHER TRAFFIC
CONGESTION AND PERIODIC CHAOS.

Peak-hour traffic in the area is already intolerable and large numbers of non-residential
vehicles use the residential streets between Bridge Road (to the South West) and Epping
Road to circumvent congestion on Lane Cove Road (Ring Road 3). Pine St., Parklands
Rd., Napier Cresc. and David Avenue are seriously compromised both in safety and
amenity. The intersection of David Ave. and Napier Cresc. is the subject of frequent
police intervention. Whiteside Street is an obvious corridor to Epping Rd for much of this



traffic. The mandatory left turning lrafftc from the development site will be forced to use
Parklands Rd et al. to access the main roads. Considering the scale of the Whiteside
proposal, it is expected that the volume of such trafflrc will be excessive for the local
infrastructure. The existing traffic arrangements in TVhiteside Street curuently provide a

left turn access off Epping Road for local traffic and this appears to be missing in the
proposal.

3. APPROVAL OF THE PROPOSAL \ryOULD REPRESENT A DANGEROUS
PRECEDENT FOR LAND USE ON THE SOUTHERN SIDE OF EPPING ROAD.

4. THIS PROPOSAL IS NOT CONSISTENT \ryITH THE NE\ry LIBERAL STATE
GOVERNMENT O S ELECTION PROMISES.

The community and City of Ryde Council as its "spokesperson", overwhelmingly
rejected this proposal previously and now confirms its objection in a massive petition.
The repealing of Part 3A laws indicated that the new government was listening to
constituents' wishes and in fact, demands, that planning be returned to the hands of local
government. While not totally rejecting the need for occasional intervention by the NSW
Department of Planning and Infrastructure, I believe firmly that this is not an occasion on
which the Department should accede to the wishes of a developer over the almost
universal objections of the residents.

Ryde City Council has a proven track record of assessing development application in
accordance with its ratepayers' requirements. Under the previous government, we saw
these requirements overturned several times under Part A provisions. Most notable is the
relaxation of on-site parking requirements for the "Optus" develo$ment in Paul Street
North which has resulted in thousands of vehicles parking and shuffling positions on a2-
hourly basis in our nearby residential streets in situations which make it very hazardous
for even medium-sized vehicles to negotiate these local residential streets.

The proposed development in Whiteside Street / David Avenue would result in more
vehicles parking on and negotiating the local streets as there is little doubt that the
proposal does not cater for sufhcient on-site parking, quite apart from considerations of
ingress/egress from the site.

I have made no reportable political donations to any party in the last two years.

I urge the Department to reject this development proposal in its present form and
recommend development in accordance with the existing R2 zoning requirements and
Ryde Council's approval processes.

Yours sincerely,

Robert Spears.
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Jane Flanagan - 10_0165 - Whiteside Street & David Avenue, North Ryde

From:
To:
Date:
Subject:

"Peter & T anla Hayes" <pthayes@gmail.com>
<pl an_comm ent@plannin g. nsw. gov. au>
9/912011 8:12 PM
10_0165 - Whiteside Street & David Avenue, North Ryde

6th September 20ll
Emailed to: plan comment@planning.nsw.gov.au
SUBMISSION RE: PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT WITH BASEMENT
PARKING - 5 WHTTESIDE STREET & t4-16 DAVID AVENUE, NORTH RYDE. (10_0165)
FROM: TANJA & PETER HAYES
23 PINDARI STREET
NORTH RYDE NSW 2113
We object to the proposed residential developement as it currently stands.
There are numerous reasons for our objections for the current proposal - the main one being the
mammoth scale & extreme height of the buildings themselves, the other being the major traffic
congestion this large project would bring to the area.
'We have no objection to a smaller version of this project being passed (eg:2-3 storeys in height, not
the current 2-8 storey (originally put forward as 11 storey) high buildings, that are being proposed.
Also allowing a more adequate residential & vistor parking situation than on the current
proposal/scale.
After driving around the Macquarie Park areas there could only been one 8 storey hight building -
and that was of a 'commercial' nature - not 'residential' property! However, even the Optus
buildings (directly oposite, on the other side in the 'commercial/industrial' area), are only 7 storey's
in height. Hence this project seems to be almost to the 'totally ridiculous' and unrealistic scale for a
low rise residential area which has been chosen.
In regards to the traffic congestion & parking situation in our area.I would firstly like to point out
that over the past years our street is now used as a'rat-road' for many people avoiding already large
traffic congestion around Epping Road, Lane Cove Road & Kent Roads. This will increase with this
proposal to unbearable levels.
If you contacted Ryde City Council they will advise you that after the OPTUS project (which is
DIRECTLY across Epping Road from this new proposed project), they had to install2P parking for
a VERY LARGE area (going all the way to Kent Road through to Epping Road), to avoid OPTUS
staff members parking in these streets. The OPTUS project was approved, as it had adequate parking
facilities - however what they (OPTUS) omitted from advising Council or NSW Government
Planning, was that they were always intending on charging their staff for parking (it started off at
$10 per day, I am not sure what the rate is now). Hence this led to the fact that MOST staff couldn't
afford it - hence, now park in our surrounding streets.
If the WHITESIDE Street project was to go ahead as it currently stands the car/traffic/parking
situation in our area would increase to a totally unsustainable situation.
The original proposal/concept plant put forward was for 257 units to accommodation 600-800 new
residents, with 353 basement car parking spaces and 13 on-street spaces. Firstly this is only 366, and
the council requirements clearly stated that it should be a minimum of 380 spaces; which I would
presume would mean 'off-street' parking - therefore they technically already fall short by 27 car
spaoes, without allowing for visitors.
With this current plan of 213 units which I would anticipate they would expect it is going to
accommodate 550-750 new residents. Including basement parking for 311 cars. Obviously, if you go
by the current Bureu of Statistics information; Vehicle and resident population from March 2010 -
72% (721.1motor vehicles to the 1000 residents). At this rate, for this particular structure basing it
on 650 residents (on average) they should have approximately 460car spaces (for 650 people). If you
were to allow for the fact that 213 units will have visitors every daylnight - even if you say 15% of

file://C:\Documents and Settings\jflanagan\Local Settings\Temp\XPgrpwise\4E70C5.. . 16109l20ll
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those units will have someone visit - that is 32 visitor's cars for this new proposal, day and night. Is
there car spaces for those visitors? No. However, each unit (all 213 of them) will be able to get a
ovisitors' pass as part of councils 's 2P parking permits. Therefore they could have an additional 213
cars being parked in this area on TOP of what parking permits they allow for the residents (even for
those who do NOT have a parking space on the premises.
THEREFORE, this could mean up to an additional 300+++ cars could be parked in the surrounding
streets should this residential proposal get approved!
Everyone will have either a residents sticker on their car - or will have a visitors permit on their car,
and yet again our streets will be unpassable due to cars parking on all sides of our nalrow streets. Is
this acceptable? No!
I emplore you to visit the area and see for yourself that we have NO residential buildings over 2
storeys high. Especially, I ask that you visit our area during peak traffic periods, also outside of peak
traffic periods, then assess for yourself the huge impact potentially 600-800 more cars will have on
our small streets. This includes day time & night time parking periods.
On another note, and an extremely interesting one, I find it amusing that the same company (EGC
Custodian Serviees Pty Ltd), are proposing an almost identical project within a very close proximity;
1-9 ALLENGROVE CRESCENT,II6a-122b Epping Road, 259-263 Lane Cove Road, North Ryde.
MP10_0037 - Residential Development. Which I have noticed on your website there have been
hundreds of submissions regarding exactly the same concerns that are placed on us (ie: residents in
our area) for this project.
I implore you to reject this plan as it stands and consider a low rise 2-3 storey development with
adequate parking & visitor parking on site. Although this will sti1l impact our area greatly, I'm sure
there would not be as many complaints about this.
However, I'm sure this development will go ahead - no matter how many 'complaints' you receive,
because unless you know someone in government or council, that have a reason to help out the locals

- the projects such as these always get approved. No matter how ridiculous the concept plan is!
Which is simply very frustrating for all us normal people out there!
Yours sincerely,
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