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Proposed subdivision o f 7 Trentwood P a r k , Avalon Beach.
B A N0530/15
As a layperson I have read the various documents associated with this application and have,
hopefully, understood the requirements stipulated in each document.
As an observation based on previous applications for this area, it can be determined that this
is a purely commercially based application and as such will more than likely be the subject of
additional subdivision applications in the future that will provide up to two additional lots by
splitting the larger lot 2. As such, this should be a consideration o f future usage that is a
factor in the determination of the application.
It also seems incomprehensible that the application doesn't cover or attempt to cover the
actually building that may occur if approval is granted. What earthworks, drainage, access,
parking, tree removal will be required in future. If the requirements of Pittwater 21 DCP are
to be met surely these matters need to be covered fully rather than bland general
observations.
I also note constant reference to the driveway in the application. The driveway does not
provide appropriate access especially in the rain. Why, only yesterday a large parcel was
delivered. The truck didn't attempt to access the driveway but blocked the turning circle,
instead waiting for the residents to come down and transfer to package to their car. This is a
regular occurrence as the driveway is narrow, in a poor state of repair, steep and unsuitable
for access other than by car. I also cannot understand why the application continually states
that the driveway can be slightly widened when trucks will still not be able to access the site.
In the case of a subdivision in Trentwood years ago (Nos. 12— 16) the driveway was
required to be 5 metres wide and the appropriate drainage and construction techniques
applied. How does this application differ from that subdivision?
In regard to this subdivision I have looked at the general requirements for DP 202857. This
document indicates under Additional information: "Land in vicinity of Heritage Item or Area".
I also located a council reference to land listed in Schedule 9 that specific reference must
be made in development applications to such listed land. There seems to be only fleeting
reference to the area in Ruskin Rowe but surely this deserves greater consideration in terms
of the wildlife corridor and tree canopy.
I believe the land is subject to Residential E4 Environment Living and bushfire area
regulations. As such the proposed subdivision should apply with all requirements of this
zoning and not be dismissed with bland general statements that all requirements are being
met without supplying appropriate and relevant evidence.
I note that there are claims that the subdivision should be allowed due to the inference that
the blocks meet locality and community standards. However, little or no supporting evidence
is provided in respect of these claims: rather a series of general claims are stipulated.
The Risk Analysis and Management report based on the geotechnical inspection states a
number of points which should be queried.
1. The report states "Overland stormwater flow entering the site from adjoining
properties was not evident. Normal overland runoff could enter the site from above

2.

3.

4.

5.

during heavy or extended rainfall". What is not commented on is run off to properties
to the east i.e. Trentwood Park where extended and heavy runoff is always
experienced during rainfall and sometime surface water is experienced for days
following heavier rain. How this important matter can be excluded from a risk
assessment report is surely an oversight.
We have already experienced a failure in a retaining wall at the rear of our property
(No. 9) caused by water pressure and with additional excavation and hard stand
areas the water runoff problem will only be made considerably worse.
Small landslipes have occurred over the years impacting the properties at No. 9 and
No. 10 Trentwood. Without a complete and proper geotechnical report how can
consideration be given to subdivision when possible earthworks are not included.
The report states all storm water will be piped to existing systems for the house. To
make this function appropriately all hard stand areas and other run off would need to
be considered and this is clearly not done in an application which only addresses
subdivision, not what may be built on the site. The claim that subsurface runoff does
not need to change is also not appropriate in light of what is experienced on the
property's eastern boundaries.
Indications that geotechnical inspections are not required at this stage but surely in
light of future plans, this would seem to be a necessity to ensure all safety factors are
considered with all the facts instead of a selection of facts. It should be noted that
many trees on the property current lean down the slope of the hill. Does this not
support the concept of land slippage?

The traffic report states that there are no restrictions to impede the flow of traffic and
appear to be adequate to handle increased traffic in an emergency. In fact, the road is
really a one way road as there is always cars/trucks parked on the road, generally opposite
each other. This greatly affects the flow of traffic and in an emergency, with fire trucks and
emergency vehicles present their access will be greatly restricted. There are at least 6
tradies/tip trucks parked every evening on the road and causing some traffic congestion.
If the fire enters the property from the south or south west, than egress from a number of
the proposed lots will be impossible with the fire blocking the only exit driveway. The report
states that all lots have access to public roads which is not actually the situation. All lots
have access to a driveway (shared by 3 lots and 2 others at the Trentwood Park end)
which then has access to the public road. Grid lock could occur quite easily.
The claim that blocks would not affect the desired future character of the locality has not
been supported by any evidence. To contradict this statement consideration only has to be
given to flora and fauna destruction, increased traffic, a dangerous intersection where the
driveway enters Trentwood, emergency vehicle lack of access, escape route cut off, tree
coverage reduced, water runoff, possible land slippage, ineffective current driveway and
illegal parking that will be created. Safety on the roads also needs to be considered.
In respect to the document "C4 Design Criteria for Land Subdivision" from DCP Part C in
force from 9thFebruary 2013, there are a number of issues requiring further investigation.
The Controls (P110) state:
"All subdivision is to be designed such that adequate building platforms/building areas are
provided that have a low risk due to hazards including flood, landslip, bush fire, coastline
and estuarine hazards.
The subdivision must not have any adverse affect or provide a threat on public or private
infrastructure, assets and people in the vicinity"
Without full and complete engineering, geothechical, tree coverage reviews it is not
possible to claim that the application meets this requirement.

Access Driveways and off-street parking
1. Off street parking facilities are not shown hence the application does not meet
requirements.
driveways - states the access driveway must be designed and constructed
Access
2.
from the road edge. The proposed access driveway does not appear to meet width
requirements hence the application may not meet this requirement.
Transport and traffic management
Safe and orderly pedestrian cannot be met with such a narrow driveway as there is only one
stipulated area where the driveway is wide enough to allow a pedestrian and vehicle to pass.
The application does not meet the requirement for safe pedestrian access.
If the requirement for subdivison adjoining a public road reserve is applicable, there does not
appear to be for footpaths or cycle way. If such is correct, the application does not meet
this requirement.
Utility Services
The application does not appear to show easements for the supply of services. Surely this is
important so any earthworks can be determined and taken into consideration.
Service and delivery vehicle access
The requirement is for "safe and adequate service, delivery and removal o f materials by
vehicles within the development. Roads and access ways are to be designed and
constructed to accommodate access for waste, recycling, service, emergency and delivery
vehicles"
Based on the application proposal for a narrow width driveway using the current driveway as
a base, the requirements clearly cannot be met. The application does not meet this
requirement.

Amenity and design
The application clearly does not support the requirement to maintain a level of amenity
commensurate with the locality and desired character of the area. The requirement states
that "a comprehensive site analysis taking into account characteristics is to be carried out as
part o f the subdivision design process. This analysis should take into account the final
development which will occur on the site as a result o f the subdivision. The following issues
should be addressed":
Issues
pe, topography and natural features

rees and vegetation

lComments
In regards to slope there is some conjecture
regarding slope of the driveway and the slope of
the building sites. This needs to be reviewed by
an independent engineer. The application may
not meet requirements in regard to this issue.
Ion
The application should clearly consider the affect
trees and vegetation on the proposed building

sites, and the associated earthworks so a
judgement based on fact can be made. The
application may not meet requirements in
regard to this issue.
ines from within the proposed lots and
iing properties

acks of future dwellings in relation to
ndaries

I impact of built development

access to proposed lots

Does not appear to be mentioned in the
application. The application may not meet
requirements in regard to this issue.
Does not appear to be mentioned in the
application. The application may not meet
requirements in regard to this issue.
Does not appear to be mentioned in the
application. The application may not meet
requirements in regard to this issue.
Comments in the application are disputed in
regards to driveway width and slope. The
application may not meet requirements in
regard to this issue.

Landscaping and recreational aresa

Does not appear to be mentioned in the
application. The application may not meet
requirements in regard to this issue.

Provision of on site car parking

Does not appear to be mentioned in the
application. The application may not meet
requirements in regard to this issue.

Provision of services

Plans do not appear to show service easements.
The application may not meet requirements in
regard to this issue.

Provision of emergency services

Driveway width not suitable for fire vehicles. The
application may not meet requirements in
regard to this issue.

Building envelope clearly shows regard for the
above

Not demonstrated in application. The application
may not meet requirements in regard to this
issue.

Right of carriage way - 20%

If lot 1 is minimum 16m then a carriageway of 4m
or 5m is more than 20% of the minimum width.
The application may not meet requirements in
regard to this issue.

General comments - The Statement of Environmental Effects
(P5) states 'that battle axe allotments are not uncommon". For information there is only one
battle axe property at the southern end of Trentwood Park and the other battle axe
properties are services by a 5m driveway.
P8 indicates only minor earthworks are required. This is based on a narrow driveway and
does not consider the possibility of a more wider driveway as is probably required in the
requirements of a subdivision.
P15 Stormwater - no consideration has been given to water run off into properties in
Trentwood Park

P16 Traffic management appears to underestimate the traffic for Trentwood and at the same
time does not factor in traffic movements currently experienced in Trentwood. A large
number of vehicles for all properties on Trentwood travel to the end of the street and use the
turning circle. This creates a large number of movements each day. Trucks especially have
problems navigating the street and large trucks have had to reverse the full length of
Trentwood and reverse into Avalon Pde. Illegal parking is a continuing problem in the turning
circle and will only increase if additional properties are approved.
P17 - off street parking. The report quotes "it is considered" that sufficient space is to be
provided, but without definite plans this can only be taken as a generalised statement and
not meeting the requirements.
Conclusion
The application appears to fail in many instances for meeting the requirements of Pittwater
21 DCP and as such requires a more complete analysis of the site, the driveway access and
what earthworks will be created by future development. To take such a approach in only
looking at the paper based subdivision would appear to avoid taking a hard approach and
doing the full analysis and looking deeply into the effects on the community and existing
wildlife, vegetation and neighbourhood.
The possibility of further subdivision at a later date of Lot 2 also needs to be considered in
dealing with this application. The claim of making more properties available disguises the
fact of the economic gain by the applicants and the reluctance to fully describe all facets of
the proposed subdivision by showing the effects of the future building and correct width
driveway.
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