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Susan Roberts
John Roberts
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5 January 2016
The General Manager
Pittwater Council

Submission Regarding Proposed Development/Building Work
Application:
Proposal:
At:

DA No: NO530/15
Demolition of existing structure and subdivision of 1 lot into 3 lots
7 Trentwood Park, Avalon Beach

We write this email jointly as two of the three new owners of the house at 43D Chisholm Avenue
Avalon Beach.
After careful consideration the DA plans and other documents submitted by the developer, we
conclude that Pittwater Council should refuse the above application.
We strongly oppose the application on the following grounds.
1. The subdivision is unsympathetic to the special nature of the area.
2. We are concerned about the proposed removal of a significant number of trees and the
destruction of wildlife habitat.
3. The subdivision will result in a loss of privacy and amenity to our house and other houses.
4. The very old, non-compliant existing driveway is inadequate for the subdivision.
5. The plan is flawed by omission of one of the two passing bays on the proposed driveway.
6. The lack of detail in the plan for the driveway extension is worrying.
7. The omission of easements and the unrealistic footprints of the houses on lots 1 and 3 suggest
that many more trees are under threat than is claimed in the application.
Each point will be addressed in detail below.
1. The subdivision is unsympathetic to the special nature of the area.
Until just recently, our late parents lived very contentedly at 43D Chisholm Avenue, Avalon Beach.
Their house, which we now own, enjoys views from three sides of mostly untouched bush, including
in particular, wonderful views of the magnificent angophora trees they so loved. We agree with our
late mother’s words where she wrote in her objection to the previous, withdrawn DA for subdivision
on this site: “Everyone in this area has chosen to live here because they enjoy the ambiance of the
area, the peace and the quiet. The sounds of the many varieties of birds add to our enjoyment.”
Along with their (now our) home, most or all of the homes in Chisholm Avenue, Trentwood Park and
Ruskin Rowe have a considerable amount of virgin bush, with a variety of native trees, as well as
groves of ferns and cabbage palms, growing on them. Abundant wildlife thrives in this mostly
preserved special area. We strongly feel, as did our late mother, that the spacious, semi-rural or
park-like character of the area should not be spoiled by the insertion of more houses.
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Further, with reference to the Pittwater LEP, we note that 7 Trentwood Park has been zoned E4,
with the second objective for this zone being “to ensure that residential development does not have
an adverse effect (in areas with special ecological… or aesthetic values) on those values”. We feel
the proposed subdivision is wholly incompatible with this (second) objective.
2. We are concerned about the removal of a significant number of trees and the destruction of
wildlife habitat.
The Arboreal Assessment submitted in 2015 claims that only eleven trees need be removed for the
subdivision works, but also concedes that “It is likely that additional tree removals will be required in
Lot 1 at the house DA stage.” Because the plan is not final, the true risk to the trees on 7 Trentwood
Park cannot currently be assessed. (We have good reason to suspect that a significant number of
further tree removals will be required on Lot 3 as well as Lot 1.)
The loss of any of the magnificent mature native trees on the block, if the plan is approved, is sad in
itself. We are further saddened that the removal of trees and the destruction of other existing
vegetation will mean a loss of habitat of the many and diverse species of native birds, animals,
reptiles and insects currently to be found there.
Further, with reference to the Pittwater LEP, we note that 7 Trentwood Park has been zoned E4,
with the fourth objective for this zone being “to encourage development that retains and enhances…
wildlife corridors.” Again, we feel the proposed subdivision is wholly incompatible with this (fourth)
objective.
3. The subdivision will result in a loss of privacy and amenity to our house and other houses.
The proposed Lot 3 adjoins the boundary of our block on the north side. Our house is built close to
its northern boundary and this is the side where the living areas are. We fear that we will suffer a
loss of visual privacy once the proposed house on Lot 3 is constructed. We fear that we will also
suffer a loss of acoustic privacy and will be bothered by noises (for instance, sounds from
construction work, people’s voices, amplified music, car engines) coming from the proposed house
on Lot 3 and the proposed driveway extension. We fear that our lounge room windows will in the
future face onto a new house of two or three storeys, and we will no longer have the pleasant views
of untouched bush from that side which we currently so enjoy. We fear it will be less pleasant
overall to live in our house if the proposed driveway extension and the proposed house on Lot 3 are
constructed.
We are concerned that our neighbours at 43C Chisholm Avenue, whose block also adjoins the
proposed Lot 3, will suffer a similar loss of privacy and amenity as we will.
In addition, we are sorry for the poor occupants of 8 Trentwood Park in the future if the proposed
house on Lot 1 is to be constructed, as planned, right on the boundary. The proposed house on Lot
1 appears to threaten a catastrophic loss of privacy for 8 Trentwood Park.
4. The very old, non-compliant existing driveway is inadequate for the subdivision.
We strongly disagree with the assertion in the Traffic Planning Report submitted by the developers
that the existing driveway is “generally compliant” with Council’s DCP, given both the non-compliant
extreme steepness and the acknowledged non-compliant narrow width of the existing driveway,
which was constructed as far as we know circa 1960. If one were to be truthful, the existing
driveway does not currently comply “generally” or at all.
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We strongly disagree with the assertion in the Traffic Planning Report that the conditions of the very
old existing driveway “will be adequate to serve the subdivision proposal”.
Setting aside the steepness factor, we can’t understand why the application for the new subdivision
does not include plans to widen the existing driveway to make the width, at least, compliant with
2016 standards for the new subdivision.
We can’t understand why it is also not proposed to upgrade the surface of the existing driveway to
comply with 2016 standards, (beyond the penny pinching recommendation in the Traffic Planning
Report to patch “the cracking and breaking pavement”).
5. The plan is flawed by omission of one of the two passing bays on the proposed driveway.
In 5.0 of the SEE, it is stated “the proposal seeks to extend the existing driveway to service the
proposed Lot 3, which includes the addition of two passing bays…” Additionally, in 4.2 of the Traffic
Planning Report it is stated “Two (2) passing bays are proposed…”
Why is only one passing bay shown on the submitted plans?
6. The lack of detail in the plan for the driveway extension is worrying.
Unfortunately we were unable to find any evidence in the DA for the assertion in C4.2 in 6.2.3 of the
SEE that “a safe and functional driveway and access from Trentwood Park has been designed for the
site.” In fact, what has been submitted is so skimpy on detail, as to be quite worrying.
By our estimate, the proposed driveway extension will be 50 metres long. We note that the Traffic
Planning Report concedes that the gradient of the proposed driveway will, at 25%, be the maximum
allowed by Council. Additionally the report concedes that the proposed driveway, by exceeding the
maximum length of 20 metres specified in the DCP for a driveway of this gradient, will be
noncompliant under Pittwater Council’s DCP, and is considered compliant only if reference is made
to ‘AS/NZS 2890.1:2004’ i.e. Clause 2.6 “DESIGN OF DOMESTIC DRIVEWAYS (and only then because a
maximum length for a driveway as steep as 25% is just omitted in those standards.)
(By the way we find it regrettable that these latter standards, which have been set with no specific
regard to the unique, steeply-hilled landscape of suburban Pittwater, are considered by the
developers to be applicable to 7 Trentwood Park, Avalon.)
Furthermore, since our house sits on the adjoining block directly up the slope above the proposed
driveway extension to Lot 3, we also have concerns about land slip. Given that the gradient of this
proposed long and extremely steep driveway extension is on the very margins of compliance, and,
further, given that the site is located on a geotechnical hazard zone H1 (where the “slope that rises
across the site is considered a potential hazard”) it would be reassuring to have more detail about
how the proposed driveway extension is to be constructed, for instance, whether a retaining wall or
walls will be required, the planned heights for retaining walls, etc.
We believe the words in C4.7 in 6.2.3 in the SEE referring to “the minor nature of the new driveway
works” are misleading. If we refer specifically to Appendix B, Plan of Existing and Proposed Driveway
Levels, in the Traffic Planning Report, the construction of the new driveway extension appears, on
the contrary, to be quite a major job. We wonder how the significant cut where the condemned
garage now stands on Lot 2, as shown on the Plan of Existing and Proposed Driveway Levels, is to be
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filled. We wonder how the cut to the height of two metres (near the top of the driveway extension),
as shown on the Plan of Exisiting and Proposed Driveway Levels, is to be supported.
We also wonder, when we consider the Plan of Existing and Proposed Driveway Levels, from which
point in the three metre width across the proposed driveway extension are the levels shown? While
we assume the levels shown are for the centre of the driveway extension, who could tell from this
plan? (A plan showing the levels of the driveway extension along the slope’s high side might reveal
an even higher cut is involved. A plan showing the levels of the driveway extension along the slope’s
low side might reveal a much deeper fill is required.) Given the lack of submitted information, how
can the design for the driveway extension be assessed?
Further, a note on the Plan of Existing & Proposed Driveway Levels in Appendix B of the Traffic
Planning Report states that the “proposed driveway is subject to final survey and design”. We
wonder, how can the application be assessed if a final survey and design for the driveway extension
has not been submitted?
Also we wonder, since the construction of the proposed driveway extension clearly involves
substantial earthworks, why were details of earthworks omitted on the application form?
7. The omission of easements and the unrealistic footprints of the houses on Lot 1 and Lot 3
suggest that many more trees are under threat.
Quite frankly the modest footprints of the proposed houses on Lot 1 and Lot 3 seem unrealistic.
When we look at them, we wonder where the future occupants’ cars are to park or to turn around.
Also there is no provision for easements to these houses.
Realistically, if this subdivision application does get approved, significantly more trees than the
eleven identified in the Arborist’s report will have to be removed. Once again, there is a worrying
lack of clarity about this plan.
In summary, based on the above 7 objections, we conclude that Pittwater Council should refuse the
application.
Yours faithfully
Susan Roberts
John Roberts
Phone: 0434 283572 (Susan), 9918 3824 (John)
Email: oyama@tpg.com.au (Susan) bridgego@tpg.com.au (John)
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Further, with reference to the Pittwater LEP, we note that 7 Trentwood Park has been zoned E4,
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We strongly disagree with the assertion in the Traffic Planning Report that the conditions of the very
old existing driveway “will be adequate to serve the subdivision proposal”.
Setting aside the steepness factor, we can’t understand why the application for the new subdivision
does not include plans to widen the existing driveway to make the width, at least, compliant with
2016 standards for the new subdivision.
We can’t understand why it is also not proposed to upgrade the surface of the existing driveway to
comply with 2016 standards, (beyond the penny pinching recommendation in the Traffic Planning
Report to patch “the cracking and breaking pavement”).
5. The plan is flawed by omission of one of the two passing bays on the proposed driveway.
In 5.0 of the SEE, it is stated “the proposal seeks to extend the existing driveway to service the
proposed Lot 3, which includes the addition of two passing bays…” Additionally, in 4.2 of the Traffic
Planning Report it is stated “Two (2) passing bays are proposed…”
Why is only one passing bay shown on the submitted plans?
6. The lack of detail in the plan for the driveway extension is worrying.
Unfortunately we were unable to find any evidence in the DA for the assertion in C4.2 in 6.2.3 of the
SEE that “a safe and functional driveway and access from Trentwood Park has been designed for the
site.” In fact, what has been submitted is so skimpy on detail, as to be quite worrying.
By our estimate, the proposed driveway extension will be 50 metres long. We note that the Traffic
Planning Report concedes that the gradient of the proposed driveway will, at 25%, be the maximum
allowed by Council. Additionally the report concedes that the proposed driveway, by exceeding the
maximum length of 20 metres specified in the DCP for a driveway of this gradient, will be
noncompliant under Pittwater Council’s DCP, and is considered compliant only if reference is made
to ‘AS/NZS 2890.1:2004’ i.e. Clause 2.6 “DESIGN OF DOMESTIC DRIVEWAYS (and only then because a
maximum length for a driveway as steep as 25% is just omitted in those standards.)
(By the way we find it regrettable that these latter standards, which have been set with no specific
regard to the unique, steeply-hilled landscape of suburban Pittwater, are considered by the
developers to be applicable to 7 Trentwood Park, Avalon.)
Furthermore, since our house sits on the adjoining block directly up the slope above the proposed
driveway extension to Lot 3, we also have concerns about land slip. Given that the gradient of this
proposed long and extremely steep driveway extension is on the very margins of compliance, and,
further, given that the site is located on a geotechnical hazard zone H1 (where the “slope that rises
across the site is considered a potential hazard”) it would be reassuring to have more detail about
how the proposed driveway extension is to be constructed, for instance, whether a retaining wall or
walls will be required, the planned heights for retaining walls, etc.
We believe the words in C4.7 in 6.2.3 in the SEE referring to “the minor nature of the new driveway
works” are misleading. If we refer specifically to Appendix B, Plan of Existing and Proposed Driveway
Levels, in the Traffic Planning Report, the construction of the new driveway extension appears, on
the contrary, to be quite a major job. We wonder how the significant cut where the condemned
garage now stands on Lot 2, as shown on the Plan of Existing and Proposed Driveway Levels, is to be
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filled. We wonder how the cut to the height of two metres (near the top of the driveway extension),
as shown on the Plan of Exisiting and Proposed Driveway Levels, is to be supported.
We also wonder, when we consider the Plan of Existing and Proposed Driveway Levels, from which
point in the three metre width across the proposed driveway extension are the levels shown? While
we assume the levels shown are for the centre of the driveway extension, who could tell from this
plan? (A plan showing the levels of the driveway extension along the slope’s high side might reveal
an even higher cut is involved. A plan showing the levels of the driveway extension along the slope’s
low side might reveal a much deeper fill is required.) Given the lack of submitted information, how
can the design for the driveway extension be assessed?
Further, a note on the Plan of Existing & Proposed Driveway Levels in Appendix B of the Traffic
Planning Report states that the “proposed driveway is subject to final survey and design”. We
wonder, how can the application be assessed if a final survey and design for the driveway extension
has not been submitted?
Also we wonder, since the construction of the proposed driveway extension clearly involves
substantial earthworks, why were details of earthworks omitted on the application form?
7. The omission of easements and the unrealistic footprints of the houses on Lot 1 and Lot 3
suggest that many more trees are under threat.
Quite frankly the modest footprints of the proposed houses on Lot 1 and Lot 3 seem unrealistic.
When we look at them, we wonder where the future occupants’ cars are to park or to turn around.
Also there is no provision for easements to these houses.
Realistically, if this subdivision application does get approved, significantly more trees than the
eleven identified in the Arborist’s report will have to be removed. Once again, there is a worrying
lack of clarity about this plan.
In summary, based on the above 7 objections, we conclude that Pittwater Council should refuse the
application.
Yours faithfully
Susan Roberts
John Roberts
Phone: 0434 283572 (Susan), 9918 3824 (John)
Email: oyama@tpg.com.au (Susan) bridgego@tpg.com.au (John)
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