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ATTENTION: Ms Amy Watson Scanning Room (
Major Project Assessment

Depariment of Planning
GPO Box 39 SYDNEY NSW 2001 BY EMAIL: plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au

JU—

RE: Application No: MP08_0195 78-80 Old Canterbury Rd, Lewisham - Preferred Project Plan
I object to the applicant’s Preferred Project Plan, currently before the Depariment and available for viewing
on your website, for the following reasons:

1) There are seven (7) bulky buildings proposed, with heights ranging up to ten {10} storeys, now to
contain some 430 flats, . hich remains a gioss overdeveliopment of this site. It propeses 2 density and
scale which is completely at odds with the established and valued character of the surrounding
residential locality.

2) The amount of floor space for these 430 flats (and the smaller amount of retail/office areas) is more
than double what Marrickville Council’s McGill Street Master Plan would provide. The Council's
masterplfan was developed in conjunction with the community and there is no reason why its controls

~ shouid not he observed.

3) The buildings proposed ave too close to each other, so many residents will have no privacy and their
flats will get little or no sunlight. Courtyards and walkways are also in shadow. Buildings A and B are
each ten (10) storeys high but only four (4) metres apart, with the walkway in this ‘canyon’ unsafe to
use.

4} The adjoining and nearby roads and streets are currently heavily used and many intersections are
almost gridiocked in peak periods. Aside from ‘left turn only’ restrictions and a suggestion of traffic
lights at Edward St and Old Canterbury Rd, nothing is proposed to cater for the increased traffic
generated by the proposal. McGill St will become the main access turning to and from Old Canterbury
Rd and is far from safe. Hudson St is barely wide enough for two-way traffic so no parking {or
unloading of vehicles to service the shops) will be possible. Parking in other streets is restricted, many

flats will have no car spaces allocated at all and visitor parking is inadequate.

Approval of this concept plan will set a precedent for the adjoining industrial lands also proposed for
residential re-development. At this density over 1000 flats can be expected, a disaster for current and

future residents alike,

The Council and community’s planning for this area should bhe respected, not disregarded. The Concept
(Preferred Project) Plan should be rejected.
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JAugust, 2001

ATTENTION: Ms Amy Watson

Major Project Assessment

Department of Planning

GPO Box 38 SYDNEY NSW 2001 BY EMAML plan_comment@planning.nsve.gov.au

RE: Applcation No: MPOS 0185 78-90 Old Canterbury Bd, Lewisham - Preferred Project Plan
Fobject to the applicant’s Preferred Project Plan, currently before the Department and available for viewing
o vour website, for the following reasons:

1} There are seven (7) butky buildings proposed, with heights ranging up to ten (10) storeys, now to
contain some 430 flats, which remains a gross overdevelopment of this site. It proposes & density and
scale which is completely at odds with the established and valued character of the surrounding
residential locality.

2} The amount of floor space for these 430 flats {and the smaller amount of retail/office areas) is more
than double what Masrickville Councit’s McGill Street Master Plan would provide. The Council’s
masternlan was developed in conjunction with the community and there is no reason why its controls
should not be observed,

3} The buildings proposed are too ciose to each other, so many residents will have no privacy and their
flats will get little or no sunlight. Courtyards and walkways are also in shadow. Buildings A and B are
each ten {10) storeys high but ondy four {4 metres apart, with the walliway in this ‘canyon’ unsafe to
use,

4) The adjoining and nearby roads and streets are currently heavily used and many intersections are
almaost gridlocked in peak periods. Aside from ‘tefi turn only’ restrictions and a suggestion of traffic
lights at Cdward St and Old Canterbury Rd, nothing is proposad to cater for the increased raffic
generated by the proposal. MeGill St will become the main access turning to and frem Old Canterbury
Rd and is far from safe. Hudson Stis barely wide encugh for two-way traffic so no parking {or
unloading of vehicles to service the shops) will be possible. Parking in other streets is restricted, many

flats witl have no car spaces allocated at all and visitor parking is inadedquate,

Approval of this concept plan will set a precedent for the adjoining industrial lands also proposed for
restdential re-development. At this density over 1000 flats can be expected, a disaster for current and
future residents alike.

The Councit and community’s planning for this area should be respected, not disregarded. The Concept
(Preferred Project) Plan should be rejected.
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14September,2011
ATTENTION: Ms Amy Watson
Major Project Assessment
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39 SYDNEY NSW 2001 BY EMAIL: plan comment@planning.nsw.gov.au

RE: Application No: MP08_0195 78-90 Old Canterbury Rd, Lewisham - Preferred Project Plan

| object to the applicant’s Preferred Project Plan, currently before the Department and available for
viewing on your website, for the following reasons:

1) There are seven (7) bulky buildings proposed, with heights ranging up to ten (10) storeys, now
to contain some 430 flats, which remains a gross overdevelopment of this site. It proposes a
density and scale which is completely at odds with the established and valued character of the
surrounding residential locality.

2} The amount of floor space for these 430 flats (and the smaller amount of retail/office areas) is
more than double what Marrickville Council’s McGill Street Master Plan would provide. The
Council’s masterplan was developed in conjunction with the community and there is no reason
why its controls should not be ohserved.

3} The buildings proposed are too close to each other, so many residents will have no privacy and
their flats will get little or no sunlight. Courtyards and walkways are also in shadow. Buildings A
and B are each ten (10) storeys high but only four {4) metres apart, with the walkway in this
‘canyon’ unsafe to use.

4) The adjoining and nearby roads and streets are currently heavily used and many intersections
are almost gridlocked in peak periods. Aside from ‘left turn only’ restrictions and a suggestion of
traffic lights at Edward 5t and Old Canterbury Rd, nothing is proposed to cater for the increased
traffic generated by the proposal, McGill St will become the main access turning to and from Oid
Canterbury Rd and is far from safe. Hudson St is barely wide enough for two-way traffic so no
parking {or unloading of vehicles to service the shops) will be possible. Parking in other streets is
restricted, many flats will have no car spaces allocated at all and visitor parking is inadeguate.

Approval of this concept plan will set a precedent for the adjoining industrial lands also proposed for
residential re-development. At this density over 1000 flats can be expected, a disaster for current
and future residents alike.

The Council and community’s planning for this area should be respected, not disregarded. The
Concept (Preferred Project) Plan should be rejected.

NAME: Kristine Golds

ADDRESS: 9 Nowranie St, Summer Hill, NSW, 2130
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15 September, 2011
ATTENTION: Ms Amy Watson
Major Project Assessment
Department of Planning

GPO Box 39 SYDNEY NSW 2001 BY EMAIL: plan comment@planning.nsw.gov.au

RE: Application No: MP08_0195 78-90 Old Canterbury Rd, Lewisham - Preferred Project Plan

| object to the applicant’s Preferred Project Plan, currently before the Department and available for
viewing on your website, for the following reasons:

1) There are seven {7) bulky buildings proposed, with heights ranging up to ten (10} storeys, now
to contain some 430 flats, which remains a gross overdevelopment of this site. It proposes a
density and scale which is completely at odds with the established and valued character of the
surrounding residential locality.

2} The amount of floor space for these 430 flats (and the smaller amount of retail/office areas) is
more than double what Marrickville Council’s McGill Street Master Plan would provide. The
CouncH’s masterplan was developed in conjunction with the community and there is no reason
why its controls should not be observed.

3) The buildings proposed are too close to each other, so many residents will have no privacy and

their flats will get little or no sunlight. Courtyards and walkways are also in shadow. Buildings A

and B are each ten (10) storeys high but only four (4) metres apart, with the walkway in this
‘canyon’ unsafe to use.

4) The adjoining and nearby roads and streets are currently heavily used and many intersections
are almost gridiocked in peak periods. Aside from ‘left turn only’ restrictions and a suggestion of
traffic lights at Edward St and Old Canterbury Rd, nothing is proposed to cater for the increased
traffic generated by the proposal. McG#l St will become the main access turning to and from Old
Canterbury Rd and is far from safe. Hudson St is barely wide enough for two-way traffic so no
parking {or unioading of vehicies to service the shops) will be possible. Parking in other streets is
restricted, many flats will have no car spaces allocated at afl and visitor parking is inadequate.

Approval of this concept plan will set a precedent for the adjoining industrial lands also proposed for
residential re-development. At this density over 1000 flats can be expected, a disaster for current
and future residents alike.

The Council and community’s planning for this area should be respected, not disregarded. The
Concept {Preferred Project) Plan should be rejected.

NAME: Darren Heuw

ADDRESS:4 Nowranie St Summer Hilt 2120
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B : 'Major Pro;ect Assessment

' 3'Department of PJannmg
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August, 2011

ATTENTION: Ms Amy Watson

Major Project Assessment

Department of Planning

GPO Box 39 SYDNEY NSW 2001

BY EMAIL: plan _comment@planning nsw.gov.au

RE: Application No: MP08_0195 78-90 Old Canterbury Rd, Lewisham - Preferred Project Plan

I objectto the applicant’s Preferred Project Plan, currently before the Department and-available for
viewing on your website, for the following reasons: ' o

1

3

4)

There are seven (7} bulky buildings proposed, with heights ranging up to ten (10} storeys, now to
contain some-430 flats, which remains a gross overdevelopment of this site. it proposes a
density and scale which is completely at odds with the established and valued character of the
surrounding residential locality.

The amount of floor space for these 430 flats (and the smaller amount of retail/office areas) is
more than double what Marrickville Councii’s McGill Street Master Plan would provide. The
Council’s masterplan was developed in conjunction with the community and there isno reason
why its controls should not be observed,

The buildings proposed are too close to each othér, so many residents will have no privacy and
their flats will get little or no sunlight. Courtyards and walkways arealso in shadow. Bulldings A
and B are each ten {10} storays high but only four-(4} metres apart, with the walkway in this
‘canyon’ unsafe to use. '

The adjoining and nearby roads and streets are currently heavily-used and many intersections
are almost gridlocked in peak periods. Aside from ‘left turn-only’ restrictions-and a suggestion of
traffic lights at Fdward St and Old Canterbury Rd, nothing is proposed to cater for the increased
traffic generated by the proposal. McGill St will become the main access turning to and from Old
Canterbury Rd and is far from safe. Hudson 5tis barely wide enough for two-way traffic so no
parking {or unloading of vehicles to service the shops) will he possible. Parking in other streets:is

restricted, many flats will have no car spaces allocated at-all and visitor parking is inadequate.

Approval of this concept:plan will set a precedent for the adjoining industrial lands also proposed for
residential re~development. Atthis density over 1000 flats.can be expected, a disaster for current
and future residents alike;

The Coungil and community’s planning for this area should be respected, not disregarded. The
Concept {Preferred Project} Plan should be rejected.

NAME: o 1 }" of
AODRESS: /7 < if 2o St

Commeir ! 2157
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Mark Brown - Fwd: Application no. MP08_0195 78-90 Old Canterbury Rd, Lewisham -
Preferred Project Plan

)

From: Narelle Beattic <narelle.beattie(@bigpond.com>

To: <mark.brown@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 9/19/2011 10:57 PM

Subject: Fwd: Application no. MP08_ 0195 78-90 Old Canterbury Rd, Lewisham - Preferred

Project Plan

Hi Mark - forwarded to you as per Amy's leave email.

Regards,
Narelle Beattie

Begin forwarded message:

From: Narelle Beattie <narelle. beattie@bigpond.coms>
Date: 19 September 2011 9:19:38 PM

To: amy.watson@planning nsw.gov.ay
Subject: Application no. MP08_0195 78-90 Oid Canterbury Rd, Lewisham - Preferred Project Plan

Attention: Director, Metropolitan Planning
Dear Sir / Madam,

I wish to object to the applicant's Preferred Project Plan as currently before the
Department. The main reasons for my objection dre summarised as follows:

1. The height and bulk of the proposed buildings remains a fundamental problem. In
the Preferred Project Plan very little has been changed from the proposed Concept
Plan. Some tweaking of setbacks and a couple of floors in height does not stop this
being a gross over-development of the site, completely out of tune with its surrounding

environment,

2. The proposed development continues not to comply with Marrickville Council's
McGill Street Precinet Master Plan. Such a significant variation cannot be
contemplated. Why has the Council and community spent so much effort in developing
the plan to control development in this area if, at its first major outing, its controls are to
be so significantly flouted. This makes no sense to me.

3. The buildings in the Preferred Project Plan are closely packed together and have far
too small allowance for public space and privacy considerations.

4. The increase in vehicle traffic remains a major problem with the Preferred Project
Plan, T live in McGill St and I can assure you that each morning peak hour is a
nightmare. 1 cannot.accept that with over 400 new residences in the immediate vicinity
traffic will not become more horrendous. Traffic lights are not the answer, less traffic
is the answer. The carpark known as Old Canterbury Rd cannot bear this kind of
increase. And I think it needs to be acknowledged that people will drive - despite the
public transport options. 1f McGill St is to be a major access road (as per the diagram
on p. 17 of the Preferred Project Plan) the outcome will be nothing short of

chaos. MecGill St has a carriageway of a little over 6 metres and currently struggles
with the traffic requirements of a few residences, 5 factories and 1 hardware

store. Parking is possible on only one side of the street and a resident parking scheme
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is in place {with little effect). No one who knows this area, and in particular McGill St,
can think the impact on traffic and parking from the proposed development could be
anything but catastrophic.

In short the Preferred Project Plan should be rejected. 1t has moved in no significant
way to address the issues of over-development and certain traffic chaos. Council's
Master Plan should be applied and adhered to, to ensure consistency of development
and fairness for all.

Regards,
Narelle Beattie

15 McGill St
Lewisham

PH: 0421 191 759
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ATTENTION: Ms Amy Watson P %
Major Project Assessmerit, Departmen’t of Plannmg
GPO Box 39 SYDNEY NSW 2001 :

Y EMAIL: plan comme@eLeLmLM

RE Apphcat:on No MPOS 0195 . 78-90 old Carh'terbu"‘ry-'Ru Lewisham:
Preferred Pro;ect?' Plan- : - P

th Depaftmemwd o

posed' wn:h helghts ranging up to ten Gedo

whlch.remalns a.gross. ...

L C'anterbury Rd n , afe: Hidson St is befely wide endugh foF twbs 7
way traffic so no parkmg (or unloadmg of vehicles to setvicé the shops) will be.. ..
possible. Parking in other streets is restricted, many flats W[“ have no car spaces
allocated at ali-and visitor parkmg is: madequate L e e :

Approval of this concept plan wnll set precedent for the adjommg indu r:ai iands

also proposed for residential re—develdpment At this: density over: 1000"ﬂ" scan

be: expected a dlsaster for current and future res:dents a||ke-_;-;z;"-,.: |

The Counui and commumty S planmng for this area should be respected not
dlsregarded The Concept (Preferred Project) Planishould be rejected .

NAME:

ADDRES




64 Old Centerbury Roeo
; '__LEWESHAM NSW aoee

. ATTENT!DN MISS Amy Wetson o ?f'::i.": 23 September 201’1 5
.__f._:."'_}Major Pro;ectAssessment R
Lo Department of F’lanmng
LTGRO Box 39
i ,:evomev NSW 2001

Re Appllcatlon No MPOS 0195 78-90 Old Canterbury Roed Lewzehem R
o Preferred Pro;ect Plan _ -

RREY i wrlte as a concerned res:oient in the comer biook at the Oid Canterbury Road end l ongpo:i etlem

L traffic hg his to express strong objections to what is proposed in the above PRP.in general | am net
i averse 1o.dhe redevelopment of the nelgnbounng light: commercial premises. However this - P R
R _.‘icontmues to* ropose a development that is: totally out of keeplng Wlth the general aloo : '

'_ i object to the height end re31dentlai densriy of the vanous tower blooke (alven iiret trle Do
" Lewisham Towers FSR is more than double that of the Marrickvifle Council's Madsill -
Street Precinct LEP it smacks of: developer greed rather than’ thoughtful pleoomo
Addltlonally, the close clustering of the tower blocks will lead to.canyon like. -

" .__oond;tlons at ground level which. w;il be nelther pleasant nor. sefe for reeldeme

w :'ljobjeet £0; lhe lack: of car parkmg prowsmns thhm the clevelopmem ’(o cope Wlth ihe '
S Y inevitable increase in traffic generated by remdente in‘the tightly packed towers. .
1 Streetsimmediately: around the development are hard pressed to cater for the
R _'-‘needs of existing traffic, never mind expecting the influx of NEWCOMETs: lo _
ool the area who, along w1th ex;sisng reSIdents w:ll struggle to- fmd parkmg .
i .eoywhere near thelr propeﬁy ' &t s _ .

l object to the Iack of prowsnons wrthm the development area’ to cater for lhe ftee
--___movement of private and. oommerozai trafficin terms of accessing | reeldencee RS
-and the light rail stations, never mmd the problems for dehvertes ofgoode to AR
-"commerolal and retali premlses e e . S

: '31I object to the meagre prowsuon ‘of publlc and prlvete green space wnthm the PPD eeueee L
e by the’ overcrowdmg of the residential towers. Also the poor: conﬁeotlwty with the 50

proposed Light Rail extension which sepa tes the Developers’ PPR areaand the

“Mills developmeni in the Ashfield Municipality. No consideration seems to have been’

_given to ensure the neceesery connect’w;t /@t thoreughfere between the l-ewu i’lam

L Tewers site wnlh the Mrlls sﬂe an ' '.'Summerhtli Vfl_l_ege SR

) object to The oomplete Jack of commumty ememtaesm ihe PPP suoh as e medzcai
b ‘centre, creche/childcare centre recreational meeting rooms etc to cater for theo o

" population’ increase lmplled by the FSR that: Wlﬂ generete a populatlon expiosion
t_h'm suoh a small area i .. AR

S "! am also alarmed that the effec:ts on ‘the looal commumty of th;s development heve noz been
. considered in tandem with the Allied Mills development on the other side of the: Light Rail: L

ot Together, these developments would impose great stress on locei mfrestruoture ana: treﬁlo -_ : ;_;-.'

' "“3-'__-oond;tlons that are not. conducwe to community. harmony - pRa iy

I eek that th;s development apphcetlon'be refueed‘__ i

"Youre smcerely



Il

RCUDz6a0s | D@nggggf;;'eﬂmg -
'-_-_'____-rmemnom MsAvaatson R Scannlrrg Room e

LR :_:Malor Prolect Assessment

: Department of Plannlng

EE :'GPO BoxBS SYDNEY NSW 2001 ___.BY EMAIL_olan comment@olannm_g nsweovau '

o _'-RE Appllcatlon No. MPDS 0195 78 90 Oid Canterbury Rd wusham Preferred Pro;ect Plan

ke w1 obJect to the appt:cant s Preferred Prolect Plan, currently before the Department and avarlable for
S ._"v;ewrng on. your webs:te, for the followmg reasons L SO, o :

1) There are seven (7) buiky buzidmgs proposed wrth helghts rangrng up to ten (10) storeys now to

- -:contam some 430 flats, whlch femains a gross overdevelopment of thls site. it proposes a R

_ . ;densrty and scale whrch is completely at odds W|th the establsshed and valued character of the S R
.surroundmg resrdennal locallty ' e :

) The amount ofﬂoor space for these 430 ﬂats { nd the smaller amount of retall/ofﬁce areas) is
4 :' __.'-:more than double what Marnckwlle Cooncal 3 McGzll Street Master Plan would prowde The ' L
SRR Counculs masterplan was dcve]oped iy conjunctlon W|th the communtty and there isno reason S
i :'_ ;why 1ts controis should not be ebserved s (EA ' o

23) ﬁThe burldmgs proposed are too close to each other so many resrdents wrll have no prwacy and
o - -therr ﬂats will get little. or no sunhgh‘t Courtyerds and walkways are also in shadow. Bu:idmgs A

R and B are’ each ten (10) storeys hlgh but only fo )'metres_apart wrth the walkway in thls
S canyon unsate to! use : o : SR

i ). 'g_“l“he adjoming and nearby roads and streets are currem:ly hea\nly usecl and many mtersec’oons ' _
i 3_:-f:fare aimost gr:dlocked in peak perlods Asrde from ‘left turn oniy restrlctzoes and a suggesnon of B '_:.': o
"trafﬁc llghts at Edward St and Old Canterbury Rd nothseg is proposed to cater for the 1ncreased ' ERREAA
ff'trafhc generated by the proposal MCGI“ St wal] become the main access turning: to and from Old R
-Canterbury Rd and ;s far frorn safe Hudson St is bareEy wxde enough for’ two—way traffic so no G o _
o _parkmg {or, unloadmg of vehtcles 1o, ser _fce the shops) Wlli be p055|ble Parklng m other streets is - T b
“ :'grestncted many fiats wrll have o car spaces allocated at all and ws:tor parkmg tS madequate L

5 3 '_: Approval ofthls concept plan wrll set 8 precedent forthe adjommg mdustrlai iancis also proposed for _' g
resldenoal re- development At thls dens:ty over 1000 ﬂats can be expected A dlsaster for current
s and ‘future resrdents allke : : i G o

i ‘The Councrl and Lommunsty s plannrng forthrs area should be respected not dlsregarded The
T Concept {Preferred ero;ect) Plan should be reJected s : : o A

: f'_N_AM (;_.; SR A

7 ADDRESS:




Mark Brown - Fwd: Application No: MP08_0195 78-90 Okd Canterbury Rd, Lewisham -
Preferred Project Plan

From:  Scott Armstrong <armstrongscotta@gmail.com>

To: <mark.brown{@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 9/8/2011 9:41 PM

Subject: Fwd: Application No: MP08_0195 78-90 Old Canterbury Rd, Lewisham - Preferred

Project Plan

ATTENTION: Ms Amy Watson
Major Project Assessment
Department of Planning

GPO Box 39 SYDNEY NSW 2001

RE: *Application No: MP0O8_0195 78-90 Old Canterbury Rd, Lewisham -
Preferred _
Project Plan*

I object to the applicant’s Preferred Project Plan, currently before the
Department and available for viewing on your website, for the following
reasons:

- The excessive scale and bulk of the proposed buildings.

- The adverse impact on local traffic flows, The intersection of Loongport
St and Old Canterbury is already extremely congested. The traffic flow along
Railway Terrace is abysmal at peak periods.

- The lack of consideration of the project impact on the local amenity,
particularly combined with the Allied Mills redevelopment.

- Mixed use development takes patronage away from high street shopping
centres. Existing local businesses should be supported as they are the
fabric of the community.

I am not anti-development and agree that the current site is a visual
eyesore. However, future development should be sympathetic to the local
amenity, its historical character and not lead to further deterioration of
traffic gridlock. The Concept (Preferred Project) Plan should be rejected.

Kind Regards,
Scott Armstrong
49 Denison Rd
Lewisham 2049.

I can be contacted on this home address or via email if you would like further comment.

This message is intended for the addressee named and may contain confidential/privileged
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From: Nicola Radford <radford.nj@gmail.com>

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

Date: 9/9/2011 8:38 am ' _
Subject: Re: Application No: MP08_0195 78-80 Old Canterbury Road, Lewisham - Preferred

Project Plan
Ms Amy Watson

{ am writing to express by objection to the applicant's Preferred Project
Plan currently before the Department for the following reasons:

1. The proposed number of buildings have heights ranging up to 10 stories
high & will contain approximately 430 residencies. This is a gross over
development of this site. The density & scale of this proposed plan is at
odds with the surrounding residential locality.

2. | understand that the amount of floor space for these 430 apartments is
more than double what Marrickville Council's McGill Street Master Plan would
provide. The Council's master plan was developed in conjunction with the
community and its controls should be observed.

3. The adjoining & nearby roads & streets are currently heavily used. The
current infrastructure creates bottlenecks in the traffic at peak periods

which will only worsen with the increased volume of traffic. Aside from

‘Left Turn Only' restrictions & the suggestion of traffic lights at Edward

Street & Old Canterbury Road, nothing is proposed to cater for the increased
traffic generated by the proposal.

4. The plan proposes 416 parking spaces for 430 residential dwellings & 44
visitor car spaces. This is less than one space per residency & does not
provide for the fact that many households own more than one vehicle. The
lack of parking currently does not enable homeowners to park outside their
homes, this will worsen with the increased number of vehicles being housed
in the area.

Unless the above points are addressed, this proposed plan will devalue the
suburb of Summer Hill & ruin the established & valued character of the
suburb.

The Council & the community's planning for this area should be respected,
not disregarded. The Concept {Preferred Project) Plan should be rejected.

Nicola Radford ’
174 Old Canterbury Road, Summer Hill 2130

S



7 August 2011
ATTENTION: Ms Amy Watson
~ Major Project Assessment

Department of Planning

GPO Box 39 SYDNEY NSW 2001 BY EMAIL: plan comment@planning.nsw.gov.au

RE: Application No: MP08_0195 78-90 Old Canterbury Rd, Lewisham - Preferred Project Plan
| object to Applicant’s Preferred Project Plan, currently befc;re Department, for the following reasons:

1} There are six (6) tall, bulky buildings proposed, with heights from seven (7} to ten (10) Storeys.
The 3A Plan contains 430 Units, a gross overdevelopment of the Site, 70% greater than Council’s
Masterplan. It proposes density, scale and retail usage completely at odds with established and
valued character of the surrounding almost entirely one (1) and two (2) Storey Neighbourhood.

2) FSR for these 430 Units and Retail/Office Areas is more than double Marrickville Council’s McGill
Street Master Plan provision. Council’s Masterplan was developed in conjunction with the
Community and there is no reason why its controls should be usurped by overdevelopment.

3} The Buildings proposed are far too close to each other. Many proposed residents will lack
privacy and their homes will have poor suntight. Courtyards and walkways are in shadow.
Buildings A and B are each ten (10) Storeys high yet only four {4) metres apart, creating a canyon
walkway that demonstrates poor amenity and may be unsafe to use. Very bad planning.

4} Adjoining and nearby roads and streets are currently very heavily used and their intersections
are almost gridlocked in peak periods, both morning and evening. Nothing effective is proposed
to cater for increased traffic generated by the proposal and both independent Study and the
RTA itself, have raised concerns and demonstrated muitipte criticisms of the proposals '
‘provisions’. McGili St will become the main access turning to and from Old Canterbury Rd and is

" not safe. Hudson St is barely wide enough for two-way traffic so no parking (nor unloading for
Service Vehicles to shops} will be possible. On Street Parking is restricted, yet the number of
Units exceeds the number of Car Spaces allocated and visitor and retail parking is inadequate,

5) The Proposal’s Public Open Space is pitifully inadequate and biatantly seeks to include space
that is not on its Site at all. What little is on its Site has been reduced by inserted roads and the
blurring of definition between it and encroaching Private Space. The Link to the Greenway and
Light Rail corridor has been reduced to a Median strip, yet is the largest claim to Public Space.

6) This Proposal must be considered in tandem with the Mungo Mills Site 3A Proposal, in terms of
cumulative impact effect. The Retail element, Residential Density, Heights, Massing and Traffic.
The Council and the Community’s planning for this area should be respected, not disregarded
and this present 3A Concept {Preferred Project) Plan should be rejected.

NAME: Barry & Alexis Talbot-Smith

ADDRESS: 10/37 Ormond Street, Ashfield 2131 and Unit 3, 1-5 Myra Road, Duiwich Hill 2203,






From: "l.ydia Klimko" <Lydia.Kliimko@holmanwebb.com.au>
To: <plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 9/6f2011 1:15 pm

Subject: Overdevelopment

Attachments: 20110905130733304.pdf

Attached letter re overdevelopment of 78-80 Old Canterbury Road,
Lewisham.

| recently moved from a lovely property that | resided at happily for
many years for the specific reason to get away from "overdevelopment”,
the consequences of which caused major traffic issues and changed the
character of the area not o mention the overflow of residents and
subsequently the congestion at the train station. now only to face the
same problem on my new doorstep.

| strongly object to this project as being grossly overdevelopment of
the site.

Lydia Kiimko |

i.evel 17 Angel Place
123 Pitt Street Sydney 2000

GPO Box 119 Sydney 2001
DX 233 Sydney

T: (02) 9390 8323

F: (02) 9390 8300

E: Lydia.Klimko@holmanwebb.com.au

This electronic mail may contain legally privileged or confidential
information which is for the use of intended recipients only. If you

receive this email in error please delete it and advise the sender by

reply. Transmission error does not waive privilege. Holman Webb accepts
no responsibility for content that is not related to our official '
business, nor the secure transmission or privacy of messages, or
possible viruses.

Liability limited by the Solicitors Scheme, approved under the
Professional Standards Act 1984 (NSW).

Contact information and a profile of the firm is available at
www.holmanwebb.com.au



August, 2011

ATTENTION: Ms Amy Watson
Major Project Assessment, Department of Planning
GPO Box 39 SYDNEY NSW 2001

BY EMAIL: plan_comment@planning.nsw.goy.au

RE: Application No: MP08_0195 78-90 Old Canterbury Rd, Lewisham -
Preferred Project Plan

f object to the applicant’s Preferred Project Plan, currently before the Department and
available for viewing on your website, for the following reasons:

1

2)

3)

4)

There are seven (7) bulky buildings proposed, with heights ranging up to ten
(10) storeys, now to contain some 430 flats, which remains a gross
overdevelopment of this site. it proposes a density and scale which is
completely at odds with the established and valued character of the surrounding

residential ocality.

The amount of floor space for these 430 flats (and the smaller amount of retail/
office areas) is more than double what Marrickville Council’s McGill Street
Master Plan would provide. The Council’s masterplan was developed in
conjunction with the community and there is no reason why its controls should

not be observed,

The buildings proposed are too close to each other, so many residents will have
no privacy and their flats will get little or no sunlight. Courtyards and walkways
are also in shadow. Buildings A and B are each ten (10) storeys high but only
four (4) metres apart, with the walkway in this ‘canyon’ unsafe to use.

The adjoining and nearby roads and streets are currently heavily used and many
intersections are almost gridlocked in peak periods. Aside from ‘left turn only’
restrictions and a suggestion of traffic lights at Edward St and Ofd Canterbury
Rd, nothing is proposed to cater for the increased traffic generated by the
proposal. McGill St will become the main access turning to and from Old
Canterbury Rd and is far from safe. Hudson St is barely wide enough for two-
way traffic so no parking (or unloading of vehicles to service the shops) will be
possible. Parking in other streets is restricted, many flats will have no car spaces
allocated at all and visitor parking is inadequate.

Approval of this concept plan will set a precedent for the adjoining industrial fands
also proposed for residential re-development. At this density over 1000 flats can
he expected, a disaster for current and future residents alike.

The Council and community’s planning for this area should be respected, not
disregarded. The Concept (Preferred Project) Plan should be rejected.

NAME: (EEVINE A S

ADDRESS: 4 pewnsor

P
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August, 2011

ATTENTION: Ms Amy Watson
Major Project Assessment, Department of Plannmg
GPO Box 39 SYDNEY NSwW 2001

BY EMAIL: plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au

RE: Application No: MP08_0195 78-90 Old Canterbury Rd, Lewisham -
Preferred Project Plan

| ObjeCt to the applicant s Preferred Project Plan, currentiy before the Department and
available for viewing on your website, for the following reasons:

1

There are seven (7) bulky buildings proposed, with heights rahging up to ten
(10) storeys, now to contain some 430 flats, which remains a gross

" overdevelopment of this site. It-proposes a density and scale which is

completely at odds with the established and valued character of the surrounding

~ residential locality.

2).

-3

4)

The amount of floor space for these 430 flats (and the smaller amount of retail/
office areas) is more than double what Marrickville Council’s McGill Street
Master Plan would provide. The Council’'s masterplan was developed in -
conjunction with the community and there is no reason why its controls should
not be observed. :

The buildings proposed are too close to each other, so many residents will have
no privacy and their flats will get little or no sunlight. Courtyards and walkways

are also in shadow. Buildings A and B are each ten (10) storeys high but only

four (4) metres apart, with the walkway in this ‘canyon’ unsafe to use.

The adjoining and nearby roads and streets are currently heavily used and many
intersections are almost gridiocked in peak periods. Aside from ‘left turn only’
restrictions and a suggestion of traffic lights at Edward St and Old Canterbury
Rd, nothing is proposed to cater for the increased traffic generated by the
proposal. McGill St will become the main access turning to and from Old
Canterbury Rd and is far from safe. Hudson St is barely wide enough for two-
way traffic so no parking (or unloading of vehicles to service the shops) will be
possible, Parking in other streets is restricted, many flats will have no car spaces
allocated at all and visitor parking is inadequate.

Approval of this concept plan will set a precedent for the adjoining industrial lands
also proposed for residential re~development. At this density over 1000 flats can
be expected, a disaster for current and future residents alike.

The Council and community’s planning for this area should be respected, not
disregarded. The Concept (Preferred Project) Plan should be rejected.

NAME: .Nlc,P;ou\PvS CARL
ADDRESS: > W (ND Sor Qc)f\@
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From: "John Avery" <JAvery@australand.com.au>

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

Date: 9/5/2011 6:00 pm

Subject: Application No: MP08_0195 78-90 Old Canterbury Road Lewisham - Preferred

Project Plan

Ms Amy Watson

Major Project Assessment
Department of Planning
GPO Box 39

Sydney NSW 2001

Dear Ms Watson

Re: Application No: MP08_0195 78-90 Old Canterbury Road Lewisham -
Preferred Project Plan

We object to the applicant's Preferred Project Plan for the following
reasons:

1. The development proposed is a gross overdevelopment of the
site. The buildings are too high with a scale and density at odds with
the surrounding residential locality.

2. Whilst the developer has reduced the commercial component of
the development to partially address traffic issues the developer has
made no attempt to address community concerns about the number of
apartments both in height and density.

3. The development is contrary to the McGill Street Master Plan
and there is no reason why its controls should not be observed.

4. The road intersection adjacent to the development is one of the
busiest in the Inner West and this development will lead to increased
congestion and peak hour traffic delays.

5. Parking in surrounding streets is already under strain on
working days and this development will add to these problems.

6. The development is not in keeping with the proposed Summer Hill

Flour Mill development which is spread over a larger area with greater
public amenity.

Regards



John and Gabrielle Avery
Amy Dalton

Mark MacKenzie

57 Victoria Street

Lewisham NSW 2049

John Avery
General Manager, Taxation
Australand Property Group

Mob 0414 575 474 Tel 02 9767 2117
1 Homebush Bay Drive, Building C, Level 3, Rhodes NSW 2138

australand.com.au | People driven people.

FHHHE

Please consider the environment before printing this email. This e-mail is

confidential and may also be privileged. if you are not the intended recipient,

please delete it and notify us immediately; you should not copy or use it for any
purpose, nor disclose its contents to any other person. it is your responsibility

to check any attachments for viruses and defects before opening or sending them on.
Please be aware that all information contained in your email is stored in our
company's server and later backed up with our other business records.

For more information about use, disclosure and access, see our privacy policy

at http://www.australand.com.au.




	Public Submissions - 101 to 116.pdf
	2981_001

