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DA N0530/15 Proposed Development: Demolition of existing structure and
Subject:
subdivision of 1 lot into 3 lots.
Attachments: DA N0530 15 subdivision of 1 lot into 3 lots.docx; DA0530 15.pdf; DA
objection.docx; DA N0530 15 subdivision of 1 lot into 3 lots.docx; DA0530
15.pdf; DA objection.docx;
Sent:

For the Attention of Erin Dyer, Planner.
Dear Erin,
I rang this morning to discuss the above proposed Development Application and was advised to
email my objections as you are currently on leave returning Monday.
Given that this is an almost identical proposal to one submitted around one year ago I have attached
my original objection along with my new objection. Both have been considered on the proposed
subdivision application, DA plans and documents in the context of the relevant planning policies. I
have also attached the relevant DA submission form. Our original objections and new objection are
based on the Development Control plans that have not been addressed by the applicants.
The original objection refers to the applicants original attempt to subdivide into 5 lots which was
subsequently reduced to 3 lots. It has now resurfaced one year later in almost identical form. Our
objections remain the same.
In addition, since this is almost an identical proposal to one submitted at Christmas time last year
(DA0259/14) I was wondering what the regulations are as to how many identical applications can be
independently submitted given that the previous DA was ‘Withdrawn/Cancelled by Delegated
Authority’?
Perhaps I am being cynical but do I really have to set aside a day each Christmas holiday to consider
a new DA☺
We have not made a political gift or donation.
Regards,
Michael and Carole Le Hanie
5 Trentwood Park
Avalon Beach. 2107

The contents of this e-mail are intended for the named addressee only. It contains information
that may be confidential. Unless you are the named addressee or an authorized designee, you
may not copy or use it, or disclose it to anyone else. If you received it in error please notify us
immediately and then destroy it.
___________________________________________________________________
__
This e-mail has been scanned for viruses by MCI's Internet Managed

Scanning Services - powered by MessageLabs. For further information
visit http://www.mci.com

DA No: N0530/15
Proposed Development: Demolition of existing structure and subdivision of 1 lot into 3 lots
At: 7 Trentwood Park

I wish to object to the proposed development at 7 Trentwood Park, Avalon Beach as the proposal does
not comply with the Pittwater Development Control Plans. I would also like to draw your attention to
the previous DA No: N0259/14 and associated objections. I notice online that this DA indicates that
there are no related applications. This is in fact the 3rd proposal, from a subdivision of 5 lots to an
amended 3 lots which have previously been Withdrawn/Cancelled by Delegated Authority. The previous
submissions did not meet the Development Control Plans as I read them. Neither does this new, near
identical proposal. I would ask that Pittwater Council consider all previous objections including my own
which I have attached again.

I notice that the previous Statement of Environmental Effects which had no author has been reworked
and, although almost the same, now attributed to a ‘Development Consultant’. It now references a new,
less detailed Arboricultural Impact Report and an additional Traffic Report. My same objections apply
along with some new issues outlined below.

•

‘the majority of surrounding properties have undergone subdivision similar to that proposed in
this instance’
This is incorrect. The majority of surrounding properties have not undergone subdivision
similar to that proposed. Perhaps a minority.

•

The location of the proposed driveway and the proposed future building envelopes have been
addressed within the Arboricultural Impact Report prepared by Bluegum Tree Care and
Consultancy.
The report assessed forty-eight trees on the site, and concludes that the majority of the High
and Medium Retention Value trees are able to be retained. The proposal seeks to remove
eleven trees.
No significant trees should be affected by the future dwelling within Proposed Lot 3.
The new Arboricultural Impact Report prepared by Bluegum Tree Care and Consultancy is in
conflict with the original, more detailed Arborist Report prepared by Rain Tree Consulting
which identifies one hundred and thirty two trees or tree groups. Clearly Bluegum Tree Care
and Consultancy have not assessed all trees on site. I ask that Pittwater Council take in to
account the original Arborist report which clearly identifies the removal of a significant
number of existing trees.

AREAS OF NON-COMPLIANCE RELATING TO:
6.0 Zoning and Development Controls
6.1 Pittwater Local Environmental Plan 2014
The site is zoned E4 Environmental Living under the provisions of the PLEP 2014.

•

Clause 5.10 relates to heritage conservation. The site does not contain any heritage items, nor is
it within a conservation area. A portion of the western boundary adjoins land within the Ruskin
Rowe Heritage Conservation Area. The proposed subdivision largely maintains the natural
landscape and is not considered to result in any impacts on the heritage conservation area.
This is clearly incorrect as the proposed subdivision does not ‘largely’ maintain the natural
landscape. The proposal involves the removal of a significant number of trees and bush and it
is considered to have a significant impact on the heritage conservation area.

•

Clause 7.2 – Earthworks
The site has been identified on Council’s Geotechnical Hazard Map as being within a H1 zone.
The proposal seeks only minor works including the demolition of the detached garage and
extension of the driveway. A Geotechnical Report has been prepared by Jack Hodgson
Consultants Pty Ltd, Reference no. MO 29071, dated 14 July 2015. The proposal therefore meets
the requirements of Clause 7.2 of the PLEP 2014.
I do not consider the removal of bushland and a significant number of trees along with the
future addition of 3 residences (referenced in a number of the documents submitted by the
applicant) ‘only minor works’.

•

Clause 7.6 relates to biodiversity protection. The site is identified on the Biodiversity Map. The
proposal seeks the Torrens Title subdivision of the existing lot into three allotments, including an
extension to the existing driveway and the removal of eleven trees.
An Arboricultural Impact Statement has been prepared by Bluegum Tree Care and Consultancy,
dated October 2015, and accompanies this submission. The works are minor, and are not
considered to result in any adverse impacts on the biodiversity of the site.
Again I refer Council to the previous more detailed Arborist Report prepared by Rain Tree
Consulting which identifies more significant tree cover. I am skeptical of a report that only
assessed 48 trees and identified only 11 for removal on a block that contains at least 132
previously identified. This proposal involves the removal of many more than 11 trees and the
works cannot be considered minor with the clearing of a block to accommodate 3 resodences
and a driveway extension.

•

Clause 7.7 – Geotechnical Hazards
The site has been identified as “Geotechnical Hazard H1” on Council’s Geotechnical Hazard Map.
The site has been identified on Council’s Geotechnical Hazard Map as being within a H1 zone. A
Geotechnical Report has been prepared by Jack Hodgson Consultants Pty Ltd, Reference no. MO
29071, dated 14 July 2015.
The report concludes that future development is suitable for the proposed allotments and will
achieve the Acceptable Risk Management Criteria of Council’s Geotechnical Risk Management
Policy.
The proposal therefore meets the requirements of Clause 7.7 of the PLEP 2014.
In reference to the aforementioned Geotechnical Report prepared by Jack Hodgson
Consultants.
‘The slope of the site is identified as a potential hazard’.
‘The slope rises steeply from the east at an average angle of some 25 degrees’.
It should also be noted that the Surveyor’s drawing shows the slope or gradient measured
across the block where quite clearly the Development Control states the following.
Control. ‘A person shall not subdivide land if the allotment(s) intended to be created have a
slope in excess of 16.7 degrees (30%), measured between the highest and lowest point on any
such allotment(s).’ As such the subdivision is non-compliant.

AREAS OF NON-COMPLIANCE RELATING TO:

6.2 Pittwater 21 Development Control Plan
•

The residential subdivision will not present any significant noise or traffic issues associated with
the normal vehicle movements to and from the site, with the additional traffic generated by the
development not being discernible in the existing traffic flows of Trentwood Park and this area
of Avalon.
The addition of 3 new dwellings (existing dwelling to be demolished) will clearly impact on the
traffic flows with the new driveway entering via the turning circle of a cul de sac.

•

The proposed subdivision is in keeping with the low density residential character of the locality,
and maintains the natural landscape of the site. The proposed works comprising the demolition
of the existing garage and the extension of the driveway will not be visible from the street, and
therefore will not impact upon the Trentwood Park streetscape.
The proposed works are not in keeping with low density residential character of the locality by
adding 2 new dwellings to the existing block. The removal of significant bush and tree scape
does not maintain the natural landscape of the site.

6.2.2 Part B General Controls
•

The General Controls applicable to the proposed land subdivision are summarised as:
B1.2 Heritage Conservation - Development in the vicinity of heritage items, heritage
conservation areas, archaeological sites or potential archaeological sites
The controls seek to achieve the outcomes:
Conservation of the environmental heritage of Pittwater LGA in accordance with the principles
contained in the Burra Charter. Enhancement of the identified heritage values and significant
character of the heritage conservation areas and encourage contemporary design that responds
appropriately to their character. Development respectful of environmental heritage, undertaken
in a manner that is sympathetic to, and does not detract from, any heritage significance.
The site does not contain any heritage items, not does it fall within a conservation area.
However, the western portion of the site adjoins Ruskin Rowe Heritage Conservation Area. The
proposed subdivision and associated works are sympathetic to the conservation area, and will
not have any impact on the significance of the area.
The proposed subdivision and associated works are not sympathetic to the conservation area,
are non-compliant and will therefore have a major impact on the significance of the area.

•

B2.2 Land Subdivision – Low Density Residential Areas
The controls seek to achieve the outcomes:
Achieve the desired future character of the locality.
Maintenance of the existing environment. (En)
Equitable preservation of views and vistas to and/or from public/private places. (S)
The built form does not dominate the natural setting. (En)
Population density does not exceed the capacity of local and regional services. (En, S, Ec)
Population density does not exceed the capacity of local and regional transport facilities. (En, S,
Ec)

Maximum Slope
–
30%
Lot 1: 25%
Lot 2: 28.5%
Lot 3: 29.5%
Yes
As demonstrated in the above table, the proposed allotments comply with the provisions of
Clause B2.2 of the DCP.

In fact non-compliant. In reference to the Geotechnical Report prepared by Jack Hodgson
Consultants.
‘The slope of the site is identified as a potential hazard’.
‘The slope rises steeply from the east at an average angle of some 25 degrees’.
It should also be noted that the Surveyor’s drawing shows the slope or gradient measured
across the block where quite clearly the Development Control states the following.
‘A person shall not subdivide land if the allotment(s) intended to be created have a slope in
excess of 16.7 degrees (30%), measured between the highest and lowest point on any such
allotment(s).’ As such the subdivision is non-compliant.
A slope of 25 degrees is in fact 46.6%.
In addition, it was noted that Jack Hodgson Consultants appear to have amended their original
Geotechnical Assessment Report to alter the average gradient of the block from 25 degrees to
16.7 by sending a letter. A fundamental error, now, conveniently fitting in exactly with the
Development Controls.

•

B4.2 Flora and Fauna Conservation Category 1 and Wildlife Corridor
The controls seek to achieve the outcomes:
The long-term viability of locally native flora and fauna and their habitats and the retention and
enhancement of wildlife corridors in the Pittwater LGA. (En)
The proposed subdivision retains the majority of the High and Medium Retention Value trees on
site. The proposal will therefore not result in any significant loss of canopy cover, and the
natural landscape of the site will be maintained.
Non-compliant as the proposed subdivision does not maintain the majority of high and
medium retention value trees. Surely to maintain the natural landscape ALL high and medium
retention value trees must be kept.

•

B4.4 Flora and Fauna Conservation Category 2 and Wildlife Corridor
The controls seek to achieve the outcomes:
Conservation, enhancement and/or creation of habitats for locally native flora and fauna to
ensure the long-term viability of locally native flora and fauna and their habitats. (En)
The proposed subdivision retains the majority of the High and Medium Retention Value trees on
site. The proposal will therefore not result in any significant loss of canopy cover, and the
natural landscape of the site will be maintained.
Non-compliant as the proposed subdivision does not maintain the majority of high and
medium retention value trees. Surely to maintain the natural landscape ALL high and medium
retention value trees must be kept.

•

B4.22 Preservation of Trees or Bushland Vegetation
The controls seek to achieve the outcomes:
To protect and enhance the amenity that trees and/or bushland vegetation provide.
To protect and enhance the scenic value and character that trees and/or bushland vegetation
provide (En, S).
To protect, enhance and account for the contribution trees and/or bushland vegetation provide
to the ecological value and biodiversity of Pittwater, including habitat for locally native plant and
animal species, threatened species populations and endangered ecological communities (En).
To promote the benefits that corridors of trees and/or bushland vegetation provide for the
movement of flora and fauna (En, S).
An Arboricultural Impact Statement has been prepared by Bluegum Tree Care and Consultancy,
dated October 2015, and accompanies this submission. The report concludes that of the fortyeight trees assessed, eleven trees will be affected by the proposal and their removal is sought.
The majority of the High Retention Value trees are to be retained. The proposed subdivision is
therefore considered to maintain the natural landscape of the site.
Non-compliant. The Arborist Report has not assessed all trees on site. Please refer to the
original Arborist Report provided in the original DA. The proposed subdivision does not
maintain ALL Retention Value Trees. The wildlife corridor is not preserved.

•

B6.1 Access Driveways and Works on the Public Road Reserve
The controls seek to achieve the outcomes:
Safe and convenient access. Adverse visual impact of driveways is reduced. Pedestrian safety. An
effective road drainage system. Maximise the retention of trees and native vegetation in the
road reserve.
The proposal is accompanied by a Traffic Report, prepared by Ray Dowsett Traffic and Transport
Planning Pty Ltd and dated 19 June 2015. The report provides an assessment in relation to the
vehicle access arrangements and the traffic generation and impact. The report concludes that
the proposal will have no unacceptable traffic related environmental implications and that the
proposed vehicle access arrangements will be adequate for the residential use of the
subdivision.
The existing driveway, in conjunction with the extension of the driveway within the rear portion
of the site, will service the three proposed allotments. As the street frontage is less than 30m
wide, only one access driveway is proposed in accordance with this provision.
Non-compliant. No safe and convenient access. Pedestrian safety is of concern. The Traffic
Report provided makes little mention of the driveway being accessed via the turning circle in
the cul de sac and provides no evidence that this can be done safely or conveniently
particularly with the addition of 2 additional dwellings.

The Traffic Report mentions non-compliance (additionally, ‘generally compliant’ infers noncompliance) and safety issues with the current driveway as follows.
‘The existing internal driveway has a width of approximately 2.7m with additional clearances
on each side. While this arrangement does not comply with the 3.0m specified in Council’s
DCP it has served the existing dwelling for a conservable period of time and is considered
adequate.’
‘5.1 The existing access and length of existing internal driveway is generally compliant with
Councils DCP, is considered to be in reasonable condition and with some minor improvements
to areas subject to cracked/breaking pavement will be adequate to serve the subdivision
proposal.’

•

B6.7 Traffic and Transport Management
The controls seek to achieve the outcomes:
Safe and orderly traffic, pedestrian and cyclist access to and from all development via the
surrounding road network and transport infrastructure. (En, S)
The developer meets the cost of upgrading the surrounding road, and traffic and transport
infrastructure to meet the needs generated by the development. (S, Ec)
The proposal is accompanied by a Traffic Report, prepared by Ray Dowsett Traffic and Transport
Planning Pty Ltd and dated 19 June 2015. The report provides an assessment in relation to the
traffic generation and impact of the proposed subdivision. The report concludes that the
proposal will have no unacceptable traffic related environmental implications.
No safe and orderly traffic access. The Traffic Report provided makes little mention of the
driveway being accessed via the turning circle in the cul de sac and provides no evidence that
this can be done safely or orderly with the addition of 2 new dwellings.
The Traffic Report also indicates that ‘the proposed subdivision would generate approximately
22 additional daily vehicle trips or 2 additional peak hour vehicle trips. Traffic flow increases
of the magnitude indicated would not have any impact on existing traffic flows in Trentwood
Park’. How can the conclusion be that 22 additional vehicle movements ‘not have any
impact’? Some impact I would have thought.
Similarly, how can the report conclude that ‘the development proposal will have no
unacceptable traffic related environmental implications and that the proposed vehicle access
arrangements will be adequate for the residential use of the subdivision.’?

6.2.3 Section C Design Criteria For Subdivision
•

C4.2 Subdivision – access driveways and off-street parking facilities
The controls seek to achieve the outcomes:
Safe and functional access for vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians. (S)
Safe and convenient access and parking is provided on each lot.
This clause requires that the design of each individual lot created is to provide for off street
parking facilities compatible with the proposed development uses for that lot. Residential
dwellings require two parking spaces. The two parking spaces for the existing dwelling will be
retained. It is considered that the proposed new allotments are of sufficient area and dimension
to allow for two parking spaces on site.
The proposal addresses the outcomes and identified controls in that a safe and functional
driveway and access from Trentwood Park has been designed for the site. A right of way will
ensure vehicular access to the proposed lots.
No safe access for additional 22 vehicle movements to a driveway accessed via a turning circle
so non-compliant.

•

C4.3 Subdivision – traffic and transport management
The controls seek to achieve the outcomes:
The cost of upgrading the surrounding road, traffic and transport infrastructure to meet the
needs generated by the development is met by the developer. (S, Ec)
Safe and orderly traffic and pedestrian access to and from all development via the surrounding
road network and transport infrastructure. (En, S)
The proposal is accompanied by a Traffic Report prepared by Ray Dowsett Traffic and Transport
Planning Pty Ltd, dated 19 June 2015. The design will continue to maintain a single access point
to Trentwood Park, which is consistent with the existing conditions. The report concludes that
the proposal complies with Council’s DCP in this regard and that the proposal will have no
unacceptable traffic related environmental implications and that the proposed vehicle access
arrangements will be adequate for the residential use of the subdivision. The proposal will
therefore achieve the outcomes of Clause 4.3.
No safe and orderly traffic access. The Traffic Report provided makes little mention of the
driveway being accessed via the turning circle in the cul de sac and provides no evidence that
this can be done safely or orderly with the addition of 2 new dwellings.
The Traffic Report also indicates that ‘the proposed subdivision would generate approximately
22 additional daily vehicle trips or 2 additional peak hour vehicle trips. Traffic flow increases
of the magnitude indicated would not have any impact on existing traffic flows in Trentwood
Park’. How can the conclusion be that 22 additional vehicle movements ‘not have any
impact’?
Similarly, how can the report conclude that ‘the development proposal will have no
unacceptable traffic related environmental implications and that the proposed vehicle access
arrangements will be adequate for the residential use of the subdivision.’? Surely 22

additional vehicle movements via a narrow non-compliant driveway accessed via a turning
circle will have traffic related environmental implications.

•

C4.7 Subdivision – amenity and design
The controls seek to achieve the outcomes:
Desired character of the locality
Protection of the natural environment.(En)
Ecologically sustainable development. (En)
Minimal design constraints. (S)
Adequate access and services. (En, S)
Access driveways to public roads are minimised.
In regard to the identified controls, the following matters are noted:
a) all properties, both existing and proposed, achieve/retain a level of amenity commensurate
with the locality and the desired character of the area.
It is considered that the proposed allotments are of a suitable size and configuration so as to
allow for the development of the lots in a manner which is consistent with the existing
development pattern of the adjoining development in the locality. The proposed allotments will
allow for a future development which will provide for good levels of residential amenity for the
residents of the subject and neighbouring sites.
This is not is consistent with the existing development pattern of the adjoining development
in the locality. Nor do the proposed allotments provide for good levels of residential amenity
for the residents of the neighbouring sites. I would like it explained what ‘good levels of
residential amenity’ actually means.

(b) the impact on the environment of the completed development (including buildings to be
constructed on the proposed lots) has an acceptable impact on the environment.
Given the minor nature of the new driveway works and the appropriate allotment sizes, it is not
anticipated that the development will have a significant impact on the local environment. The
development of the site will necessitate the removal of eleven trees. An Arboricultural Impact
Statement has been prepared by Bluegum Tree Care and Consultancy, dated October 2015, and
accompanies the application.
This is not the ‘minor nature of the new driveway works’. This is the demolition of an existing
dwelling and the building of 3 new residences. It will most definitely impact on the local
environment by the destruction of bushland backing on to Ruskin Rowe Heritage Conservation
Area and the removal of trees including some of high retentive value.

7.0 Matters for Consideration under Section 79C of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act,
1979
•

7.10 The public interest
The proposal will not impact upon the environment, the character of the locality or upon the
amenity of adjoining properties and is therefore considered to be within the public interest.
The proposed subdivision of the land also sees the economic and orderly use of the land to
provide for additional housing within the area, which will be designed and constructed in an
environmentally friendly and sustainable manner, to the benefit of the wider community.
The proposed subdivision definitely does impact upon the environment for the reasons
discussed above. It is not in keeping with the locality and most certainly affects the adjoining
properties.

In conclusion I would ask that this Development Application be rejected. I ask that this objection be read
in conjunction with my previous objection to a prior, almost identical application DA N0259/14. The only
differences being minor amendments to a report or two and the inclusion of a Traffic Report and less
detailed Arborist’s Report. The reports supplied have been quite clearly changed in an attempt by the
applicants to overcome non-compliance issues.
I would also request that Pittwater Council consider the objections supplied to this previous proposal in
DA N0259/14 and make them available online for this DA N0530/15.
As previously mentioned in the earlier subdivision proposal I am not opposed to sensible subdivision
that I see is of benefit to the land owner and community. I am opposed to a cash grab to try and
maximize profit and subdivide in to as many blocks as possible as evidenced by the first attempt to
subdivide into 5 lots. This clearly affects the neighbouring properties and the immediate community.

Attention: Gina Hay. Executive Planner.
RE: DA No: N0259/14
Subdivision of existing site into 5 lots.
Lot 1 DP 202857
7 Trentwood Park, Avalon Beach. NSW 2107.

I wish to object to the proposed subdivision of the existing site into 5 lots as I do not consider that it
meets the relevant Pittwater Council Development Control Plan or Policies. I outline below what I
consider to be breaches of the Pittwater Local Environmental Plan 2014, in particular zone E4
Environmental Living with reference to the documentation supplied by the applicants. In particular, I
would like to draw your attention to the supplied ‘STATEMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS’.

RE: ‘STATEMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS’.
A report that has no attributed author and makes statements with little or no supporting evidence
which I do not believe meet the relevant development controls. The statements identified are as
follows.

5.2 Geotechnical Assessment.
Statements from the Geotechnical Assessment provided by Jack Hodgson Consultants.
‘The slope of the site is identified as a potential hazard’.
It should also be noted that the report identifies the site as being in an H1 Hazard area on the
Council Geotechnical Hazard Map.
‘The slope rises steeply from the east at an average angle of some 25 degrees’.
This appears to be in conflict with the Surveyor’s drawing which shows some of the slope measured
in degrees and some as a percentage.
Although a Geotechnical Assessment was provided I believe a further independent assessment of
the slope of the site and geotechnical risk is required.

5.3 Arborist Report.
Rain Tree Consulting provided an Arborist Report that identifies 132 trees or tree groups on the site.
In reviewing the report it is noted that 8 trees can removed and are exempt from requiring a Council
permit. 2 are considered at risk of falling and may be removed and 2 require further investigation.
This leaves 120 trees which could be considered for retention.

7. PITTWATER LOCAL ENVIRONMENT PLAN 2014
7.1 Permissibility and Zone Objectives.
Objectives of zone
• To provide for low-impact residential development in areas with special ecological, scientific or
aesthetic values.
• To ensure that residential development does not have an adverse effect on those values.
• To provide for residential development of a low density and scale integrated with the landform
and landscape.
• To encourage development that retains and enhances riparian and foreshore vegetation and
wildlife corridors.
A statement is made in the report with no supporting evidence that “The proposal is considered to
align with the objectives of the E4 Environmental Living zone.”
I strongly object. It does NOT provide for residential development of a low density and scale
integrated with the landform and landscape. It does NOT meet the criteria to encourage
development that retains and enhances riparian and foreshore vegetation and wildlife corridors. I
consider this to be a medium density development with the removal of up to 120 trees that have
some value and destroys a wildlife corridor. I therefore submit that it does not meet the objectives
to provide for low-impact residential development in areas with special ecological, scientific or
aesthetic values or ensure that residential development does not have an adverse effect on those
values.
8. PITTWATER 21 DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PLAN
8.1 Avalon Beach Locality
8.1.1 Section A Shaping Development in Pittwater
There is an unsupported statement that ‘The proposed residential subdivision is considered to align
with the desired future character of the Avalon Beach locality provided in section A4.1 Avalon Beach
Locality.’
It clearly does not meet the following requirements outlined in the Pittwater 21 Development
Control Plan.
‘Much of the indigenous vegetation has been retained, particularly where there are large areas of
open space, and there are significant wildlife habitats and corridors within the locality.’
‘Buildings will be designed to address the street and/or waterway, integrate with the public domain,
and be at a ‘human scale’.’
‘The indigenous tree canopy vegetation will be retained and enhanced to assist development
blending into the natural environment, to provide Koala feed trees and undergrowth for smaller
animals, and to enhance wildlife corridors.’
‘Vehicular, pedestrian and cycle access within and through the locality will be maintained and
upgraded where appropriate. In addition, roads will manage local traffic needs and ensure the safety
of people and fauna; and facilitate co-location of services and utilities, and accommodate
stormwater drainage.’

8.1.2 Section D Locality Specific Development Controls.
There is an unsupported statement that ‘The proposed subdivision is considered to maintain the
bushland landscape that is the predominant feature of the locality.’
It clearly does not maintain the bushland landscape with the removal of up to 120 trees and the
addition of 4 new dwellings.

8.2 Subdivision Generally.
8.2.1 Section B2.2 Subdivision – Low Density Residential Areas

Table 1: Compliance with Pittwater 21 DCP B2.2 Subdivision – Low Density Residential Areas
The proposed subdivision clearly does not comply with the following controls.
Control. ‘Any lot (or lots) are to be capable of providing for the construction of a building which is
safe from hazards, does not unreasonably impact on the natural environment, does not adversely
affect heritage and can be provided with adequate and safe access and services.’
Does not comply as the site is considered a Geotechnical risk as previously outlined, is considered an
impact on the natural environment with the removal of considerable existing bush and cannot be
provided with safe access with the addition of 4 dwellings and access through a turning circle at the
end of a quiet cul de sac.
Control. ‘A person shall not subdivide land if the allotment(s) intended to be created have a slope in
excess of 16.7 degrees (30%), measured between the highest and lowest point on any such
allotment(s).’
May not comply as the Geotechnical Assessment provided indicates that ‘The slope rises steeply
from the east at an average angle of some 25 degrees’ and the Surveyor’s drawing submitted is
unclear.

There is a paragraph that follows in the report which states ‘The proposed 5 lot subdivision is
considered to maintain the desired future character of the Avalon Beach locality. The proposed
subdivision maintains the existing environment, and shall have a negative impact on the views and
vistas of adjoining properties. The proposed subdivision of the site is in keeping with the existing
density of the locality, and shall not exceed the capacity of local and regional infrastructure,
community services and transport facilities.’
The subdivision is clearly not compliant in maintaining the existing environment, does affect the
views and vistas of adjoining properties and is not in keeping with the density of the locality, the
majority of neighbouring blocks being well in excess of the size of proposed subdivision. The addition
of 4 new dwellings also clearly affects the capacity of local infrastructure including access through a
turning circle, parking and the provision of community services.

8.3 C4 Design Criteria for Subdivision.
8.3.1 C4.1 Subdivision – Protection from Hazards.
I do not consider that it has been proven that this proposal meets the requirements for this control
due to the steep slope of the block identified in the Geotechnical Assessment and the fact that the
site exists in the H1 Hazard area on the Council Geotechnical Hazard Map.

8.3.3 C4.3 Transport and Traffic Management.
There is absolutely no evidence to support the statement that the impact on pedestrian, traffic and
transport requirements is negligible. Conversely, I would state that there would be a significant
impact on local traffic and pedestrian movements. The building of 4 new dwellings on one block with
access via a single driveway through a turning circle in a cul de sac will inevitably affect the local
residents who walk through this area and the children who play there. The addition of more cars will
also significantly affect limited parking in the vicinity.

8.3.7 C4.7 Subdivision – Amenity and Design.
There is nothing to support the assertion that the proposed subdivision ‘is considered to retain
amenity appropriate for the desired character of the locality. In addition, the impact of the proposed
subdivision on the environment is deemed acceptable.’ In fact, local residents consider that the
proposed subdivision is deemed unacceptable because it does not fit in with the desired character of
the locality and does have an effect on the environment.

9. Conclusion.
I strongly disagree with the assertion in the conclusion that the proposed subdivision is appropriate
in size and maintains the character of the Avalon Beach locality when it does not. The proposal is not
reasonable and I would ask that Council reject the proposal on these grounds.

In summary, whilst I am not adverse to subdivision in principle, I object to an unreasonable proposal
where clearly there is an attempt to maximise the number of dwellings that can be potentially
accommodated on the block in order to obtain maximum revenue by developers who do not live on
site (and I suspect have no intention of doing so given the proposed overdevelopment). This
development application clearly affects the environment, does not fit in with the locality and will
severely impact on local residents who bought in to the quiet nature of Avalon Beach and, in
particular Trentwood Park. Significantly, the development application does not meet Council’s
Development Control Plan, Pittwater 21 nor the Pittwater Local Environment Plan 2014 and as such
should be rejected.

DA No: N0530/15
Proposed Development: Demolition of existing structure and subdivision of 1 lot into 3 lots
At: 7 Trentwood Park

I wish to object to the proposed development at 7 Trentwood Park, Avalon Beach as the proposal does
not comply with the Pittwater Development Control Plans. I would also like to draw your attention to
the previous DA No: N0259/14 and associated objections. I notice online that this DA indicates that
there are no related applications. This is in fact the 3rd proposal, from a subdivision of 5 lots to an
amended 3 lots which have previously been Withdrawn/Cancelled by Delegated Authority. The previous
submissions did not meet the Development Control Plans as I read them. Neither does this new, near
identical proposal. I would ask that Pittwater Council consider all previous objections including my own
which I have attached again.

I notice that the previous Statement of Environmental Effects which had no author has been reworked
and, although almost the same, now attributed to a ‘Development Consultant’. It now references a new,
less detailed Arboricultural Impact Report and an additional Traffic Report. My same objections apply
along with some new issues outlined below.

•

‘the majority of surrounding properties have undergone subdivision similar to that proposed in
this instance’
This is incorrect. The majority of surrounding properties have not undergone subdivision
similar to that proposed. Perhaps a minority.

•

The location of the proposed driveway and the proposed future building envelopes have been
addressed within the Arboricultural Impact Report prepared by Bluegum Tree Care and
Consultancy.
The report assessed forty-eight trees on the site, and concludes that the majority of the High
and Medium Retention Value trees are able to be retained. The proposal seeks to remove
eleven trees.
No significant trees should be affected by the future dwelling within Proposed Lot 3.
The new Arboricultural Impact Report prepared by Bluegum Tree Care and Consultancy is in
conflict with the original, more detailed Arborist Report prepared by Rain Tree Consulting
which identifies one hundred and thirty two trees or tree groups. Clearly Bluegum Tree Care
and Consultancy have not assessed all trees on site. I ask that Pittwater Council take in to
account the original Arborist report which clearly identifies the removal of a significant
number of existing trees.

AREAS OF NON-COMPLIANCE RELATING TO:
6.0 Zoning and Development Controls
6.1 Pittwater Local Environmental Plan 2014
The site is zoned E4 Environmental Living under the provisions of the PLEP 2014.

•

Clause 5.10 relates to heritage conservation. The site does not contain any heritage items, nor is
it within a conservation area. A portion of the western boundary adjoins land within the Ruskin
Rowe Heritage Conservation Area. The proposed subdivision largely maintains the natural
landscape and is not considered to result in any impacts on the heritage conservation area.
This is clearly incorrect as the proposed subdivision does not ‘largely’ maintain the natural
landscape. The proposal involves the removal of a significant number of trees and bush and it
is considered to have a significant impact on the heritage conservation area.

•

Clause 7.2 – Earthworks
The site has been identified on Council’s Geotechnical Hazard Map as being within a H1 zone.
The proposal seeks only minor works including the demolition of the detached garage and
extension of the driveway. A Geotechnical Report has been prepared by Jack Hodgson
Consultants Pty Ltd, Reference no. MO 29071, dated 14 July 2015. The proposal therefore meets
the requirements of Clause 7.2 of the PLEP 2014.
I do not consider the removal of bushland and a significant number of trees along with the
future addition of 3 residences (referenced in a number of the documents submitted by the
applicant) ‘only minor works’.

•

Clause 7.6 relates to biodiversity protection. The site is identified on the Biodiversity Map. The
proposal seeks the Torrens Title subdivision of the existing lot into three allotments, including an
extension to the existing driveway and the removal of eleven trees.
An Arboricultural Impact Statement has been prepared by Bluegum Tree Care and Consultancy,
dated October 2015, and accompanies this submission. The works are minor, and are not
considered to result in any adverse impacts on the biodiversity of the site.
Again I refer Council to the previous more detailed Arborist Report prepared by Rain Tree
Consulting which identifies more significant tree cover. I am skeptical of a report that only
assessed 48 trees and identified only 11 for removal on a block that contains at least 132
previously identified. This proposal involves the removal of many more than 11 trees and the
works cannot be considered minor with the clearing of a block to accommodate 3 resodences
and a driveway extension.

•

Clause 7.7 – Geotechnical Hazards
The site has been identified as “Geotechnical Hazard H1” on Council’s Geotechnical Hazard Map.
The site has been identified on Council’s Geotechnical Hazard Map as being within a H1 zone. A
Geotechnical Report has been prepared by Jack Hodgson Consultants Pty Ltd, Reference no. MO
29071, dated 14 July 2015.
The report concludes that future development is suitable for the proposed allotments and will
achieve the Acceptable Risk Management Criteria of Council’s Geotechnical Risk Management
Policy.
The proposal therefore meets the requirements of Clause 7.7 of the PLEP 2014.
In reference to the aforementioned Geotechnical Report prepared by Jack Hodgson
Consultants.
‘The slope of the site is identified as a potential hazard’.
‘The slope rises steeply from the east at an average angle of some 25 degrees’.
It should also be noted that the Surveyor’s drawing shows the slope or gradient measured
across the block where quite clearly the Development Control states the following.
Control. ‘A person shall not subdivide land if the allotment(s) intended to be created have a
slope in excess of 16.7 degrees (30%), measured between the highest and lowest point on any
such allotment(s).’ As such the subdivision is non-compliant.

AREAS OF NON-COMPLIANCE RELATING TO:

6.2 Pittwater 21 Development Control Plan
•

The residential subdivision will not present any significant noise or traffic issues associated with
the normal vehicle movements to and from the site, with the additional traffic generated by the
development not being discernible in the existing traffic flows of Trentwood Park and this area
of Avalon.
The addition of 3 new dwellings (existing dwelling to be demolished) will clearly impact on the
traffic flows with the new driveway entering via the turning circle of a cul de sac.

•

The proposed subdivision is in keeping with the low density residential character of the locality,
and maintains the natural landscape of the site. The proposed works comprising the demolition
of the existing garage and the extension of the driveway will not be visible from the street, and
therefore will not impact upon the Trentwood Park streetscape.
The proposed works are not in keeping with low density residential character of the locality by
adding 2 new dwellings to the existing block. The removal of significant bush and tree scape
does not maintain the natural landscape of the site.

6.2.2 Part B General Controls
•

The General Controls applicable to the proposed land subdivision are summarised as:
B1.2 Heritage Conservation - Development in the vicinity of heritage items, heritage
conservation areas, archaeological sites or potential archaeological sites
The controls seek to achieve the outcomes:
Conservation of the environmental heritage of Pittwater LGA in accordance with the principles
contained in the Burra Charter. Enhancement of the identified heritage values and significant
character of the heritage conservation areas and encourage contemporary design that responds
appropriately to their character. Development respectful of environmental heritage, undertaken
in a manner that is sympathetic to, and does not detract from, any heritage significance.
The site does not contain any heritage items, not does it fall within a conservation area.
However, the western portion of the site adjoins Ruskin Rowe Heritage Conservation Area. The
proposed subdivision and associated works are sympathetic to the conservation area, and will
not have any impact on the significance of the area.
The proposed subdivision and associated works are not sympathetic to the conservation area,
are non-compliant and will therefore have a major impact on the significance of the area.

•

B2.2 Land Subdivision – Low Density Residential Areas
The controls seek to achieve the outcomes:
Achieve the desired future character of the locality.
Maintenance of the existing environment. (En)
Equitable preservation of views and vistas to and/or from public/private places. (S)
The built form does not dominate the natural setting. (En)
Population density does not exceed the capacity of local and regional services. (En, S, Ec)
Population density does not exceed the capacity of local and regional transport facilities. (En, S,
Ec)

Maximum Slope
–
30%
Lot 1: 25%
Lot 2: 28.5%
Lot 3: 29.5%
Yes
As demonstrated in the above table, the proposed allotments comply with the provisions of
Clause B2.2 of the DCP.

In fact non-compliant. In reference to the Geotechnical Report prepared by Jack Hodgson
Consultants.
‘The slope of the site is identified as a potential hazard’.
‘The slope rises steeply from the east at an average angle of some 25 degrees’.
It should also be noted that the Surveyor’s drawing shows the slope or gradient measured
across the block where quite clearly the Development Control states the following.
‘A person shall not subdivide land if the allotment(s) intended to be created have a slope in
excess of 16.7 degrees (30%), measured between the highest and lowest point on any such
allotment(s).’ As such the subdivision is non-compliant.
A slope of 25 degrees is in fact 46.6%.
In addition, it was noted that Jack Hodgson Consultants appear to have amended their original
Geotechnical Assessment Report to alter the average gradient of the block from 25 degrees to
16.7 by sending a letter. A fundamental error, now, conveniently fitting in exactly with the
Development Controls.

•

B4.2 Flora and Fauna Conservation Category 1 and Wildlife Corridor
The controls seek to achieve the outcomes:
The long-term viability of locally native flora and fauna and their habitats and the retention and
enhancement of wildlife corridors in the Pittwater LGA. (En)
The proposed subdivision retains the majority of the High and Medium Retention Value trees on
site. The proposal will therefore not result in any significant loss of canopy cover, and the
natural landscape of the site will be maintained.
Non-compliant as the proposed subdivision does not maintain the majority of high and
medium retention value trees. Surely to maintain the natural landscape ALL high and medium
retention value trees must be kept.

•

B4.4 Flora and Fauna Conservation Category 2 and Wildlife Corridor
The controls seek to achieve the outcomes:
Conservation, enhancement and/or creation of habitats for locally native flora and fauna to
ensure the long-term viability of locally native flora and fauna and their habitats. (En)
The proposed subdivision retains the majority of the High and Medium Retention Value trees on
site. The proposal will therefore not result in any significant loss of canopy cover, and the
natural landscape of the site will be maintained.
Non-compliant as the proposed subdivision does not maintain the majority of high and
medium retention value trees. Surely to maintain the natural landscape ALL high and medium
retention value trees must be kept.

•

B4.22 Preservation of Trees or Bushland Vegetation
The controls seek to achieve the outcomes:
To protect and enhance the amenity that trees and/or bushland vegetation provide.
To protect and enhance the scenic value and character that trees and/or bushland vegetation
provide (En, S).
To protect, enhance and account for the contribution trees and/or bushland vegetation provide
to the ecological value and biodiversity of Pittwater, including habitat for locally native plant and
animal species, threatened species populations and endangered ecological communities (En).
To promote the benefits that corridors of trees and/or bushland vegetation provide for the
movement of flora and fauna (En, S).
An Arboricultural Impact Statement has been prepared by Bluegum Tree Care and Consultancy,
dated October 2015, and accompanies this submission. The report concludes that of the fortyeight trees assessed, eleven trees will be affected by the proposal and their removal is sought.
The majority of the High Retention Value trees are to be retained. The proposed subdivision is
therefore considered to maintain the natural landscape of the site.
Non-compliant. The Arborist Report has not assessed all trees on site. Please refer to the
original Arborist Report provided in the original DA. The proposed subdivision does not
maintain ALL Retention Value Trees. The wildlife corridor is not preserved.

•

B6.1 Access Driveways and Works on the Public Road Reserve
The controls seek to achieve the outcomes:
Safe and convenient access. Adverse visual impact of driveways is reduced. Pedestrian safety. An
effective road drainage system. Maximise the retention of trees and native vegetation in the
road reserve.
The proposal is accompanied by a Traffic Report, prepared by Ray Dowsett Traffic and Transport
Planning Pty Ltd and dated 19 June 2015. The report provides an assessment in relation to the
vehicle access arrangements and the traffic generation and impact. The report concludes that
the proposal will have no unacceptable traffic related environmental implications and that the
proposed vehicle access arrangements will be adequate for the residential use of the
subdivision.
The existing driveway, in conjunction with the extension of the driveway within the rear portion
of the site, will service the three proposed allotments. As the street frontage is less than 30m
wide, only one access driveway is proposed in accordance with this provision.
Non-compliant. No safe and convenient access. Pedestrian safety is of concern. The Traffic
Report provided makes little mention of the driveway being accessed via the turning circle in
the cul de sac and provides no evidence that this can be done safely or conveniently
particularly with the addition of 2 additional dwellings.

The Traffic Report mentions non-compliance (additionally, ‘generally compliant’ infers noncompliance) and safety issues with the current driveway as follows.
‘The existing internal driveway has a width of approximately 2.7m with additional clearances
on each side. While this arrangement does not comply with the 3.0m specified in Council’s
DCP it has served the existing dwelling for a conservable period of time and is considered
adequate.’
‘5.1 The existing access and length of existing internal driveway is generally compliant with
Councils DCP, is considered to be in reasonable condition and with some minor improvements
to areas subject to cracked/breaking pavement will be adequate to serve the subdivision
proposal.’

•

B6.7 Traffic and Transport Management
The controls seek to achieve the outcomes:
Safe and orderly traffic, pedestrian and cyclist access to and from all development via the
surrounding road network and transport infrastructure. (En, S)
The developer meets the cost of upgrading the surrounding road, and traffic and transport
infrastructure to meet the needs generated by the development. (S, Ec)
The proposal is accompanied by a Traffic Report, prepared by Ray Dowsett Traffic and Transport
Planning Pty Ltd and dated 19 June 2015. The report provides an assessment in relation to the
traffic generation and impact of the proposed subdivision. The report concludes that the
proposal will have no unacceptable traffic related environmental implications.
No safe and orderly traffic access. The Traffic Report provided makes little mention of the
driveway being accessed via the turning circle in the cul de sac and provides no evidence that
this can be done safely or orderly with the addition of 2 new dwellings.
The Traffic Report also indicates that ‘the proposed subdivision would generate approximately
22 additional daily vehicle trips or 2 additional peak hour vehicle trips. Traffic flow increases
of the magnitude indicated would not have any impact on existing traffic flows in Trentwood
Park’. How can the conclusion be that 22 additional vehicle movements ‘not have any
impact’? Some impact I would have thought.
Similarly, how can the report conclude that ‘the development proposal will have no
unacceptable traffic related environmental implications and that the proposed vehicle access
arrangements will be adequate for the residential use of the subdivision.’?

6.2.3 Section C Design Criteria For Subdivision
•

C4.2 Subdivision – access driveways and off-street parking facilities
The controls seek to achieve the outcomes:
Safe and functional access for vehicles, cyclists and pedestrians. (S)
Safe and convenient access and parking is provided on each lot.
This clause requires that the design of each individual lot created is to provide for off street
parking facilities compatible with the proposed development uses for that lot. Residential
dwellings require two parking spaces. The two parking spaces for the existing dwelling will be
retained. It is considered that the proposed new allotments are of sufficient area and dimension
to allow for two parking spaces on site.
The proposal addresses the outcomes and identified controls in that a safe and functional
driveway and access from Trentwood Park has been designed for the site. A right of way will
ensure vehicular access to the proposed lots.
No safe access for additional 22 vehicle movements to a driveway accessed via a turning circle
so non-compliant.

•

C4.3 Subdivision – traffic and transport management
The controls seek to achieve the outcomes:
The cost of upgrading the surrounding road, traffic and transport infrastructure to meet the
needs generated by the development is met by the developer. (S, Ec)
Safe and orderly traffic and pedestrian access to and from all development via the surrounding
road network and transport infrastructure. (En, S)
The proposal is accompanied by a Traffic Report prepared by Ray Dowsett Traffic and Transport
Planning Pty Ltd, dated 19 June 2015. The design will continue to maintain a single access point
to Trentwood Park, which is consistent with the existing conditions. The report concludes that
the proposal complies with Council’s DCP in this regard and that the proposal will have no
unacceptable traffic related environmental implications and that the proposed vehicle access
arrangements will be adequate for the residential use of the subdivision. The proposal will
therefore achieve the outcomes of Clause 4.3.
No safe and orderly traffic access. The Traffic Report provided makes little mention of the
driveway being accessed via the turning circle in the cul de sac and provides no evidence that
this can be done safely or orderly with the addition of 2 new dwellings.
The Traffic Report also indicates that ‘the proposed subdivision would generate approximately
22 additional daily vehicle trips or 2 additional peak hour vehicle trips. Traffic flow increases
of the magnitude indicated would not have any impact on existing traffic flows in Trentwood
Park’. How can the conclusion be that 22 additional vehicle movements ‘not have any
impact’?
Similarly, how can the report conclude that ‘the development proposal will have no
unacceptable traffic related environmental implications and that the proposed vehicle access
arrangements will be adequate for the residential use of the subdivision.’? Surely 22

additional vehicle movements via a narrow non-compliant driveway accessed via a turning
circle will have traffic related environmental implications.

•

C4.7 Subdivision – amenity and design
The controls seek to achieve the outcomes:
Desired character of the locality
Protection of the natural environment.(En)
Ecologically sustainable development. (En)
Minimal design constraints. (S)
Adequate access and services. (En, S)
Access driveways to public roads are minimised.
In regard to the identified controls, the following matters are noted:
a) all properties, both existing and proposed, achieve/retain a level of amenity commensurate
with the locality and the desired character of the area.
It is considered that the proposed allotments are of a suitable size and configuration so as to
allow for the development of the lots in a manner which is consistent with the existing
development pattern of the adjoining development in the locality. The proposed allotments will
allow for a future development which will provide for good levels of residential amenity for the
residents of the subject and neighbouring sites.
This is not is consistent with the existing development pattern of the adjoining development
in the locality. Nor do the proposed allotments provide for good levels of residential amenity
for the residents of the neighbouring sites. I would like it explained what ‘good levels of
residential amenity’ actually means.

(b) the impact on the environment of the completed development (including buildings to be
constructed on the proposed lots) has an acceptable impact on the environment.
Given the minor nature of the new driveway works and the appropriate allotment sizes, it is not
anticipated that the development will have a significant impact on the local environment. The
development of the site will necessitate the removal of eleven trees. An Arboricultural Impact
Statement has been prepared by Bluegum Tree Care and Consultancy, dated October 2015, and
accompanies the application.
This is not the ‘minor nature of the new driveway works’. This is the demolition of an existing
dwelling and the building of 3 new residences. It will most definitely impact on the local
environment by the destruction of bushland backing on to Ruskin Rowe Heritage Conservation
Area and the removal of trees including some of high retentive value.

7.0 Matters for Consideration under Section 79C of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act,
1979
•

7.10 The public interest
The proposal will not impact upon the environment, the character of the locality or upon the
amenity of adjoining properties and is therefore considered to be within the public interest.
The proposed subdivision of the land also sees the economic and orderly use of the land to
provide for additional housing within the area, which will be designed and constructed in an
environmentally friendly and sustainable manner, to the benefit of the wider community.
The proposed subdivision definitely does impact upon the environment for the reasons
discussed above. It is not in keeping with the locality and most certainly affects the adjoining
properties.

In conclusion I would ask that this Development Application be rejected. I ask that this objection be read
in conjunction with my previous objection to a prior, almost identical application DA N0259/14. The only
differences being minor amendments to a report or two and the inclusion of a Traffic Report and less
detailed Arborist’s Report. The reports supplied have been quite clearly changed in an attempt by the
applicants to overcome non-compliance issues.
I would also request that Pittwater Council consider the objections supplied to this previous proposal in
DA N0259/14 and make them available online for this DA N0530/15.
As previously mentioned in the earlier subdivision proposal I am not opposed to sensible subdivision
that I see is of benefit to the land owner and community. I am opposed to a cash grab to try and
maximize profit and subdivide in to as many blocks as possible as evidenced by the first attempt to
subdivide into 5 lots. This clearly affects the neighbouring properties and the immediate community.

Attention: Gina Hay. Executive Planner.
RE: DA No: N0259/14
Subdivision of existing site into 5 lots.
Lot 1 DP 202857
7 Trentwood Park, Avalon Beach. NSW 2107.

I wish to object to the proposed subdivision of the existing site into 5 lots as I do not consider that it
meets the relevant Pittwater Council Development Control Plan or Policies. I outline below what I
consider to be breaches of the Pittwater Local Environmental Plan 2014, in particular zone E4
Environmental Living with reference to the documentation supplied by the applicants. In particular, I
would like to draw your attention to the supplied ‘STATEMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS’.

RE: ‘STATEMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS’.
A report that has no attributed author and makes statements with little or no supporting evidence
which I do not believe meet the relevant development controls. The statements identified are as
follows.

5.2 Geotechnical Assessment.
Statements from the Geotechnical Assessment provided by Jack Hodgson Consultants.
‘The slope of the site is identified as a potential hazard’.
It should also be noted that the report identifies the site as being in an H1 Hazard area on the
Council Geotechnical Hazard Map.
‘The slope rises steeply from the east at an average angle of some 25 degrees’.
This appears to be in conflict with the Surveyor’s drawing which shows some of the slope measured
in degrees and some as a percentage.
Although a Geotechnical Assessment was provided I believe a further independent assessment of
the slope of the site and geotechnical risk is required.

5.3 Arborist Report.
Rain Tree Consulting provided an Arborist Report that identifies 132 trees or tree groups on the site.
In reviewing the report it is noted that 8 trees can removed and are exempt from requiring a Council
permit. 2 are considered at risk of falling and may be removed and 2 require further investigation.
This leaves 120 trees which could be considered for retention.

7. PITTWATER LOCAL ENVIRONMENT PLAN 2014
7.1 Permissibility and Zone Objectives.
Objectives of zone
• To provide for low-impact residential development in areas with special ecological, scientific or
aesthetic values.
• To ensure that residential development does not have an adverse effect on those values.
• To provide for residential development of a low density and scale integrated with the landform
and landscape.
• To encourage development that retains and enhances riparian and foreshore vegetation and
wildlife corridors.
A statement is made in the report with no supporting evidence that “The proposal is considered to
align with the objectives of the E4 Environmental Living zone.”
I strongly object. It does NOT provide for residential development of a low density and scale
integrated with the landform and landscape. It does NOT meet the criteria to encourage
development that retains and enhances riparian and foreshore vegetation and wildlife corridors. I
consider this to be a medium density development with the removal of up to 120 trees that have
some value and destroys a wildlife corridor. I therefore submit that it does not meet the objectives
to provide for low-impact residential development in areas with special ecological, scientific or
aesthetic values or ensure that residential development does not have an adverse effect on those
values.
8. PITTWATER 21 DEVELOPMENT CONTROL PLAN
8.1 Avalon Beach Locality
8.1.1 Section A Shaping Development in Pittwater
There is an unsupported statement that ‘The proposed residential subdivision is considered to align
with the desired future character of the Avalon Beach locality provided in section A4.1 Avalon Beach
Locality.’
It clearly does not meet the following requirements outlined in the Pittwater 21 Development
Control Plan.
‘Much of the indigenous vegetation has been retained, particularly where there are large areas of
open space, and there are significant wildlife habitats and corridors within the locality.’
‘Buildings will be designed to address the street and/or waterway, integrate with the public domain,
and be at a ‘human scale’.’
‘The indigenous tree canopy vegetation will be retained and enhanced to assist development
blending into the natural environment, to provide Koala feed trees and undergrowth for smaller
animals, and to enhance wildlife corridors.’
‘Vehicular, pedestrian and cycle access within and through the locality will be maintained and
upgraded where appropriate. In addition, roads will manage local traffic needs and ensure the safety
of people and fauna; and facilitate co-location of services and utilities, and accommodate
stormwater drainage.’

8.1.2 Section D Locality Specific Development Controls.
There is an unsupported statement that ‘The proposed subdivision is considered to maintain the
bushland landscape that is the predominant feature of the locality.’
It clearly does not maintain the bushland landscape with the removal of up to 120 trees and the
addition of 4 new dwellings.

8.2 Subdivision Generally.
8.2.1 Section B2.2 Subdivision – Low Density Residential Areas

Table 1: Compliance with Pittwater 21 DCP B2.2 Subdivision – Low Density Residential Areas
The proposed subdivision clearly does not comply with the following controls.
Control. ‘Any lot (or lots) are to be capable of providing for the construction of a building which is
safe from hazards, does not unreasonably impact on the natural environment, does not adversely
affect heritage and can be provided with adequate and safe access and services.’
Does not comply as the site is considered a Geotechnical risk as previously outlined, is considered an
impact on the natural environment with the removal of considerable existing bush and cannot be
provided with safe access with the addition of 4 dwellings and access through a turning circle at the
end of a quiet cul de sac.
Control. ‘A person shall not subdivide land if the allotment(s) intended to be created have a slope in
excess of 16.7 degrees (30%), measured between the highest and lowest point on any such
allotment(s).’
May not comply as the Geotechnical Assessment provided indicates that ‘The slope rises steeply
from the east at an average angle of some 25 degrees’ and the Surveyor’s drawing submitted is
unclear.

There is a paragraph that follows in the report which states ‘The proposed 5 lot subdivision is
considered to maintain the desired future character of the Avalon Beach locality. The proposed
subdivision maintains the existing environment, and shall have a negative impact on the views and
vistas of adjoining properties. The proposed subdivision of the site is in keeping with the existing
density of the locality, and shall not exceed the capacity of local and regional infrastructure,
community services and transport facilities.’
The subdivision is clearly not compliant in maintaining the existing environment, does affect the
views and vistas of adjoining properties and is not in keeping with the density of the locality, the
majority of neighbouring blocks being well in excess of the size of proposed subdivision. The addition
of 4 new dwellings also clearly affects the capacity of local infrastructure including access through a
turning circle, parking and the provision of community services.

8.3 C4 Design Criteria for Subdivision.
8.3.1 C4.1 Subdivision – Protection from Hazards.
I do not consider that it has been proven that this proposal meets the requirements for this control
due to the steep slope of the block identified in the Geotechnical Assessment and the fact that the
site exists in the H1 Hazard area on the Council Geotechnical Hazard Map.

8.3.3 C4.3 Transport and Traffic Management.
There is absolutely no evidence to support the statement that the impact on pedestrian, traffic and
transport requirements is negligible. Conversely, I would state that there would be a significant
impact on local traffic and pedestrian movements. The building of 4 new dwellings on one block with
access via a single driveway through a turning circle in a cul de sac will inevitably affect the local
residents who walk through this area and the children who play there. The addition of more cars will
also significantly affect limited parking in the vicinity.

8.3.7 C4.7 Subdivision – Amenity and Design.
There is nothing to support the assertion that the proposed subdivision ‘is considered to retain
amenity appropriate for the desired character of the locality. In addition, the impact of the proposed
subdivision on the environment is deemed acceptable.’ In fact, local residents consider that the
proposed subdivision is deemed unacceptable because it does not fit in with the desired character of
the locality and does have an effect on the environment.

9. Conclusion.
I strongly disagree with the assertion in the conclusion that the proposed subdivision is appropriate
in size and maintains the character of the Avalon Beach locality when it does not. The proposal is not
reasonable and I would ask that Council reject the proposal on these grounds.

In summary, whilst I am not adverse to subdivision in principle, I object to an unreasonable proposal
where clearly there is an attempt to maximise the number of dwellings that can be potentially
accommodated on the block in order to obtain maximum revenue by developers who do not live on
site (and I suspect have no intention of doing so given the proposed overdevelopment). This
development application clearly affects the environment, does not fit in with the locality and will
severely impact on local residents who bought in to the quiet nature of Avalon Beach and, in
particular Trentwood Park. Significantly, the development application does not meet Council’s
Development Control Plan, Pittwater 21 nor the Pittwater Local Environment Plan 2014 and as such
should be rejected.

