


buildings and removed privacy, I focussed on how the tree had
once prevented a building development which would have
blocked our views to the north east, one of the biggest assets our
property possesss. I foresaw that a development may follow, now
that a means had been taken to remove the tree we loved.
 
So I rang council later to find that this DA had indeed followed.
As an engineer I was only too aware that council would have
many guidelines to prevent the numerous individual
transgressions against our ecosystems but also that it would be
time consuming to identify them, and so was delighted to find Mr
Doyle who would effortlessly be able to cite them. Mr Doyle has
therefore done my job, but in support I would like to endorse his
observations by saying , I object to the invasion of privacy that
the inclinator would bring, I object to having a swimming pool so
close to our living area such that it will either be a visual and
audible blight or if not obstruction to our views. I object to the
triple story granny flat not only because it would have
unspeakable deliterious effects on our main view and that of those
looking back from the street, but because it has been common
knowledge that previous owners have already exploited the rules
there with the existing structure for two decades and now it is
proposed to not only legalise the previously illegal arrangement
but to expand on it. I object to the absurd request to further
amplify the existing transgressions on the impermeable area
guidelines, and I object to every fibre of the cumulative train
wreck effect of all of the items. It has been said by many, "this is
Newport, not Bondi." Everyone in the street that I have spoken to
are incensed about the current demise of 65, please let it go no
further.

 
Regards Nick Holcombe




