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Jiajie Wan

69 Moffatts Drive
Dundas Valley
N.S.W 2117

2374 November 2016

Interim General Manager
City of Parramatta Council
P.O. Box 32,
PARRAMATTA, NSW 2124.

Dear Sir,

REF: PROPOSED CHANGES TO FAST-TRACK MEDIUM-DENSITY DEVELOPMENT

We refer to the Public Notice of 16" November 2016 seeking residents feedback for Parramatta
Council’s submission to the NSW Government by 12% December 2016.

We object to the proposed changes in that it takes away Council’s authority and processes for a fair
assessment:-

- Council’s current procedures of advertising a DA in the Local Papers for submissions of
objections/feedbacks, etc. and Council informing in writing to surrounding residents should
be more than 2 weeks. The feedback from long term ratepayers are crucial for the
Councillors to base their decisions on because, the residents have the information first hand.
Most residents have been living in the area for decades, in most cases, more than 35 years
and know the area like the back of their hands.

- Feedbacks from residents will help Councillors’ make an informed response when assessing
a DAs.

- The current time frame (2 weeks) for residents’ feedback/submissions on duplexes,
townhouses, villas, terrace and manor homes is too short because most residents these days
have both parents/partners working and they have to juggle a few balls every day of the
week. Therefore, two weeks is too short to formulate a detailed response, it should be
extended. As evidenced over the past few years, big and bulky developments usually comes
out during Easter time, school holidays and Christmas & New Year breaks, when parents
take time off for the children’s affairs and are time poor to write a submission during these
periods. We would suggest more time be allowed during these holiday periods.

- Council to review its approval process to ensure that when a proposal of a development is
submitted to Council and if they are not fully complying, they be rejected immediately and
NOT be advertised in the local papers asking for feedback, etc.because it is a waste of time
for Councillors and Residents. The developers are paid to do their job but the surrounding
Residents are not PAID to DEFEND their property.
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- Council to review its process in advising and re-notification residents of amended plans, etc
and granting speaking positions to include all Speakers who register before the closing off

time at Public Forums.

- Because of the above reasons, handing over the reins to a Private Certifier is a NO GO zone.

- Since 2014, a simple “granny flat (now called secondary dwelling) are in the hands of Private
Certifiers and are sprouting in almost every alternate block in most backyards, thereby
already creating medium density in itself and more people are being housed in a single block.

- No need to fast track townhouses, terraces, villas, manors, cluster housing, etc ~ Councils
should retain the processes/procedures in order to maintain conformity and responsibilities
and not contracted them out to 3™ party (Certifiers)

- Ifa Certifier cut corners - Residents are not informed and Council just rubber stamp the
project because “its within the guidelines” without having assess the subject site’s
constraints, who will be responsible should there be a claim during and after the project?

- Also in future decades Council has to pour Ratepayers fund to re-work the non-conformance.
This fast track procedures are just false economy and false sense of increasing housing
stocks.

Based on the above, we do NOT agree with NSW’s Government’s changes to fast track medium
density developments without neighbours’ and place the authority onto Private Certifiers. This fast
track process does not mean that more houses will be built in medium density areas in a shorter time.
Consultations with neighbours/locals and close residents will alleviate future unrepairable problems
related to parking, congestion in roads, infrastructure, stormwater, flooding, social environment etc
for many decades for Parramatta Council and remaining residents to cop the mess started by the

proposed changes.

We hope Parramatta Council forward a strong case on our concerns and REJECT this proposed fast
track changes.

Yo%s singerely,

& L

Jiajie Wan.




James Lee

81 Moffatts Drive
Dundas Valley
N.S.W 2117

234 November 2016

Interim General Manager
City of Parramatta Council
P.O. Box 32,
PARRAMATTA, NSW 2124,

Dear Sir, Initiats

REF: PROPOSED CHANGES TO FAST-TRACK MEDIUM-DENSITY DEVELOPMENT

We refer to the Public Notice of 16" November 2016 seeking residents feedback for Parramatta
Council’s submission to the NSW Government by 12! December 2016.

We object to the proposed changes in that it takes away Council’s authority and processes for a fair
assessment:~

- Council’s current procedures of advertising a DA in the Local Papers for submissions of
objections/feedbacks, etc. and Council informing in writing to surrounding residents should
be more than 2 weeks. The feedback from long term ratepayers are crucial for the
Councillors to base their decisions on because, the residents have the information first hand.
Most residents have been living in the area for decades, in most cases, more than 35 years
and know the area like the back of their hands.

- Feedbacks from residents will help Councillors’ make an informed response when assessing
a DAs.

- The current time frame (2 weeks) for residents’ feedback/submissions on duplexes,
townhouses, villas, terrace and manor homes is too short because most residents these days
have both parents/partners working and they have to juggle a few balls every day of the
week. Therefore, two weeks is too short to formulate a detailed response, it should be
extended. As evidenced over the past few years, big and bulky developments usually comes
out during Easter time, school holidays and Christmas & New Year breaks, when parents
take time off for the children’s affairs and are time poor to write a submission during these
periods. We would suggest more time be allowed during these holiday periods.

- Council to review its approval process to ensure that when a proposal of a development is
submitted to Council and if they are not fully complying, they be rejected immediately and
NOT be advertised in the local papers asking for feedback, etc.because it is a waste of time
for Councillors and Residents. The developers are paid to do their job but the surrounding
Residents are not PAID to DEFEND their property.
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- Council to review its process in advising and re-notification residents of amended plans, etc
and granting speaking positions to include all Speakers who register before the closing off
time at Public Forums.

- Because of the above reasons, handing over the reins to a Private Certifier is a NO GO zone.

- Since 2014, a simple “granny flat (now called secondary dwelling) are in the hands of Private
Certifiers and are sprouting in almost every alternate block in most backyards, thereby
already creating medium density in itself and more people are being housed in a single block.

- No need to fast track townhouses, terraces, villas, manors, cluster housing, etc — Councils
should retain the processes/procedures in order to maintain conformity and responsibilities
and not contracted them out to 3" party (Certifiers)

- If a Certifier cut corners - Residents are not informed and Council just rubber stamp the
project because “its within the guidelines” without having assess the subject site’s
constraints, who will be responsible should there be a claim during and after the project?

- Also in future decades Council has to pour Ratepayers fund to re-work the non-conformance.
This fast track procedures are just false economy and false sense of increasing housing
stocks.

Based on the above, we do NOT agree with NSW’s Government’s changes to fast track medium
density developments without neighbours’ and place the authority onto Private Certifiers. This fast
track process does not mean that more houses will be built in medium density areas in a shorter time.
Consultations with neighbours/locals and close residents will alleviate future unrepairable problems
related to parking, congestion in roads, infrastructure, stormwater, flooding, social environment etc
for many decades for Parramatta Council and remaining residents to cop the mess started by the
proposed changes.

We hope Parramatta Council forward a strong case on our concerns and REJECT this proposed fast
track changes.

Yours sincerely,




e

Yaohua Chen

69A Moffatts Drive
Dundas Valley
N.S.W 2117

23 November 2016

Interim General Manager
City of Parramatta Council

P.0. Box 32,
PARRAMATTA, NSW 2124,
Dear Sir,

REF: PROPOSED CHANGES TO FAST-TRACK MEDIUM-DENSITY DEVELOPMENT

We refer to the Public Notice of 16* November 2016 seeking residents feedback for Parramatta
Council’s submission to the NSW Government by 12% December 2016.

We object to the proposed changes in that it takes away Council’s authority and processes for a fair
assessment:-

- Council’s current procedures of advertising a DA in the Local Papers for submissions of
objections/feedbacks, etc. and Council informing in writing to surrounding residents should
be more than 2 weeks. The feedback from long term ratepayers are crucial for the
Councillors to base their decisions on because, the residents have the information first hand.
Most residents have been living in the area for decades, in most cases, more than 35 years
and know the area like the back of their hands.

- Feedbacks from residents will help Councillors’ make an informed response when assessing
aDAs.

- The current time frame (2 weeks) for residents’ feedback/submissions on duplexes,
townhouses, villas, terrace and manor homes is too short because most residents these days
have both parents/partners working and they have to juggle a few balls every day of the
week. Therefore, two weeks is too short to formulate a detailed response, it should be
extended. As evidenced over the past few years, big and bulky developments usually comes
out during Easter time, school holidays and Christmas & New Year breaks, when parents
take time off for the children’s affairs and are time poor to write a submission during these
periods. We would suggest more time be allowed during these holiday periods.

- Council to review its approval process to ensure that when a proposal of a development is
submitted to Council and if they are not fully complying, they be rejected immediately and
NOT be advertised in the local papers asking for feedback, etc.because it is a waste of time
for Councillors and Residents. The developers are paid to do their job but the surrounding
Residents are not PAID to DEFEND their property.
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- Council to review its process in advising and re-notification residents of amended plans, etc
and granting speaking positions to include all Speakers who register before the closing off
time at Public Forums.

- Because of the above reasons, handing over the reins to a Private Certifier is a NO GO zone.

- Since 2014, a simple “granny flat (now called secondary dwelling) are in the hands of Private
Certifiers and are sprouting in almost every alternate block in most backyards, thereby
already creating medium density in itself and more people are being housed in a single block.

- No need to fast track townhouses, terraces, villas, manors, cluster housing, etc — Councils
should retain the processes/procedures in order to maintain conformity and responsibilities
and not contracted them out to 3™ party (Certifiers)

- Ifa Certifier cut corners - Residents are not informed and Council just rubber stamp the
project because “its within the guidelines” without having assess the subject site’s
constraints, who will be responsible should there be a claim during and after the project?

- Also in future decades Council has to pour Ratepayers fund to re-work the non-conformance.
This fast track procedures are just false economy and false sense of increasing housing
stocks.

Based on the above, we do NOT agree with NSW’s Government’s changes to fast track medium
density developments without neighbours’ and place the authority onto Private Certifiers. This fast
track process does not mean that more houses will be built in medium density areas in a shorter time.
Consultations with neighbours/locals and close residents will alleviate future unrepairable problems
related to parking, congestion in roads, infrastructure, stormwater, flooding, social environment etc
for many decades for Parramatta Council and remaining residents to cop the mess started by the
proposed changes.

We hope Parramatta Council forward a strong case on our concerns and REJECT this proposed fast
track changes.

Yours sincerely,

Yéohua Chen.
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S & M Cruchinho
22 Manning Parade
Dundas Valley
N.S.W 2117

2374 November 2016

Interim General Manager
City of Parramatta Council
P.O. Box 32,
PARRAMATTA, NSW 2124,

3 0 MoV 2016

Initials

N,

Dear Sir,

REF: PROPOSED CHANGES TO FAST-TRACK MEDIUM-DENSITY DEVELOPMENT

We refer to the Public Notice of 16™ November 2016 seeking residents feedback for Parramatta
Council’s submission to the NSW Government by 12* December 2016.

We object to the proposed changes in that it takes away residents’ democratic right to object and the
time frame to submit objections should be extended because the current 2 weeks is insufficient.

- Council’s current procedures of advertising a DA in the Local Papers for submissions of
aobjections/feedbacks, etc. and Council informing in writing the surrounding residents
should continue and be more than 2 weeks. The feedback from long term ratepayers are
crucial for the Councillors to base their decisions on because, the residents have the
information first hand. Most residents have been living in the area for decades, in most cases,
more than 35 years and know the area like the back of their hands and are passionate of the
area’s positive attributes and surrounding characteristics.

- Feedbacks/submissions from residents will help Councillors’ make an informed response
when assessing DA’s so that there is uniformity and not a mish mash of concrete blocks and

zig zag setbacks.

- The current time frame (2 weeks) for residents’ feedback/submissions on duplexes,
townhouses, villas, terrace and manor homes is too short because most residents these days
have both parents/partners working and they have to juggle a few balls every day of the
week. Therefore, two weeks is too short to formulate a detailed response, it should be
extended. As evidenced over the past few years, big and bulky developments usually comes
out during Easter time, school holidays and Christmas & New Year breaks, when parents
take time off for the children’s affairs and are time poor to write a submission during these
periods. We would suggest even more time be allowed during these holiday periods.

- Council to review its approval process to ensure that when a proposal of a development is
submitted to Council and if they are not fully complying, they be rejected immediately and
NOT be advertised in the local papers asking for feedback, etc.because it is a waste of time
for Councillors and Residents. The developers are paid to do their job but are always trying
to get exemptions by proposing reduce setbacks or state project is within 800m to bus
stops/train station but infact it is 900-1000 metres away from the station. The surrounding
Residents are not PAID to DEFEND their property.
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- Council to review its process in advising and re-notification residents of amended plans, etc
and granting speaking positions to include all Speakers who register before the closing off
time at Public Forums.

- Because of the above reasons, handing over the reins to a Private Certifier and without
residents consultation are a NO GO zone.

- Since 2014, a simple “granny flat (now called secondary dwelling) are in the hands of Private
Certifiers and are sprouting in almost every alternate block in most backyards here, thereby
already creating medium density in itself and more people are being housed in a single block.

- Therefore, there is no need to fast track townhouses, terraces, villas, manors, cluster housing,
etc — Councils should retain the current processes/procedures in order to maintain conformity
and responsibilities and not contracted them out to 3 party (Certifiers)

- IfaCertifier cut corners and Residents are not aware/informed and Council just rubber stamp
the project because “its within the guidelines” without having sighting and assessing the
subject site’s constraints, who will be responsible should there be a claim during and after the
project?

- Also in future decades Council has to pour Ratepayers fund to re-work the non-conformance.
This fast track procedures are just false economy and false sense of increasing housing
stocks.

Based on the above, we do NOT agree with NSW’s Government’s changes to fast track medium
density developments without neighbours’ consultations and to place the authority onto Private
Certifiers. This fast track process does not mean that more houses will be built in medium density
areas in a shorter time. Consultations with neighbours/locals and close residents will eliminate future
unrepairable problems related to carparking, congestion in roads, infrastructure, stormwater,
flooding, social environment impact,etc for many decades for Parramatta Council and the remaining
residents to cop with the mess started by the proposed changes.

We hope Parramatta Council forward a strong case on our concerns and REJECT this proposed fast
track changes without residents’ consultation. In fact, it should widen the notification area and

lengthen the time concerned.

Yours sincerely,

7

477 G-
S Q/ 7L é‘,/f/{/gcé?‘{_/fﬂ_/»&

S. & M. Cruchinho.
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Kevin Kuo

From: Tim Jeffries <timjeffries@optusnet.com.au>

Sent: Sunday, 27 November 2016 6:18 PM

Subject: " Proposed State Govt changes to fast track medium density development

Dear Council

I refer to your invitation for submissions on the State Government’s proposal to include medium density
developments as complying developments.

I strongly object to the State Government's proposal. I believe it will negatively impact the character and
amenity of many neighbourhoods, particularly those characterised by single dwellings on larger lots. I do
not believe adequate consultation has occurred, resulting in low awareness of the potentially dramatic
implications of the State Government’s proposal.

I believe that the medium density housing forms proposed by the State Government are not at all suited to
areas zoned R2 Low Density. I also believe that these forms should not be able to be approved by Private
Certification due to their complexity and potential for conflicts of interest.

If implemented, the State Government proposals will lead to dramatic population growth, putting more
pressure on already overcrowded infrastructure. There is no up-side for incumbent residents.

I support Parramatta Council’s draft submission on the "proposed expansion of complying development to
include low-rise medium density housing types” (Ref: DO4061621), which:

« objects to medium density housing forms being permitted in R2 Low Density zones as Complying

Developments
« recommends that the Council’s current zoning policy framework be maintained.

Please call or email me if you have any queries.
Thanks and regards

Tim Jeffries
35 Banks St
Mays Hill
0411 424 577
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Kevin Kuo

From: Rhiannon Evans <rhiannone25@yahoo.com.au>
Sent: Sunday, 27 November 2016 7:49 PM

Subject: Medium density developments

“Dear Council

I refer to your invitation for submissions on the State Government’s proposal to include medium density
developments as complying developments.

I strongly object to the State Government's proposal. I believe it will negatively impact the character and
amenity of many neighbourhoods, particularly those characterised by single dwellings on larger lots. I do
not believe adequate consultation has occurred, resulting in low awareness of the potentially dramatic
implications of the State Government’s proposal.

I believe that the medium density housing forms proposed by the State Government are not at all suited to
areas zoned R2 Low Density. I also believe that these forms should not be able to be approved by Private
Certification due to their complexity and potential conflicts of interest.

If implemented, the State Government proposals will lead to dramatic population growth, putting more
pressure on already overcrowded infrastructure. There is no up-side for incumbent residents.

I support Parramatta Council’s draft submission on the "proposed expansion of complying development to
include low-rise medium density housing types” (Ref: DO4061621), which:
objects to medium density housing forms being permitted in R2 Low Density zones as Complying

Developments
recommends that the Council’s current zoning policy framework be maintained."

Regards
Rhiannon Evans
10 Steele Street
Mays Hill

NSW 2145

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone




Kevin Kuo

From: karenpc1966 <karenpcl966@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, 27 November 2016 7:54 PM
Subject: Medium density housing

Dear council

I refer to your invitation for submissions on the State Government’s proposal to include medium density
developments as complying developments.

I strongly object to the State Government's proposal. I believe it will negatively impact the character and
amenity of many neighbourhoods, particularly those characterised by single dwellings on larger lots. I do
not believe adequate consultation has occurred, resulting in low awareness of the potentially dramatic
implications of the State Government’s proposal.

I believe that the medium density housing forms proposed by the State Government are not at all suited to
areas zoned R2 Low Density. I also believe that these forms should not be able to be approved by Private
Certification due to their complexity and potential conflicts of interest.

If implemented, the State Government proposals will lead to dramatic population growth, putting more
pressure on already overcrowded infrastructure. There is no up-side for incumbent residents.

I support Parramatta Council’s draft submission on the "proposed expansion of complying development to
include low-rise medium density housing types” (Ref: DO4061621), which:

objects to medium density housing forms being permitted in R2 Low Density zones as Complying
Developments

recommends that the Council’s current zoning policy framework be maintained."”

Cheers

Karen Crawford

10 Steele Street

Mays Hill

2145



Interim General Manager
City of Parramatta Council

1 ’Q'@Satts Drive

PO Box 32 __ Dunda? ?!!ey NSW 2117
Parramatta NSW 2124 S i v /
Attention: Amberley Moore \ /
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A REQUEST FOR PRIVATE INFORMATION TO BE WITHHELD FROM THIRD PARTIES
RE: PROPOSED CHANGES TO FAST-TRACK MEDIUM DENSITY DEVELOPMENT

Dear Sir/Madam,

| am writing in response to the City of Parramatta Council’s Public Notice printed in ‘The Parramatta
Advertiser’ newspaper (dated 16" November 2016) about the proposed changes to fast-track
medium density development.

While the NSW Government has recognised that there is a gap in planning in the area of
medium density development, lack of choices in medium density residences and the need for
changed development controls for future Medium Density development. The Medium Density
Design Guide (MDDG) and Medium Density Housing Codes to be placed into the Codes SEPP
is trying to provide solutions but it could create more problems with the development
assessment process it proposes.

For Example:
The fast-tracking of Medium Density Development assessment process
THE COMPLYING DEVELOPMENT

PROPOSAL:  The fast-tracking of straightforward low rise medium density development that
has minimum scope for impact on adjoining properties

With the proposed Medium Density Housing Codes the building types that can be ‘fast-
tracked’” will include:

Two dwellings side by side
Terrace Houses
Manor Houses (a new development type) A building of two storeys containing 3 or 4 dwellings

on one lot of land

COMMENT: These are not small developments with minimal scope for impact YET they could
be fast-tracked and passed as complying development WITHOUT neighbour consultation.




These complying development types have the same scale as a dwelling house currently has
under the General Housing Code in the Codes SEPP.

Neighbour consultation MUST be kept in the process especially living in R1, R2, R3 and RUS
zones under the LEP. They should be allowed to have imput into the process especially if it is
directly impacting on their property

Since the Council amalgamations the City of Parramatta Council has a greater area to cover
and unpredented building development in the Parramatta CBD alone not to mention large
building proposals in Silverwater and other areas. It is unrealistic to believe the Council will
detect every flaw in a design and the impact on adjoining property with their workload even
if the Council adopts the MDDG

A neighbouring resident can be of assistance to the Council by highlighting information that a
developer ‘s application paperwork might not address. The Council can check on that point and
get it rectified before the proposal gets final approval

DEVELOPMENT APPLICATIONS FOR MEDIUM DENSITY DEVELOPMENT

These are the developments that have not met the criteria or standards to pass as a complying
development and need a Development Application. It is here that if Council does decide to
adopt the MDDG it has to be adopted in its entirety which is a concern as there are
elements of the MDDG that should not be adopted as it is in its current form

TRANSPERANCY AND OPENNESS FOR THE PUBLIC IN MEDIUM DENSITY DEVELOPMENT
APPROVALS

In the NSW Planning and Environment Frequently Asked Questions information booklet on the fast
page states it is the Department’s objective to promote an open and transparent planning system.

I hope that that also applies that the public can also access information from Planning and
Environment Department in relation to transperancy and openness being legislated into the
Medium

Density Housing Codes and the MDDG when it comes to approvals being given to any
developments that will come under this new amended legislation

With private certifiers also assessing developments and issuing complying development
certificates to fast-track Medium Density Developments under the amended legislation it
should be made available to the public (on request) whether they may have a conflict of
interest or affiliated to any property developers involved in the development they are
approving




LIMITED NOTIFICATION TO RESIDENTS BY CITY OF PARRAMATTA COUNCIL ABOUT THE
PROPOSED CHANGES TO FAST-TRACK MEDIUM DENSITY DEVELOPMENT

I do have concerns that older age residents and residents who have no current internet access may
not be aware of the proposed changes to Medium Density development and may miss out on their
chance to have their say to the Council before the deadline.

A suggestion to Council is when delivering to all mail boxes the periodic newsletter {the Pulse
newsletter ) that promotes upcoming family events and festivals etc in Parramatta would it be
possible to include a brief notice telling residents to watch in the local newspaper for details
about important legislation changes that will be coming in the near future regarding
developments such as medium density. The limited time period of roughly two weeks is a
disadvantage as the hard copies of the draft MDDG and other supporting information was not
available in the Parramatta library provided by the Council until the following week after the
notice was published in the newspaper

Thank you for your attention and giving the opportunity to provide some feedback in regard
to these proposed changes

Yours faithfully
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Kevin Kuo

From: Natalie Jurisic <nataliejurisic@hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, 28 November 2016 12:58 PM

Subject: Submission - State Government's proposal to include medium density

developments as complying developments

Dear Council,

| refer to your invitation for submissions on the State Government’s proposal to include medium density
developments as complying developments.

My family and I strongly object to the State Government's proposal. We believe this will negatively impact
the character and amenity of many neighbourhoods, particularly those characterised by single dwellings
on larger lots, and particularly in areas where a number of homes have strong historical significance, such
as Mays Hill (2145) where my family and | reside.

It is my belief that there has not been adequate consultation to date, with a number of my neighbours (for
example) completely unaware of this proposal despite the enormity of it from an implications perspective.

| believe that the medium density housing forms proposed by the State Government are not at all suited to
areas zoned R2 Low Density. | also believe that these forms should not be able to be approved by Private
Certification due to their complexity and potential conflicts of interest.

If implemented, the State Government proposals will lead to dramatic population growth, putting more
pressure on already overcrowded infrastructure. There is no up-side for incumbent residents.

I strongly support The City of Parramatta's draft submission on the "proposed expansion of complying
development to include low-rise medium density housing types” (Ref: DO4061621), which:

e objects to medium density housing forms being permitted in R2 Low Density zones as Complying

Developments
o recommends that the Council’s current zoning policy framework be maintained.”

Regards,
Natalie Jurisic and Family.
(7 Napier St, Mays Hill).



Kevin Kuo

From:
Sent:
Subject:

Jason, Dale & Rudy Doyle <the.doyles@mac.com>
Monday, 28 November 2016 1:34 PM
SUBMISSION TO CITY OF PARRAMATTA COUNCIL

To whom it may concern,

[ strongly object to:
1. adoption of the Draft Medium Density Design Guide
2. proposals to fast frack medium-density development

In this regard | support the objections contained in City of Parramatia’s submission of 8
February 2016, lodged with DP&E in February 2016.

| also object fo Baird Government plans to
- take away property owner rights of objection
- change R2 low density residential zone into medium density - by stealth.

Kind regards,

Jason Doyle

15 Remus Place
Winston Hills NSW 2153



Kevin Kuo

From: Dale Doyle <Dale.Doyle@mastercom.com.au>
Sent: Monday, 28 November 2016 2:12 PM
Subject: Fast Track medium density-Attention Amberley Moore

SUBMISSION TO CITY OF PARRAMATTA COUNCIL

We strongly object to:
1. adoption of the Draft Medium Density Design Guide
2. proposals to fast track medium-density development

In this regard we support the objections contained in City of Parramatta’s submission of 8 February
2016, lodged with DP&E in February 2016.

We also object to Baird Government plans to
+ take away property owner rights of objection
» change R2 low density residential zone into medium density — by stealth.

DALE ELIZABETH DOYLE

Busingss Address 12
Postal Addre ’
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] CATTENTION ¢ AMBEALEY MOORE
SUBMISSION TO CITY OF PARRAMATTA COUNCIL

We strongly object io:
1. adoption of ihe Draft Medium Density Design Gu
2. proposals to fast track m density d mant

in this regard we support the objections contained in City of Parramaita’s submission of B
February 2016, lodged with DP&E In February 2016,

We also object to Baird Government plans to
- take away property owner righls of objection
s change R2 low density residential zone inio medium density — by sisalih.

Reagons:

Our homes are imporfant fo us.

They are our biggest invesiment.

We select a low density residential area because it has a nice look and feel, sulls our
transport, school, medical needs. And other facilities we value.

We spend years paying off our morigages, and paying rates lo improve our local area.
We do this because we enjoy the area we live in and is surrpundings.
We have a right fo quiel enjoyment of our property.

Surroundings are pari of amenity (pleasantness) of area, par of our enjoyment of our

property.

Government is supposed to protect our rights.

But here it s planning to take them away by sizalth. %
The scheme to fast track medium density development intends fo rob us of our property e~
rights. R
i iz being done by a centralist bureaucratic process of smoke and mirrors, by changing
gefinitions and ruies.

The net result will be that what is now described as an "R2 low density residential zone” will
actually be medium density.

Cur low density environment has already been sroded by “complying development” on
Granny Flats. Some might be ok but many are messy and detract from the look and feel of
the area.
imagine how it will be If the same rules are exiended {0

« ailached dual occcupancies

= detached dual occupancies

« terraces and townhouses

+  manor houses - a new development type being a building of na more than two

storeys containing 3 or 4 dwellings on one tof of land.

There will be no DA to Council, no notice o neighbours, no right to object, no way to hold
anyone to account, and no right of redress uniess very expensive legal aclion is possible.

Government says “Don’'t worry! There will be standards they have to meel”

What they don't say is that there are standards now in the form of planning instruments such
as the relevant Deveiopment Control Plan, but even those standards can be twisted to suil
Big Brother’s plans.

There are recent examples whers nor-compliance with number of storeys, bulk and scale of
buiiding, reduced front setbacks are just a few crucial items where objections are brushed
aside. The perception is thatl there is a bias towards developers. Even under the existing
system you could end up with a 3 storey building 1.5 meires from your boundary fencs.

Our right to object is being devalued bit by bit, but it is still better than having no right al all.




Page 2 of 3

This scheme ends up with pocket handkerchief size blocks with medium density buildings
and mini backyards — totally different to most existing R2 areas,

What about the social issues this brings for the fulure?

As lime goes by it will start to look and fee! fike a ghefls.

And vou thought you lived in a low denslly residential zene? Sorry!

Big Brother tells us that this will improve housing affordability, but they have to be joking. Mo
calculations are included to demonsirale this claim. The only way to ensure that is lo place
a mandatory price ceiling on the developed property — and Boy, wouldn't you hear the
industry squeal aboul thal.

Smiling people (who probably don'i live anywhere nearby) appear on TV and in local papers
telfing us how this is all in our inferests because we must bend over backwards to
accommodate newcomers — a growing population - because growth is good (whether
susiainable or not).

They also tell us it is imporiant for the newcomers to have easy access to transport
corridors, roads, rail, schools, shops, hospitals, waler and power infrastruclure and so on.
in other words, all the things we value about our area and contribute o our lifestyle.

And, despite the fact that these are all facilities we have collectively paid for over the years,
we are supposed o be happy about having our low density communities rashed, with
sstablished property owners being gradually pushed oul so newcomers can enjoy those

facilities.
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From: susan Mclaughlin <subiemclaughlin@me.com>
Sent: : Monday, 28 November 2016 2:50 PM
Subject: Fast track medium density - Attention Amberley Moore

In this regard we support the objections contained in City of Parramatta’s submission of 8
February 2016, lodged with DP&E in February 2016.

We also object to Baird Government plans to
take away property owner rights of objection
§ change R2 low density residential zone into medium density — by stealth.

Names of 4 people objecting - 85 Model Farms Rd Winston Hills
Susan McLaughlin

John McCauley

Willow McLaughlin

Jarlath McCauley



Kevin Kuo

From: Albert Sahyoun <AlbertSahyoun@mcgrath.com.au>
Sent: Monday, 28 November 2016 3:00 PM

Subject: Draft Medium Density Design Guide- Infill Development
Hi,

The proposal to include Manor homes, terraces in the Medium Density Design Guide under complying development
is an excellent idea to increase SUPPLY and CHOICE OF NEW DWELLINGS apart from apartment units in high density
zonings and dual occupancies mostly in R2 Zonings.

The map of land potentially affected by the policy indicates council (Parramatta) is only willing to allow these types
of developments mainly in R3 Zonings.

This limits development restrictively in terms of supply as there are limited R3 Zoning sites.

| feel these types of development can suit R2 Zoning sites similarly to RYDE COUNCIL: Multi dwelling is permissible
subject to 20m frontage.

Why can’t Parramatta Council adopt the same LEP and DCP CONTROLS similar to Ryde Council to allow multi
dwelling developments in R2 Zonings. It works well there(RYDE) as Parramatta LGA has an abundance supply of
suitable properties.

Could you please indicate other than multi unit development(normally large scale) and dual occupancies, what other
choices of developments in small scale PARRAMATTA COUNCIL and its strategic team has focused on.

Thank you

T:02 9407 7832

M 0422 660224

£: 02 9407 7899

£: albertsahyoun@mcgrath.com.au

Attention:
The information contained in this message and or attachments is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed and may contain confidential
and/or privileged material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking of any action in reliance upon, this information by persons or
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51 Moffatts Drive
Dundas Valley
NSW 2117.

23" November 2016

Interim General Manager
City of Parramatta Council
P.O. Box 32,
PARRAMATTA, NSW 2124,

|itials
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Dear Sir,

REF: PROPOSED CHANGES TO FAST-TRACK MEDIUM-DENSITY DEVELOPMENT

We refer to the Public Notice of 16™" November 2016 seeking residents feedback for Parramatta
Council’s submission to the NSW Government by 12" December 2016.

We object to the proposed changes in that it takes away residents’ right to object and processes for
a fair assessment:- ,

- Council’s current procedures of advertising a DA in the Local Papers for submissions of
objections/feedbacks, etc. and Council informing in writing to surrounding residents should
remain unchanged, however, we would ask for more time to do a submission. The feedback
from long term ratepayers are crucial for the Councillors to base their decisions on because,
the Residents have the information first hand. Most Residents have been living in the area
for decades, in most cases, more than 35 years and know the area like the back of their

hands.

- | do not expect every Councillor to be an expert on a particular area, so it helps to give
Councillors an idea to make an informed response when assessing a DA’s and ensure
uniformity and conform to the character of the street.

- The current time frame (2 weeks) for residents’ feedback/submissions on duplexes,
townhouses, villas, terrace and manor homes is too short because most residents these days
have both parents/partners working and they have to juggle a few balls every day of the
week. Therefore, two weeks is insufficient to formulate a detailed response, it should be
extended. As evidenced over the past few years, big and bulky developments usually comes
out during Easter time, school holidays and Christmas & New Year breaks, when parents take
time off for the children’s affairs and are time poor to write a submission during these
periods. We would suggest more time be allowed for residents feedback/submissions.

- Council to review its approval process to ensure that when a proposal of a development is
submitted to Council and if they are not fully complying, they be rejected immediately and
NOT be advertised in the local papers asking for feedback, etc.because it is a waste of time
for Councillors and Residents.
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- The developers gets paid job to maximize density at the expense of reduced setsbacks etc
but the surrounding Residents are not PAID to DEFEND their property.

- Council to review its process in advising and re-notification of amended plans, etc to
residents and granting speaking positions to include all Speakers who register before the
closing off time at Public Forums.

- Because of the above reasons, handing over the reins to a Private Certifier and no
consultation with existing residents/neighbours are a NO GO zone.

- Asanexample, | had a very bad experience with a Private Certifier in September 2014 (see
enclosed). This was only for a simple “granny flat” and | had to run around in circles and
wasted 2 agonising days to get anything out of the Certifier concerned and with the
intervention of the Building Professional Board. If the NSW Government approves this fast-
track proposal, there are going to be many more aggressions going around because
immediately impacted residents cannot access anything from either Council nor Certifier,

- If a Certifier cut corners and Residents are not informed and Council just rubber stamp the
project because “it’s within the guidelines” without having assessed the subject site’s
constraints diligently, who will be responsible should there be a claim during and after the
project?

Based on my experience, | do not agree with NSW’s Government’s changes to fast track medium
density development without neighbours’ consultation and to place the authority into the hands of
Private Certifiers. This fast track proposal does not mean that more houses will be built in medium
density areas in a shorter time. Consultations with neighbours/local and close residents will
eliminate future unrepairable problems related to carparking, congestion in roads, infrastructure,
stormwater, flooding, social environment impact etc for many decades to come for Parramatta
Council and the remaining residents to cop with the mess started by the proposed changes.

We hope Parramatta Council will put forward a strong case against this and REJECT their proposal of

fast tracking changes without consultation with neighbours and not involve Private Certifiers in this
equation either.

Yours sincerely,

A

A&A. Tang.

Encls:-



51 Moffatts Drive

Dundas Valley

N.S.W. 2117

Email: annctang@hotmail.com

© 24 September 2014,

Lord Mayor

Parramatta City Council
P.O.Box 32
PARRAMATTA. NSW 2124,

Dear Sir,

RE: CDP/273/2014 — 10 Tillev St, Dundas Valley, NSW 2117.

I refer to the above development and would like to draw to your attention to the hassles I have to
go through in order to protect my interest. Please see my attached letter to Greenfields Certifiers.

Greenfields Certifiers refused to answer my simple questions and Council’s staff are also treating
genuine concerns lightly on stormwater run off & soil sediments/erosions. Ms. Martha & Ms. Emila

advised me to get an on line GIPA form but even this, it will take about 2 weeks. I told them that txmet _

is of essence as they want to start work in 2 days’ time.

As a Parramatta rate payer for the last 32 years Council is rot helping me in addressing my issues but
advised me that if I do not get satisfactory answers to seek the Building Professional Board who

manages private Certifiers.

Please advise who shouild be held accountable in the future?

Many thanks and regards.

Yours sincerely,
7
Ann C. Tang,

c.c. Dr. Geoff Lee, State Member for Parramatta — 90 George St, Parramatta, NSW 2150
¢.c. Minister of Planning & Infrastructure, Lvl 33, Governor Mcquarie Tower, 1 Farrer Plc, Sydney

NSW 2000



51 Moffatts Drive
Dundas Valley
N.S.W. 2117

Email: annctang@hotmail.com
24" September 2014.

Greenfield Certifiers
3/40-42 Carrington Rd
CASTLE HILL, NSW 2154.

ATTN: MR. BRENT LENANE (Email: brent@greenfieldcertifiers.com.au)

Dear Sir,

RE: CDP/273/2014 - 10 Tilley St, Dundas Valley, NSW 2117.

I refer to the above development and our telephone conversation yesterday with yourself,
You advised me to go to Parramatta Council ori concerns with storm water, sediment
Control etc. Council’s Ms. Martha and latterly Emilia, advised me that they have no such
Plans but these will be with the private certifier and that 1 should address my concerns to you.

After being thrown about like a “ping pong”, the Building Professional Board advised to put
My concerns in writing to you, not verbally.

For your information, your Notice of intention to start work was in my post box on Monday, 22"
September 2014 which hardly gave me any time to raise my concerns, as this is the first time I heard
of this development even though I am directly impacted. My neighbour also told me that they got the
same notice on the same day as me. This morning - work had already started at 7.30am.

My main concerns are the stormwater drainage, soil sediment control etc during the construction
period and how it is being drained off in the future - into a detention pit? as my property is on the

lower side?
From past experience, when No: 53 dual-occupancy was under construction, during heavy rainfall,

muddy/water flooded into my garage.
So, in this instance if it does happen, it will flood into the backyard possibly the house as water flows

directly downwards.

I would appreciate if you could advise what measures are being taken as you have been appointed the
private certifier for this development.

Yours faithfully,
/

AnnC. Tang.

Encl:-



Mark Dennis

13 Wassell Street
Dundas Valley
N.S.W 2117

2374 November 2016

Interim General Manager
City of Parramatta Council

P.O. Box 32,
PARRAMATTA, NSW 2124.

- Initials
Dear Sir, P

REF: PROPOSED CHANGES TO FAST-TRACK MEDIUM-DENSITY DEVELOPMENT

We refer to the Public Notice of 16" November 2016 seeking residents feedback for Parramatta
Council’s submission to the NSW Government by 12" December 2016.

We object to the proposed changes in that it takes away Council’s authority and processes for a fair
assessment:-

- Council’s current procedures of advertising a DA in the Local Papers for submissions of
. objections/feedbacks, etc. and Council informing in writing to surrounding residents should
be more than 2 weeks. The feedback from long term ratepayers are crucial for the
Councillors to base their decisions on because, the residents have the information first hand.
Most residents have been living in the area for decades, in most cases, more than 35 years
and know the area like the back of their hands.

- Feedbacks from residents will help Councillors’ make an informed response when assessing
a DAs.

- The current time frame (2 weeks) for residents’ feedback/submissions on duplexes,
townhouses, villas, terrace and manor homes is too short because most residents these days
have both parents/partners working and they have to juggle a few balls every day of the
week. Therefore, two weeks is too short to formulate a detailed response, it should be
extended. As evidenced over the past few years, big and bulky developments usually comes
out during Easter time, school holidays and Christmas & New Year breaks, when parents
take time off for the children’s affairs and are time poor to write a submission during these
periods. We would suggest more time be allowed during these holiday periods.

- Council to review its approval process to ensure that when a proposal of a development is
submitted to Council and if they are not fully complying, they be rejected immediately and
NOT be advertised in the local papers asking for feedback, etc.because it is a waste of time
for Councillors and Residents. The developers are paid to do their job but the surrounding
Residents are not PAID to DEFEND their property.
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- Council to review its process in advising and re-notification residents of amended plans, etc
and granting speaking positions to include all Speakers who register before the closing off
time at Public Forums.

- Because of the above reasons, handing over the reins to a Private Certifier is a NO GO zone.

- Since 2014, a simple “granny flat (now called secondary dwelling) are in the hands of Private
Certifiers and are sprouting in almost every alternate block in most backyards, thereby
already creating medium density in itself and more people are being housed in a single block.

- No need to fast track townhouses, terraces, villas, manors, cluster housing, etc ~ Councils
should retain the processes/procedures in order to maintain conformity and responsibilities
and not contracted them out to 3™ party (Certifiers)

- Ifa Certifier cut corners - Residents are not informed and Council just rubber stamp the
project because “its within the guidelines” without having assess the subject site’s
constraints, who will be responsible should there be a claim during and after the project?

- Also in future decades Council has to pour Ratepayers fund to re-work the non-conformance.
This fast track procedures are just false economy and false sense of increasing housing
stocks.

Based on the above, we do NOT agree with NSW’s Government’s changes to fast track medium
density developments without neighbours’ and place the authority onto Private Certifiers. This fast
track process does not mean that more houses will be built in medium density areas in a shorter time.
Consultations with neighbours/locals and close residents will alleviate future unrepairable problems
related to parking, congestion in roads, infrastructure, stormwater, flooding, social environment etc
for many decades for Parramatta Council and remaining residents to cop the mess started by the

proposed changes.

We hope Parramatta Council forward a strong case on our concerns and REJECT this proposed fast
track changes.

Yours sincerely,

S

M. Dennis.
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74 Honiton Avenue,
Carlingford, N.S.W., 2118

November 25, 2016

Mr. G. Dyer,

Interim General Manager,

City of Parramatita Council,
.P.O. Box 32,

PARRAMATTA, N.S.W. 2124

7 8 NV 1016

Initials

-——-'/

Dear Mr Dyer,

Medium density development Fast-Track proposal

This proposal is the last straw - since the best planning laws of 1979 have been
chipped away there is more- side-lining of residents with greater knowledge of (a) a
geographic area, (b) historic knowiedge, (c) local street knowledge, (d) deficiencies in
infrastructure affecting area function, (e) that is, constraints on daily living, (f) access to
" local services and amenities, and (g) consequential infrastructure to permit essential
uses like active or passive recreation, carparks at railway stations or bus interchanges.

The whole system has failed us through lack of knowledge in bureaucratic reports and
now, the ultimate, no 'representativé local government through council amalgamations.
Compromises began in the late 1970s when political parties were allowed to run ‘tickets'
in local government elections.

This fast-track proposal should never have been put forward. The timing is blatant in
the current situation and "has been poorly advertised (is it, was it, in the Parramaits
Fulse?) The intent seems to be another 'greyhound' proposal together with council
amalgamations and an on-going lack of any local paper delivery to my area for years.

So many shortcomings in Dundas Valley were outlined in objections to the now long
gazetted Local Environment Plan (LEP 2011). Not one supported. Absolutely no
regard to actual facts were incorporated into that LEP which is a disaster.

These ‘flat-earth’ documents elevate human imposed cadastral boundaries as the priority.

it is at the level of an LEP where details of the actual environment were to form the
basis, so any landowner could see the impacts of seasonal sun paths, the deep
geology, contours, underground and non-perennial water flows, soil types and their
expansion/contraction behaviours under certain conditions. All determined in the 1979
EP&A Act and later all thrown out. It was a larger palette than 'Dial-before-you dig'.

The on-going theme has been to defy environmental facts, consequential infrastructure
and societal needs. Planning is not piecemeal but a multi-dimensional whole.

A nexus which must be established and legislated is that density increase mandates
major infrastructure improvements. No scheduled, funded improvements, no approval.
Most importantly is additional Open Space, both passive (the majority of demand) and
structured with the flow-on necessities of car parking spaces at focal points, stations,
road widening to secure free-flowing traffic, bus bays which will now deleteriously affect
existing properties. Higher density equals increased demands for functioning services
and infrastructure. The higHer density the greater the need, the more expensive the
resumptions and relocation of services multiplied by time. A rational planning sequence?

Dundas Valley is a contained geographic unit where everything affects everything else.
It has few entry/exit points to surrounding main roads and those few streets also serve
as through routes from the north to main roads and motorways from the north. An
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‘obvious need is a north-south heavy rail’connection, a priority response to the Draft
Transport Plan - Castle Hill, Carlingford, (Camellia Rivercal) and Granville interchange.

Questions from council's advertisement

Consultation with neighbours will no longer be required where certain standards are met.

Which standards? Which are uncertain standards? Which overrides the other? When?

All types of medium density housing should require public advertisement and all those
which now do not must be statutorily included. If only ‘cerfaind standards met, certain
criteria will be ignored. Whicii are they? Even the present is below standard.

It is more imperative than ever that all medium density is more thoroughly scrutinised

by council staff and members of the public as it is the type of housing which has the

most likely deleterious effect on others, adjacent and in the catchment generally.

Private certifiers can assess such applications in a shorter time-frame by deciding the

design of a development is consistent with the design principles in the Medium Density
Design Guide! So, a council planner would take longer? Same guide? Explainl No

_environmental issues arising beyond an allotment would be to hand for a certifier?

How can individual residents have all the above at their fingertips, hold down a job,
commute, care for children, and all those extra-curricular demands? The issue is
proper assessment including knowledge from council catchment-wide environmental
studies, not a box-ticking throughput of application numbers, so as to meet a target;
surely not. But to reduce council numbers of planners/assessment staff?

The proposal is the very end of a slippery slope begun in the 1980s. Communities
are not secure in the knowledge the best research underlies the area in which they

live.

Not just ticking the same oid boxes without relevance to particular areas or

natural restrictions beyond a cadastral boundary. Locals can extrapolate the effects.

The current LEP does not secure, or provide a legislative requirement to link density

any type with the burden of increased densities. Developer funds from a street
perhaps, earning interest to boost council funding for fundamental improvements. We
do not have a local environment plan but only a cadastral boundary map.

Submissions are due on November 30 and feedback will form part of a Council report
-of December 12, 2016 detailing Council's submission to the N.S.W. Government. That
is quick! Is there already a Draft Submission by council already to hand?

The current situation

To protect one's individual allotment, tax- and ratepayers are reduced to hunting
down a source for a local paper for council Statutory advertisements.

The community is more time poor than previously; two-income families, longer
commutes, irrational rail transport (and worse proposals);

increased densities nged enormous carparks at stations*; also where features
have been built in existing parks, local streets can be almost unnavigable;

sun allowance is reduced to 2 hours per day in mid-winter and even some
units are permitted without any - that defies human rights at any level as two
hours is insufficient especially in winter;, mould in a unithome can cause
illness so planning documents need to acknowledge implementation is liable for
sub-standard hovel conditions they think are appropriate, but not medically or
factors of a healthy environment within a home or unit;

people now push themselves to respond to council advertisements when they
can find a local paper, they have more local knowledge than bureaucracy.

Telopea Station area. Just rename it Dundas Valley! Weekends and evenings Wade
Street is full because of no parking in the two new unit blocks in Shortland Street. A
shopping centre on the site of the Three Sisters? It should all be commuter carpark.

of

7
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Beneficiaries of present sub-standsrd 'rules' and the current proposal are fly-in/ffly-out
developers bearing no responsibility. So deficiencies lie squarely with both a council
and the State Government. Unless the developer must insure the building for some
years (ten at least) they bear local consequences of a development for two decades
and must become advocates for the required infrastructure. It may be cheaper just to
fix the problems which will be created as part of a build. Using fees and levies
toward community needs extrapolating as a result of the developments.

It will be catastrophic should the fast-track proposal be endorsed. A shameful situation
‘when residents must implore a responsible entity to implement the infrastructure required
as a result of any density increase. It is just not happening!

Experience is already that so many 'compliant developments are listed each week as
‘approved. Not nearly good enough. Another nail in the coffin of community building.

A fast-track piece of legislation enables councils to dispense with more professional staff
and save money but encourages more private cerifiers. That is not a saving but an
infrastructure build up of immense financial and resumption proportions to which each
and every medium density develeoment contributes, let alone the level above - high
density. Where | live there has been no infrastructure progress in over 70 years.

Sydney has no rational forward planning. One should read the published papers on
the topic written by Tom Uren before he entered Federal Parliament, the book Sydney's
Great Experiment, Angus and Robertson, 1957 by Professor Denis Winston and review
the Cumberiand County Plan. The principles are the thing.

I am a fan of modern architecture, but all of it is not good and can be a blight on
.our landscape. And the higher densities? Yet more glass towers - in our climate?

On-site meetings :

How else would some neighbours realise a density building proposed will have privacy
issues for their bedrooms, bathrooms and living or outdoor areas. Where is one
supposed to have sun? Outside, inside, living areas or bedrooms? Or none? Specify!

It is on these now rare on-site meetings (as duplexes, dual occupancies, and low-rise
medium density such as townhouses [at what height?)], are already listed as 'approved'
in the local paper) that different residents point out actual impacts of height, orientation,
overshadowing, privacy, their local knowledge of drainage, etc. | am always learning.

A recent D/A in Moffatt's Drive, Dundas Valley is at a time when adjacent blocks are
sold and residents have moved. So there can be only a few responses. Convenient?
However, it is the development, its effects on existing residents, to achieve the optimum
arrangements for future occupants that a community is built, not a seven-year-turnover.

Developments - high-rise, medium density, villas, duplexes, single homes, parks, etc.
As there are no council-area-wide environmental studies of impacts from the extent of
‘geographical termination of natural processes, being issues which extend far beyond and
far below cadastral boundaries, this proposal to fast-track anything must be immediately
buried - dead completely. It is of greater importance now with greater site coverages.

To have this put forward at this time is a blatant attack on tax- and ratepayers and
their right to have their property protected with full environmental studies to show how
responsible zoning should have occurred in the first place.

On the LEP, it is but a rectangle of paper being treated one at a time. The antithesis
of planning. What about those non-perennial creeks, underground . water routes
determined by rock types and the springs. New residents can never protect their
investment should a development application be lodged next door, up the hill, several
properties distant, at the top of the ridge etc. as they will have litile local knowledge.
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All natural factors extend far beyond a single property so permutations are multiple.
New residents can only assume all due diligence has been taken! Has it? They are

not equipped with years of local knowledge.

I have had to step in on occasions, especially about development around Sir Thomas
Mitchell Reserve as there was not the knowledge in council as to the real dangers to
private property around it. | am still concerned at even duplexes there and especially
in Mackay Street, parts of 'Neptune Street and Evans Road. It is the geology and
past use which will have great risks to property in perpetuity. Easements from these
properties create concern and | always have to follow up on the routes proposed.

On such issues, | think | have provided as much proof and background as | have but
have no idea how that will automatically show as a constraint for new developments or
additions, including pools, and to inform the basis of any so-called planning decision.

Then there are the springs, some historic sites - it goes on and the LEP falls fiat.
.No site is the same. That is the first principle of natural history.

And for a valuer faced with a row of Federation terraces - no two are the same.

Population?
What is the present and future projected populations of Dundas Valley (geographic)?
That is the area resumed and developed by the N.S.W. Housing Cormmission. | have

the numbers of families planned for and the number of people to be housed. Do you?

What if? .
If planning had an area basis of environmental factors it would be a layer of security

for our own property but also that next door and further down the street.

Wouldn't it be lovely? ,
If increased density was legislatively tied to expansion and enhancement of basic
infrastructure demanded by that very density but progressively ignored, communities
would function so much better, from environmental to social environments. Profit now
all goes to a developer while function within an area deteriorates, rapidly creating
further stresses and dysfunction.

No implementation of a fast-track rubber-stamp for medium density development
Nothing ought to be done about this blatant hi-jacking of people's rights as in the State
Government's proposal. There is no elected representation in Parramatta so such a
far-reaching change should never, ever be proposed during such a period of stagnation.

I note council is to take on board some ideas from the community to include in their
submission to you. Again and again, | have seen when any organisation summarises
input, many vital factors are, invariably lost. | see it again and again at any type of
meeting with ‘'butcher's paper. Selection of the most significant points to forward on
are naturally aligned to impart importance to the points that relate to a selector's own
way of thinking. It is natural unfortunately. But in this quite horrendous case of fast-
tracking medium density development even to the exclusion of neighbours, the
government must do its own vetting/selection so adverse outcomes lie with the
responsible legislative authority.

Yours sincerely,

(Mrs.) E. Boesel

Encl.
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Kevin Kuo

From: ron atwork <ronathome60@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, 28 November 2016 4:54 PM

Subject: Feedback on Proposed changes to fast track medium density development

Dear Ms Chadwick and Ms Moore,
Please find attached my feedback to this proposal

Regards Mrs Marks



Mrs Marks
PO Box 20
Oatlands NSW 2117

28/11/16

interim General Manager
City of Parramatta Council
PO Box 32

Parramatta NSW 2124
Attn: Amberley Moore

Email: council@parracity.nsw.gov.au

Dear Ms Chadwick & Ms Moore,

| live in Holmes Ave, Oatlands.
I would like my local area to stay low-density.
I would prefer the local area to stay with single dwellings, not dual occupancy.

I do NOT agree with the proposed NSW Government’s proposal to change the planning approvals
process to fast-track ‘low-rise medium density developments’.

| believe that Development Applications with neighbour consultation should still be mandatory.

Yours faithfully,

Mrs Marks.

28/11/16.

Sent by email to council@parracity.nsw.gov.au



Kevin Kuo

From: Brian <brianmcallister@optusnet.com.au>

Sent: Monday, 28 November 2016 8:37 PM

Subject: Fast track medium density - Attention Amberley Moore

SUBMISSION TO CITY OF PARRAMATTA COUNCIL

We strongly object to:
1. adoption of the Draft Medium Density Design Guide
2. proposals to fast track medium-density development

In this regard we support the objections contained in City of Parramatta’s submission of 8 February
2016, lodged with DP&E in February 2016.

We also object to Baird Government plans to
e take away property owner rights of objection
= change R2 low density residential zone into medium density — by stealth.



Kevin Kuo

From: Brian <brianmcallister@optusnet.com.au>

Sent: Monday, 28 November 2016 8:39 PM

Subject: Fast track medium density - Attention Amberley Moore

SUBMISSION TO CITY OF PARRAMATTA COUNCIL

We strongly object to:
1. adoption of the Draft Medium Density Design Guide
2. proposals to fast track medium-density development

In this regard we support the objections contained in City of Parramatta’s submission of 8 February
2016, lodged with DP&E in February 2016.

We also object to Baird Government plans to

e take away property owner rights of objection
= change R2 low density residential zone into medium density — by stealth.

Christine McAllister



Kevin Kuo t /
From: Brian <brianmcallister@optusnet.com.au>

Sent: Monday, 28 November 2016 8:44 PM

Subject: Fast track medium density - Attention Amberley Moore

SUBMISSION TO CITY OF PARRAMATTA COUNCIL

We strongly object to:
1. adoption of the Draft Medium Density Design Guide
2. proposals to fast track medium-density development

In this regard we support the objections contained in City of Parramatta’s submission of 8 February
2016, lodged with DP&E in February 2016.

We also object to Baird Government plans to

* take away property owner rights of objection
* change R2 low density residential zone into medium density — by stealth.

Signed,

Brian McAllister
Rachael McAllister



e

Kevin Kuo

From: Darryl and Joanne Stokes <jodaz92@optusnet.com.au>
Sent: Monday, 28 November 2016 8:58 PM

Subject: Fast track medium density - Attention Amberley Moore

SUBMISSION TO CITY OF PARRAMATTA COUNCIL

We strongly object to:
1. adoption of the Draft Medium Density Design Guide
2. proposals to fast track medium-density development

In this regard we support the objections contained in City of Parramatta’s submission of 8 February
2016, lodged with DP&E in February 2016.

We also object to Baird Government plans to
» take away property owner rights of objection
= change R2 low density residential zone into medium density — by stealth.

Kind Regards,
Joanne Stokes



Kevin Kuo

From: David Standish <dstandish@bigpond.com>

Sent: Tuesday, 29 November 2016 8:18 AM

Subject: Submission to City of Parramatta Council. as at 29/11/16.

From:..Mr and Mrs David J. STANDISH,
8 Randal Crescent,
NORTH ROCKS. 2151.

Dear Sir/Madam,

1. adoption of the Draft Medium Density Design Guide.
2. proposals to fast track medium-density development.

In this regard we support the objections contained in City of Parramatta’s submission of 8th.
February 2016, lodged in February 2016.

1. take away property owner rights of objection.
2. change R2 low density residential zone into medium density — by stealth.

This Email submission sent @ 0815. on Tuesday 29th. November, 2016.

Yours Faithfully,
David John & Anita Standish. (Mr. and Mrs.)



Kevin Kuo

From: Angela David Xie <angeladavidxie@optusnet.com.au>
Sent: Tuesday, 29 November 2016 12:12 PM
Subject: Fast track medium density - Attention Amberley Moore

SUBMISSION TO CITY OF PARRAMATTA COUNCIL

We strongly object to:
1. adoption of the Draft Medium Density Design Guide
2. proposals to fast track medium-density development

In this regard we support the objections contained in City of Parramatta’s submission of 8 February
2016, lodged with DP&E in February 2016.

We also object to Baird Government plans to
s take away property owner rights of objection
» change R2 low density residential zone into medium density — by stealth.

Regards,

Mingbao XIE {Mark)
Enci FU {Grace)

En XIE {David)
Yameng ZHU (Angela)



Kevin Kuo

From: A B <anitabut@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, 29 November 2016 12:30 PM

Subject: Submission re Draft medium density design guide
Dear Council

N
| refer to your invitation for submissions on the State Government’s proposal to include medium density
developments as complying developments.

I vehemently object to the State Government's proposal. | believe it will negatively impact the character and
amenity of many neighbourhoods, particularly those characterised by single dwellings on larger lots. In the
local Parramatta area, where | live and am raising my family, | believe that the historical significance of much of
the area is at risk by the proposal.

I do not believe adequate consultation has occurred, resulting in low awareness of the potentially dramatic
implications of the State Government’s proposal. It is a short sighted strategy that will potentially cause more
problems in the long term.

| believe that the medium density housing forms proposed by the State Government are not at all suited to
areas zoned R2 Low Density. | also believe that these forms should not be able to be approved by Private
Certification due to their complexity and potential conflicts of interest.

if implemented, the State Government proposals will lead to dramatic population growth, putting more
pressure on already overcrowded infrastructure. There is no up-side for incumbent residents.

I support Parramatta Council’s draft submission on the "proposed expansion of complying development to
include low-rise medium density housing types” (Ref: DO4061621), which:

e objects to medium density housing forms being permitted in R2 Low Density zones as Complying

Developments
e recommends that the Council’s current zoning policy framework be maintained.”

Regards

Annette Buterin

31 Banks St

Mays Hill NSW 2145



' 55 Naomi Strest South

- Winston Hills NSW 2153

 Phone (02) 9639 3210

fiobile 0418103553

. Emall farguhab @opiusnet.com.ay

29t November 2016

Interim General Manager City Of Parramatta Council
Post Office Box32 0 1 DEC 20%6
Parramatia "
NSW 2124 tnitials
Attention Amberley More

Attached is feed back from us in response to the Parramatta Council Notice that /;/ M ;w
appeared in the Advertiser on Wednesday 16 November 2016. f’g gfﬁ @, ‘

i a PP . \
The NSW State Government headed by our Premier Mr. Mike Baird is planning to % 01 e i }

do away with resident’s rights to object to developments that affect our residences & \\
the community we live in. ~AeC

In (Saturday 19™ November) Sydney Momning Herald they are forecasting 185,000
new homes is the next five years in Sydney. Of this some 21,450 are forecast to be in
Parramatta this represents some 12% of the proposed total new housing in the
Sydney. Note only 3,200 (1.7%) homes forecast in Mike Bairds Northern Beaches
electorate.

Nothing is being done to improve the horrific traffic congestion occurring in the hills
with all these high rise developments shooting up all along Windsor Road & Old
Windsor Roads.

No plans tabled for additional Schools / Hospitals or sporting facilities, nothing
being done about additional electricity/water requirements & drainage for all these
future developments.

These new low rise medium- density developments will be approved with minimal
off street parking thus causing further disruption to the traffic in the narrow streets
for Emergency Services, Council Waste pickups & the bus services that travis
through the neighborhood.

We have been #rinvolved in a dispute with one of these developments for the last
twelve months with council, with a minor gain last week in restricting the height of
one of the town houses but with little other requested changes being agreed to.

Based on our experience with that DA it is likely that under the new planning
principals existing building alignments are no longer maintained, developments
need not be compatible with existing & desired character of the locality of the
houses already in existence.

It is in our interest to maintain the character of our neighborhooed:




strongly oppose the State Governments Proposed Changes to Fast Track Medium-
Density Developments.

The NSW Government has become very autocratic with the changes pushed
through at the end of last year on Compulsory Council Mergers, the banning of grey
hound racing & breeding & now they are trying to take away our ability to protest on
developments that impact our neighborhood.

Resa?/

a
’/ 7’(« ?ym\ (
Bruce & R#byn Farquhar.




Have your say!

The City of Parramatiz Council is seeking public
feedback on the NSW Government’s proposal to change
the planning approvals process, so that low-rise
med@um—densiw developments such a5 townhouses,
vitlas, dual occupancies, terraces and manor homes can

te fast-tracked.

The proposed changes mean that where types of
medium-density development are permitted through
the Local Environmentai Plan, and where certain
standards are met, 3 Development Application with

neighbour consultation will no longer be required.

Instead, the development can be assessed by either
Council or a private certifier in a shorter timeframe.
They can issue a complying development certificate
after determining that the design of the development is
consistent with the design principles in the Medium

Density Design Guide.

To help Councll in preparing its response to the
proposed changes it is asking for the views of residents

and landowners to be submitted in writing.

This will help ensure that what is being proposed fits
with the way we have planned for our area to grow,
and your time in helping us do that is greatly

appreciated. Any feedback received will form part of a

Council report on 12 December 2016 detailing

Council’s submission to the NSW Government’s |

proposal.

The draft Medium Density Design Guide, Explanation of
intended Effects, some Frequently Asked Questions and

other supporting information are available &t

» City of Parramatta Council Administration
Building
Ground Floor, 128 Church Street, Parramatta

Hours: Monday to Friday 8.30am to 4.30pm

s Parramatta Ceniral Library
1-3 Fitzwilliam Street, Parramatia
Hours: Monday to Friday 9.30am to 8pm; Saturday

9.30am to 4pny; Sunday Zpm to Spra.

e Council's websita: www.parracity.ﬁsw.gov.au]your_

counciifnewsfon_exhibition

Ta help shape Council’s submission tw the NSW
Government, please forward your feedback by 4.30pm,

Wednesday 30 November via:

» Ppst: Interim General Manager, City of Parramatta
Council, PO Box 32, Parramatta NSW 2124

{Attention: Amberley Moare)
* Email: council@parracitunsw.gov.au
» Fax: 3806 5913

Any feedback received may be made publicly available
and may include the name(s), address, signature and

contact details provided.

For further information please contact Ambertey Moore

on 9806 5115.
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Kevin Kuo

From: Rachel Byrne <doupbungalow@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, 29 November 2016 1:56 PM
Subject: 17 Franklin St Mays Hill

‘Dear Council

I refer to your invitation for submissions on the State Government’s proposal to include medium density
developments as complying developments.

I vehemently object to the State Government's proposal. | believe it will negatively impact the character and
amenity of many neighbourhoods, particularly those characterised by single dwellings on larger lots. In the
local Parramatta area, where | live and am raising my family, | believe that the historical significance of much of
the area is at risk by the proposal.

I do not believe adequate consultation has occurred, resulting in low awareness of the potentially dramatic
implications of the State Government’s proposal. It is a short sighted strategy that will potentially cause more
problems in the long term.

| believe that the medium density housing forms proposed by the State Government are not at all suited to
areas zoned R2 Low Density. | also believe that these forms should not be able to be approved by Private
Certification due to their complexity and potential conflicts of interest.

If implemented, the State Government proposals will lead to dramatic population growth, putting more
pressure on already overcrowded infrastructure. There is no up-side for incumbent residents.

| support Parramatta Council’s draft submission on the "proposed expansion of complying development to
include low-rise medium density housing types” (Ref: D0O4061621), which:

e objects to medium density housing forms being permitted in R2 Low Density zones as Complying

Developments
e recommends that the Council’s current zoning policy framework be maintained."

Regards’

Rachel Byrne

17 Franklin St Mays Hill
0424938852
doupbungalow@gmail.com




Kevin Kuo

From: geabbhar@bigpond.com
Sent: Tuesday, 29 November 2016 3:48 PM
Subject: Fast Track Medium Density --- Attention Amberley Moore

Submission To City of Parramatta Council

We strongly object to:
1.Adoption of the Draft Medium Density Design Guide
2. Proposal to fast track medium-density development.

In this regard we support the objections contained in City of Parramatta’s submission of 8th February
2016, lodged with DP&E in February 2016.

We also object to the Baird Government plans to
- take away the property owner rights of objection
- change R2 low density residential zone into medium density - by stealth.

Harry Waalkens 14 Range Road West Pennant Hills 2125
Gea Waalkens 14 Range Road West Pennant Hills 2125.
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Kevin Kuo

From: john goodall <jgoodalldundas@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, 29 November 2016 3:53 PM

Subject: SUBMISSION TO CITY OF PARRAMATTA COUNCIL - Proposal to Fast Track Medium

Density Development
For Attention Amberley Moore

We wish to strongly object to:

1. adoption of the Draft Medium Density Design Guide
2. proposals to fast track medium-density development

In this regard we support the objections contained in City of Parramatta’s submission of 8 February 2016,
lodged with DP&E in February 2016.

We also object to the Baird Government plans to

e take away property owners rights of objection
e change R2 low density residential zone into medium density — by stealith.

Reasons:
Our homes are important to us.
They are our biggest investment.

We select a low density residential area because it has a nice look and feel, suits our transport, school, and
medical needs, and other facilities we value.

We spend years paying off our mortgages, and paying rates to improve our local area.
We do this because we enjoy the area we live in and its surroundings.
We have a right to quiet enjoyment of our property.

Surroundings are part of amenity (pleasantness) of the area, and part of our enjoyment of our property.



)

What about the social issues this brings for the future?
As time goes by it will start to look and feel like a ghetto.

It will be a far cry from a low density residential zone!

We are told that this change will improve housing affordability, but we are not convinced this will
occur. No calculations are included to demonstrate this claim. The only way to ensure that is achieved,
is to place a mandatory price ceiling on the developed property — and that would be obviously very
strenuously resisted by the developers and the building industry.

Supporters of this proposal, who probably don’t live anywhere near the affected areas, appear on TV and in
local papers telling us how this is all in our interests because we must bend over backwards to accommodate
newcomers — a growing population - because growth is good (whether sustainable or not).

They also tell us it is important for the newcomers to have easy access to transport corridors, roads, rail,
schools, shops, hospitals, water and power infrastructure and so on. In other words, all the things we value
about our area and contribute to our lifestyle.

And, despite the fact that these are all facilities we have collectively paid for over the years, we are
supposed to be happy about having our low density communities trashed, with established property owners
being gradually pushed out so newcomers can enjoy those facilities.

We thank you for the opportunity to make this important submission to Council, and look forward to your
response.

Yours sincerely,

Mr. & Mrs. John and Laraine Goodall,
12 Hilary Crescent,

Dundas NSW 2117



Kevin Kuo

From: geoffjanice mcgufficke <geoff_janice@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, 29 November 2016 4:41 PM
Subject: Proposed changes to fast-track medium density development

We object to the above mentioned proposal for the following reasons:
1. As residents and ratepayers we have a right to comment on what happens in our local neighbourhood.

2. Our rates give Council the funding to provide and maintain infrastructure and yet it is proposed to take
away our ability to comment on what type of development s suitable for our neighbourhood.

3. As residents we are more aware of the affect the development will have in our locality, including local
traffic, parking, safety for young children and aged residents, in some areas, flooding, loss of quiet, safe
community and neighbourhood ambience and amenity.

4. Council officers mostly do not live in the affected communities and have limited knowledge of the
changes it will bring to the lifestyle of the current residents.

5. While Council may consider the proposal acceptable, those that have to live with the resultant changes to
their community may not.

6. Most developers are only interested in the dollar value of the proposal, not the welfare of the people who
live there. OQur voice is supposed to be through Council after public consultation - that is why we pay rates
and elect a Council! :

7. The dollar value of proceeds to Council reaped by the development may also outweigh the ability of
Council to be objective in its decision making.

8. The proposal is taking away the democratic right of people to have a say about what happens in their
neighbourhood.

9. This is particularly important where the are proposed changes to the zoning of land within the
neighbourhood- especially where it involves rezoning from low density to medium density prior to the
development application being lodged.

We object strongly to the proposed changes.

Yours sincerely,

Geoff & Janice McGufficke

84 Rausch St,

Toongabbie. 2146

Ph: 02 9631 3379

Get Qutlook for 108
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Kevin Kuo

From: Dina <boljevac@bigpond.com>

Sent: Tuesday, 29 November 2016 5:25 PM

Subject: Fast track medium density - Attention Amberley Moore
Categories: Green Category

SUBMISSION TO CITY OF PARRAMATTA COUNCIL

We strongly object to:
1. adoption of the Draft Medium Density Design Guide
2. proposals to fast track medium-density development

In this regard we support the objections contained in City of Parramatta’s submission of 8 February
2016, lodged with DP&E in February 2016.

We also object to Baird Government plans to
* take away property owner rights of objection
» change R2 low density residential zone into medium density — by stealth.

Dina Boljevac
Michael Boljevac
Brianna Boljevac
Cara Boljevac



Kevin Kuo

From: Bruce Berry <bruceeberry@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, 29 November 2016 6:42 PM

Subject: _ SUBMISSION :- FAST TRACKING MEDIUM DENSITY DEVELOPMENT
Categories: Green Category

I am opposed to this proposal and the manner in which it has been presented.

I became aware of it through Council's page in the 'Advertiser of 16 November 16. There is no mention that
the process will be part of the Complying Development program. There is simply a minor statement that a
complying development certificate can be issued. There is also a statement that "neighbour consultation will
no longer be required” .1 believe that a more accurate description would be that neighbour consultation will
no longer be allowed.

It is abhorrent that we are not told how the development qualifies as a Complying Development. Reasons
for decisions are part of all development assessment, despite Council's continuing failure to comply with
this. We would [particularly like to know how CD complies with the minimum prescribed sit frontage
regulation of 24 m, when the frontage is only about 5 m.

A CD has been automatically approved through private certification, two doors from us, at 5 Arrunga St.
The private certifier's letter described it simply as a "new Two Storey Dwelling", with no mention of
necessary demolition, removal of outbuildings and tree removal. These kinds of detail are required in all

applications.

The certifier's notification letter told us that the CD would be approved "in 14 days time". We did not
receive the letter until 3 days after the date shown on the letter, meaning 3 days less time to present
submissions.

The next door neighbour at 4 Arrunga did not receive a letter until after we complained.

The certifier told us that the applicant is under no obligation to make changes to the CD no matter what our
concerns are.

He also indicated that we would be unable to access the plans and specifications until after the application
has been approved..

More than 2 months later another notification letter arrived, this time from Council. It is a CD for
demolition of an outbuilding and dwelling. No mention of the other outbuilding or

tree removal. This is despite Council's claims that "stringent planning and environmental requirements will
be met"

We believe that there will be even less stringent supervision of the CD process through private certification.
We have many cases to the attention of Council, but very little has been done about it, even though we keep
reminding Council that it has a policy of reporting unsatisfactory supervision by private certifiers to the
BPB. and also a policy of not accepting unsatisfactory, incomplete, etc documents such as those referred to
above.

I am sure that that we will not only have much more private certification under these new proposals, but
also many cases of certifiers approving the CDs as well as supervising construction of the development. The
system is wide open to abuse and corruption and now to a greater extent.
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I believe that Council is not fulfilling its responsibilities to the public by withdrawing to a large exten
the assessment and regulatory process. I believe it is happy to leave it the non-independent private certifiers.

My following comments are mainly based on statements from the Draft Medium Density Design Guide :-

a. The document is a guide only and, no doubt, it will be open to all sorts of unexplained and conflicting
interpretations and policies, Of course , this already happens, but now, with the extended CD process, it will
be much more extensive.

b. How can a medium density proposal "encourage more low rise"?

c. The aim is to "provide greater housing choice". Council also claims this for its other zonings, but the
truth is, development in these areas is inevitably towards the largest building allowed. This can be seen in
the very small streetscape shown at the top of page 2. Even a 3 storey building is shown. How did this

happen?

d. Subdivision minimum site requirements will be 6 m width and area of 200 sq m. This will result in
more subdivisions, greater density and detrimental environmental impact.

e. Principal Standards for Complying Development. They are listed as gross floor area, Landscaped area,
building height, setbacks. These would apply to all DAs The problem is the big variations that are allowed.

Deep Soil should be included. There can be no adequate landscaping without it. Again, big variations are
allowed.

f. Provision of adequate on site parking should also be included. Overflow street parking is a major
objection.

g. Gross floor area is open to abuse and we cannot check it because Council won't release floor plans to
us or require substantiation of the FSR.

We are led to believe that there will be improvements in these areas but we are not told how it will be
achieved.
The extended Fast Tracking will result in less democratic assessment.

Bruce Berry 3 Arrunga St Dundas. 2117 9638 4128 0405 231 935
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Kevin Kuo

From: Nicholas Eggleston <neggleston@optusnet.com.au>

Sent: Tuesday, 29 November 2016 8:35 PM

Subject: Feedback on medium density development to be fasttracked
Categories: Green Category

To whom It may concern,
I would like to provide comment and feedback on the draft medium density changes being drafted.

{ am currently a resident of Constitution Hill, having lived here for close to 15 years. Prior to that | have lived in
Winston and Baulkham Hills areas for 25+ years and attended schooling in Winston Hill, Parramatta and Westmead.
My university education also took in a campus at Westmead. | have witnessed significant change in that time, some
for better and some for worse.

Not long after | bought my property in 2002, changes to zoning laws were pushed through. This cause a huge
amount of backlash within the community largely in part due to the understanding the complexity of change and the
implications of what it would mean. | attended meetings at Pendle Hill High School and people were passionate
about the area and the impact the laws could have. Thankfully the changes were reversed and the people were

listened to.

Looking at the Density Map

(http://www.parracity.nsw.gov.au/ data/assets/pdf file/0007/190789/med density map 20161114 v2.pdf} |
was surprised by the fact that there is no area considered to be R1 but instead all at least R2. The changes for Low
Density Residential moving towards allowing Dual Occupancies could potentially have a significant impact on what
makes living in the Parramatta area enjoyable.

Over recent years [ have watched as houses on larger lots have been knocked down simply to make way for two
storey duplex mansions. This has had the following affect in or around the dwelling in question :

- Significant increase in the # of cars parked on the street due to increase in residency capacity

- Little or no space for trees to be planted to grow to a large size offering shade and privacy

- Ugly design focused on maximising internal space rather than complimenting the architecture of area

- Increase in noise coming from those dwelling due to large # of air conditioners required to cool the structure
- Increase in flood risk due to limited green space to absorb run off

The affects however are not limited to the immediate area, but as the number of dwellings increase that flow on
affects are compounded :

- Increase in local car traffic though no change in road infrastructure to handle capacity

- Little or no availability for convenient parking at train stations

- Little or no change in capacity for handling additional patronage on trains

- Little or no change in capacity of schools

- Reduction in appeal for the area especially for families who want to make a long term commitment if the
area

- Uncertainty for residents that their dream home and lifestyle would be swamped by unwanted
development

- View that council and government are only concerned with packing in more people and therefore taking a
greater slice of revenue through rates

- View that council and government favour developers rather than residents

- Development application not requiring neighbour consultation causing friction/resentment

- Higher proportion of renters than owner occupiers

1



Parramatta and surrounding areas are going through significant change at the moment. | look forward to what will
be offered within of the City of Parramatta in the years to come. The changes to zoning laws being proposed could
have significant impact on the area. Many of which may not immediately apparent though are the legacy of the
decisions that preceded.

| ask that Parramatta Council strongly opposed the changes and continues with diligent and appropriate application
of rules and regulations that are in balance with the area as a whole.

Regards

Nicholas Eggleston
40 Fraser St
Constitution Hill



Mr R Marks

PO Box 20

Qatlands NSW 2117
29" November 2016

Interim General Manager
City of Parramatta Council
PO Box 32

Parramatta NSW 2124

Dear Interim General Manager

Re Proposed changes to Fast track medium density development

I refer to the proposal and consider that people having a democratic right to object to a DA

Time is required to ascertain the impact on the community and the nature of the area

People did not have any real say as to their areas being classified as medium density. Now they will have
no say what is put up — will boarding houses be put up without warning, will privacy, parking gridlock due
to inadequate parking provisions on site, bin collection spread along the street no longer be considered
simply as it meets a building code.

Frequently we hear of a development that was approved and through the construction period the developer
subsequently seeks changes and amendments to the approved plans, does it mean that the neighbourhood

will not be consulted when applications are made for standards to be no longer met.

What about when council sells of road reserves to a developer, will this be covered by fast tracking with
no say by the community.

The one size fits all rules by fast tracking will generate housing with no tailoring to circumstance for
example road widths, how much greenery is destroyed for ever, increased water run off and subsequent
flooding down stream

One of the proposed standards is to a two-storey height limit; we have already seen how this has been
interpreted with loft rooms in the ceiling space — three storeys under the standard two story limit.

The people affected most by a development, should have the right to have a say over a developer who
does not live there but wants to fast track the most profitable development for themselves.

I do not support the fast tracking of medium density development.

Yours Faithfully

R Marks



Kevin Kuo

From: Rod Jimenez <peterbon8@bigpond.com>

Sent: Tuesday, 29 November 2016 9:31 PM

Subject: Fast track medium density - Attention Amberley Moore
Categories: Green Category

SUBMISSION TO CITY OF PARRAMATTA COUNCIL
We strongly object to:

1. Adoption of the Draft Medium Density Design Guide
2. Proposals to fast track medium-density development.

In this regard we support the objections contained in City of Parramatta’s submission of 8 February 2016, lodged
with DP&E in February 2016.

We also object to Baird Government plans to:

o Take away property owner rights of objection
e Change R2 low density residential zone into medium density — by stealth.

Regards,

Rodrigo Jimenez

Lilia Jimenez

Xzervone Jimenez

Address: No. 1 Attlee Place, WINSTON HILLS NSW 2153
Telephone: 02 9686 3867



Kevin Kuo

From: Jill Howse <jhowse@optusnet.com.au>

Sent: Tuesday, 29 November 2016 10:39 PM

Subject: State Government's proposal allowing medium density developments
Categories: Green Category

Dear Council members

My husband & | have lived at 11 Napier Street for 54 years. This area is zoned R2 Low Density. We were shocked to
learn from one of our near neighbours that the State Government has proposed an initiative to increase urban
density across Sydney. One very worrying element of this initiative appears to be that it allows medium density
housing to be approved as complying developments by Private Certifiers (ie with no neighbour consultation
required), even in areas currently zoned low density. Further, medium density housing could be approved on blocks
as small as 400 square metres!

| understand from my neighbour in Banks Street that Parramatta Council is drafting a response to the State
Government’s proposal objecting to many of the changes.

| fully support Parramatta Council’s draft submission on the “proposed expansion of complying development to
include low-rise medium density housing types.” { Ref: DO4061621) which:

1. Objects to medium density housing forms being permitted in R2 Low Density zones as Complying
Developments.

2. Recommends that the Council’s current zoning policy framework be maintained.

My husband and | would like to be counted as two more land owners objecting to the State Government’s
proposals.

Also my next door neighbours of 54 years have asked me to include them in the objections as well, as they do not
have access to a computer, but have read Tim Jeffries’ email sent to me '

Yours sincerely
Jill Howse
Denis Howse 11 Napier Street Mays Hill 2145

Gwen Coombes
Charlie Coombes 13 Napier Street Mays Hill 2145
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Kevin Kuo

From: Johnson zhang <olejohnson@hotmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, 29 November 2016 11:34 PM

Subject: Proposed Changes to Fast-Track Medium-Density Development
Categories: Green Category

Tilley St
Dundas Valley

29th November 2016

Interim General Manager
City of Parramatta Council

Dear Sir

We refer to the Public Notice of 16th of November 2016 seeking residents feedback for Parramatta
Council's Submission to the NSW Government by 12th December 2016.

We object to the proposed changes in that it takes away Council's authority and processes for a fair
assessment:

Council's current procedures of advertising a DA in the local papers for submissions of
objections/feedbacks, etc. and Council informing in writing the surrounding residents should
continue and be more than 2 weeks. the feedback from long term ratepayers are crucial for the
Councillors to base their decisions on because, the residents have the information first hand. Most
residents have been living in the area for decades, in most cases, more than 35 years and know the
area like the back of their hands and are passionate of the area's amenable way of life and
surrounding environment.

Feedback/submissions from residents will help Councillors' make an informed response when
assessing DAs.

the current time frame (2 weeks) for residents' feedback/submissions on duplexes, townhouses,
villas, terrace and manor homes is too short because most residents these days have both parents
working and they have to juggle a few balls everyday of the week. therefore, two weeks is too
short to formulate a detailed response, it should be extended. As advertised over the past few
years, big and bulky developments usually comes out during Easter time, school holidays and
Christmas and New Year breaks, when parents take time off for the children's affairs and are time
poor to write a submission during these periods. we would suggest more time to allowed during
these holiday periods.

Council to review its approval process to ensure that when a proposal of a development is
submitted to Council and if they are not fully complying, they be rejected immediately and NOT be
advertised in the local papers asking for feedback. this is a waste of time for Councillors and
residents. the developers are paid to do their job but the surrounding Residents are not PAID to
DEFEND their property.

Council to review its process in advising and re-notification residents of amended plans, etc and
granting speaking positions to include all speakers who register before the closing off time at Public
Forums.



39
based on the above, we DO NOT support the NSW's Government's changes to fast track mediu i
development s without neighbours' consultations and place the authority onto Private Certifiers. This fast
track process does not mean that more houses will be built in medium density areas in a shorter time.
Consultations with neighbours/locals and close residents will eliminate future unrepairable problems
related to car parking, congestion in roads, infrastructures, stormwater, social environment impact for
many decades for Parramatta Council and the remaining residents to cop with the mess started by the
proposed changes.
We hope Parramatta Council forward a strong case on our concerns and REJECT this proposed fast track
changes without residents' consultation. In fact, it should widen the notification area and lengthen the
time concerned.

Regards
Johnson Zhang
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Kevin Kuo

From: jhalloran@internode.on.net

Sent: Wednesday, 30 November 2016 8:34 AM

Subject: Objection to Proposed Changes to Fast Track Medium Density Development

I would like to submit the following objection to the proposed changes to fast track medium density
development

The benefits of this proposal will accelerate the development approval process but at what cost? The
changes proposed would :

- Override councils’ zoning and development requirements

- Remove appropriate assessment processes to enable the management of design outcomes and potential
impacts on streetscape and adjoining properties

- It removes neighbours rights to have a say in the development next door

- The process would be reduced to a ‘tick-the-box’ assessment against the code

Can you please incorporate the above feedback in your submission against the NSW’s governments
proposal

Regards

Jennifer Halloran
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Kevin Kuo

From: Terry Page <tjpage@optusnet.com.au>

Sent: Wednesday, 30 November 2016 10:36 AM

Subject: Fast track medium density - Attention Amberley Moore

Dear Ms Moore,

Attached are submissions by 157 voters opposing introduction of the Government’s fast track proposals for medium
density development. The original signed submissions are available for inspection if required.

They reflect and support the concerns foreshadowed in paragraphs 24 to 28 of Council’'s agenda item 11.2 for its
meeting on 8/2/2016. The reference number is F2016/00024 - D04054818.

Other objections raised include infrastructure, tree policy and accountability:

Local infrastructure such as road width was designed for detached single dwelling low density zones. That
allows plenty of off-street parking, leaving the road for its intended purpose of carrying traffic.

Medium density dual occupancies and other medium density developments do not provide as much off-street
parking, creating pinch points when cars are parked on both sides of the streets and barely allow one vehicle
through at a time. Parking congestion is not restricted to the primary street of the development but o
surrounding streets as well. This is unsightly and could impede services such as fire, ambulance, garbage
and so on. It also creates real problems for residents wanting to manoeuvre trailers, caravans, or boats.

The problem is compounded because street parking area is reduced when dual occupancies require
individual access via crossovers. More crossovers mean less kerbside space for parking and greater
competition for space. In this situation pecple tend to park illegally too close to corners, intersections and
turning circles, creating traffic hazards.

Moreover, with smaller back yards there will be tendency for children to play in the street. The combination of
numerous cars parked, restricted room for traffic to pass, and children likely to run out between parked cars is

a recipe for tragedy.

Stormwater drainage is another issue where existing infrastructure, originally designed for a low density
single dwelling environment, is inadequate for increased runoff because of greater areas of roofs and paving
as against lawn and gardens. There are cul-de-sacs now where homes are affected by flooding stormwater
that cannot escape quickly enough during downpours but Council does nothing to solve the

problem. Retention pits do not alleviate the risk during extreme events - so medium density development will

compound it.

it is becoming almost automatic for approval of removal of healthy trees in DAs for dual occupancies. There
seems to be an assumption by developers that they will be able to clear the block as they wish. Healthy trees
are being sacrificed for the sake of development. Although replacement with shrubs is intended the overall
result is an unnecessary denuding of the canopy. On the other hand existing ratepayers are put through the
hoops and have to fight very hard, and have a lot of luck, to deal with trees which are unhealthy or causing
significant problems. The double standard needs careful attention and a new, sensible policy approach.

Another concern is transparency and accountability. This goes to suitability of those responsible for certifying the
developments. Council officers and the independence with which they perform their duties are subject to oversight
by ICAC and the Ombudsman. If certification is outsourced to “mates who hold the right tickets” there will be no
accountability in practice and no recourse other than expensive legal action for an affected homeowner.

This submission is also supported by Mr Reid of Boambee East in addition to those whose signatures appear on the
attachments. ;

If any clarification is needed please contact me on 9686 3403.

Sincerely
Terry Page
1 Lois Street
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SUBMISSION TO CITY OF PARRAMATTA COUNCIL

We strongly object to:
1. adoption of the Draft Medium Density Design Guide
2. proposals to fast track medium-density development

In this regard we support the objections contained in City of Parramatia’s submission of 8
February 2016, lodged with DP&E in February 2016.

We also object to Baird Government plans to
« take away property owner rights of objection
« change R2 low density residential zone into medium density — by stealth.

Reasons:
Our homes are important o us.

They are our biggest investment.
We select a low density residential area because it has a nice look and feel, suits our

transport, school, medical needs. And other facilities we value.

We spend years paying off our morigages, and paying rates fo improve our local area.
We do this because we enjoy the area we live in and its surroundings.

We have a right o quiet enjoyment of our property.

Surroundings are part of amenity (pleasaniness) of area, part of our enjoyment of our

property.

Government is supposed to protect our rights.

But here it is planning to take them away by stealth.

The scheme o fast track medium density development intends to rob us of our property
rights.

It is being done by a centralist bureaucratic process of smoke and mirrors, by changing
definitions and rules.

The net result will be that what is now described as an “R2 low density residential zone™ will

actually be medium density.

Our low density environment has already been eroded by “complying development™ on
Granny Flats. Some might be ok but many are messy and detract from the look and feel of
the area.
Imagine how it will be if the same rules are extended fo

s aitached dual occupancies

s detached dual occupancies

« terraces and townhouses

« manor houses - a new development type being a building of no more than two

storeys conlaining 3 or 4 dwellings on one lot of land.

There will be no DA to Council, no notice to neighbours, no right to object, no way to hold
anyone to account, and no right of redress unless very expensive legal action is possible.

Government says “Dont worry! There will be standards they have to meet.”

What they don't say is that there are standards now in the form of planning instruments such
as the relevant Development Control Plan, but even those standards can be twisted to suit
Big Brother's plans. ‘

There are recent examples where non-compliance with number of storeys, bulk and scale of
building. reduced front setbacks are just a few crucial items where objections are brushed
aside. The perception is that there is a bias towards developers. Even under the existing
system you could end up with a 3 storey building 1.5 metres from your boundary fence.

Our right to object is being devalued bit by bit, but it is still betier than having no right at all.

39



This scheme ends up with pocket handkerchief size blocks with medium density buildings

Page 2 0f 3

and mini backyards — totally different to mosl existing R2 areas.
What about the social issues this brings for the future?

As time goes by

it will start to lock and feel like a ghetlo.

And you thought you lived in a low density residential zone? Sorry!

Big Brother tells us that this will improve housing affordability, but they have lo be joking. No
calculations are included to demonstrate this claim. The only way to ensure that is to place
a mandatory price ceiling on the developed property — and Boy, wouldn’t you hear the
industry squeal about that.

Smiling people (who probably don't live anywhere nearby) appear on TV and in local papers
telling us how this is all in our interests because we must bend over backwards to
accommodate newcomers — a growing population - because growth is good (whether
sustainable or not).
They also tell us it is important for the newcomers to have easy access to transport
corridors, roads, rail, schools, shops, hospitals, water and power infrastructure and so on.
In other words, all the things we value about our area and contribute to our lifestyle.
And, despite the fact that these are all facilities we have collectively paid for over the years,
we are supposed to be happy about having our low density communities trashed, with
established property owners being gradually pushed out so newcomers can enjoy those

facilities.
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SUBMISSION TO CITY OF PARRAMATTA COUNCIL

We strongly object {o:
1. adoption of the Draft Medium Density Design Guide
2. proposals to fast track medium-density development

in this regard we support the objections contained in City of Parramaila’s submission of 8
February 2016, lodged with DP&E in February 2016.

We also object to Baird Government plans to
« take away property owner rights of objection
s change R2 low density residential zone into medium density — by stealth.

Reasons:
Our homes are imporiant to us.

They are our biggest investment.
We select a low density residential area because it has a nice look and feel, suits our

transport, school, medical needs. And other facilities we value.

We spend years paying off our mortgages, and paying rates to improve our local area.
We do this because we enjoy the area we live in and its surroundings.

We have a right to quiet enjoyment of our property.

Surroundings are part of amenity (pleasantness) of area, parl of our enjoyment of our

property.

Government is supposed to protect our rights.

But here it is planning to take them away by stealth.

The scheme to fast track medium density development intends to rob us of our property
rights.

it is being done by a centralist bureaucratic process of smoke and mirrors, by changing
definitions and rules.

The net result will be that what is now described as an “R2 low density residential zone” will

actually be medium density.

Our low density environment has already been eroded by “complying development” on
Granny Flats. Some might be ok but many are messy and detract from the look and feel of
the area.
imagine how It will be If the same rules are extended to

» altached dual occupancies

« detached dual occupancies

« {erraces and townhouses

» manor houses - 2 new development type being a buiiding of no more than two

storeys containing 3 or 4 dwellings on one lot of land.

There will be no DA te Council, no notice to neighbours, no right to object, no way o hoid
anyone 1o account, and no right of redress unless very expensive legal action is possible.

Government says “Don't worry! There will be standards they have to meet.”

What they don’t say is that there are standards now in the form of planning instruments such
as the relevant Deveiopment Conirol Plan, but even those standards can be twisted to suit
Big Brother’s plans.

There are recent examples where non-compliance with number of storeys bulk and scale of
building, reduced front setbacks are just a few crucial items where objections are brushed
aside. The perception is that there is a bias towards developers. Even under the existing
system you could end up with a 3 storey building 1.5 metres from your boundary fence.

Our right to object is being devalued bit by bit, but it is still better than having no right at all.

1



Page 2 of 3

This scheme ends up with pocket handkerchief size blocks with medium density buildings
and mini backyards — totally different to most existing R2 areas.

What about the social issues this brings for the future?

As time goes by it will start to look and feel like a ghetto.

And you thought you lived in & low density residential zone? Sorryl

Big Brother tells us that this will improve housing affordability, but they have to be joking. No
calculations are included to demonstrate this claim. The only way to ensure that is to place
a mandatory price ceiling on the developed property — and Boy, wouldn't you hear the
industry squeal about that.

Smiling people (who probably don't live anywhere nearby) appear on TV and in local papers
telling us how this is all in our interests because we must bend over backwards to
accommodate newcomers ~ a growing population - because growth Is good (whether
susiainable or not).

They also tell us it is important for the newcomers to have easy access lo transport
corridors, roads, rail, schools, shops, hospitals, water and power infrastructure and so on.
in other words, all the things we value about our area and contribule to our lifestyle.

And, despite the fact thal these are all facilities we have collectively paid for over the years,
we are supposed to be happy about having our low density communities trashed, with
established properly owners being gradually pushed out so newcomers can enjoy those

facilities.
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This scheme ends up with pocket handkerchief size blocks with medium density buildings
and mini backyards — totally different to most existing R2 areas.

What about the social issues this brings for the future?

As time goes by it will start fo look and fesl like a ghelto.

And you thought you fived in a low density residential zone? Sorry!

Big Brother telis us that this will improve housing affordability. but they have to be joking. No
calculations are included to demonstrate this claim. The only way to ensure that is to place
a mandatory price ceiling on the developed property —and Boy, wouldn’t you hear the
industry squeal about that.

Smiling people (who probably don't live anywhere nearby) appear on TV and in local papers
telling us how this is all in our interests because we must bend over backwards to
accommodate newcomers —a growing population - because growth is good (whether
sustainable or not).

They also tellus it is important for the newcomers to have easy access to transport
coridors, roads, rail, schools, shops, hospitals, water and power infrastructure and so on.
in other words, all the things we value about our area and contribute to our lifestyle.

And, despite the fact that these are all facilities we have collectively paid for over the years,
we are supposed to be happy about having our low density communities trashed, with
established property owners being gradually pushed out so newcomers can enjoy those

facilities.
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This scheme ends up with pocket handkerchief size blocks with medium density bulldings
and mini backyards — totally different to most exisling R2 areas.
What about the social issues this brings for the future?

As time goes by

it will start to look and feel like a ghetio.

And you thought you lived in a low density residential zone? Sorry!

Big Brother tells us that this will improve housing affordability, but they have to be joking. No
calculations are included to demonstrate this claim. The only way to ensure that is to place
a mandatory price ceiling on the developed property — and Boy, wouldnt you hear the
industry squeal about that.

Smiling people (who probably don't live anywhere nearby) appear on TV and in local papers
telling us how this is all in our interests because we must bend over backwards to
accommodate newcomers — a growing population - because growth is good (whether
sustainable or not).
They also tell us it is important for the newcomers to have easy access lo transport
corridors, roads, rail, schools, shops, hospitals, water and power infrastructure and so on.
in other words, all the things we value about our area and contribute to our lifestyle.
And, despite the fact that these are all facilities we have collectively paid for over the years,
we are supposed o be happy about having our low density communities trashed, with
eslablished property owners being gradually pushed oul so newcomers can enjoy those

W

facilities.
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This scheme ends up with pockel handkerchief size blocks with medium density buildings
and mini backyards - totally different to most existing R2 areas.

What about the social issues this brings for the future?

As time goes by it will start to look and feel like a ghetto.

And you thought you lived in a low density residential zone? Sorry!

Big Brother tells us that this will improve housing affordability, but they have to be joking. No
calculations are included to demonstrate this claim. The only way to ensure that is 1o place
a mandatory price ceiling on the developed property — and Boy, wouldn't you hear the
industry squeal about that.

Smiling people {who probably don't live anywhere nearby) appear on TV and in local papers
telling us how this is all in our interesis because we must bend over backwards to
accommodate newcomers — a growing population - because growth is good {whether
sustainable or not).

They also tell us it is important for the newcomers o have easy access {o transport
corridors, roads, rail, schools, shops, hospitals, water and power infrastructure and so on.
In other words, all the things we vaiue about our area and contribute to our lifestyle.

And, despite the fact that these are all facilities we have collectively paid for over the years,
we are supposed to be happy about having our low density communities trashed, with
established property owners being gradually pushed out so newcomers can enjoy those
facilities.
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This scheme ends up with pocket handkerchief size blocks with medium density buildings
and mini backyards - totally different to most existing R2 areas.

What about the social issues this brings for the future?
As time goes by it will start to look and feel like a ghelto.

And you thought you lived in a low density residential zone? Sorry!

Big Brother telis us that this will improve housing affordability, but they have to be joking. No
calculations are included to demonstrate this claim. The only way to ensure that is to place
a mandatory price celling on the developed property — and Boy, wouldn't you hear the
industry squeal about that,

Smiling people (who probably don't live anywhere nearby) appear on TV and in local papers
telling us how this is all in our interests because we must bend over backwards {o
accommodate newcomers — a growing population - because growth is good (whether
sustainable or not).
They also tell us it is important for the newcomers to have easy access o transport
corridors, roads, rail, schools, shops, hospitals, water and power infrastructure and so on.
in other words, all the things we value about our area and contribute to our lifestyle.
And, despite the fact that these are all facilities we have collectively paid for over the years,
we are supposed to be happy about having our low densily communities trashed, with
established properly owners being gradually pushed out so newcomers can enjoy those

facilities.
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SUBMISSION TO CITY OF PARRAMATTA COUNCIL

We strongly object to:
1. adoption of the Draft Medium Density Design Guide
2. proposals to fast track medium-density development

in this regard we support the objections contained in City of Parramatta’s submission of 8
February 2016, lodged with DP&E in February 2016.

We also object to Baird Government plans to
« take away property owner rights of objection
o change R2 low density residential zone into medium density — by steatth.

Reasons:
Our homes are important to us.

They are our biggest investment.
We select a low density residential area because it has a nice look and feel, suits our

transport, school, medical needs. And other facilities we value.

We spend years paying off our mortgages, and paying rates to improve our local area.
We do this because we enjoy the area we live in and its surroundings.

We have a right to quiet enjoyment of our property.

Surroundings are part of amenity (pleasantness) of area, part of our enjoyment of our

property.

Government is supposed to protect our rights.

But here it is planning to take them away by stealth.

The scheme to fast track medium density development intends to rob us of our property
rights.

It is being done by a centralist bureaucratic process of smoke and mirrors, by changing

definitions and rules.
The net result will be that what is now described as an “R2 low density residential zone” will

actually be medium density.

Our low density environment has already been eroded by “complying development” on
Granny Flats. Some might be ok but many are messy and detract from the look and fee! of

the area.

Imagine how it will be if the same rules are extended to

attached dual occupancies

detached dual occupancies

terraces and townhouses

manor houses - a new development type being a building of no more than two
storeys containing 3 or 4 dwellings on one lot of land.

There will be no DA to Council, no notice to neighbours, no right to object, no way to hold
anyone to account, and no right of redress unless very expensive legal action is possible.

Government says “Don’t worry! There will be standards they have to meet.”

What they don't say is that there are standards now in the form of planning instruments such
as the relevant Development Control Plan, but even those standards can be twisted to suit
Big Brother's plans. .

There are recent examples where non-compliance with number of storeys, bulk and scale of
building, reduced front setbacks are just a few crucial items where objections are brushed
aside. The perception is that there is a bias towards developers. Even under the existing
system you could end up with a 3 storey building 1.5 metres from your boundary fence.

Our right to object is being devalued bit by bit, but it is still better than having no right at all.
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This scheme ends up with pocket handkerchief size blocks with medium density buildings
and mini backyards — totally different to most existing R2 areas.

What about the social issues this brings for the future?

As time goes by it will start to look and feel like a ghetto.

And you thought you lived in a low density residential zone? Sorry!

Big Brother tells us that this will improve housing affordability, but they have to be joking. No
calculations are included to demonstrate this claim. The only way to ensure that is to place
a mandatory price ceiling on the developed property — and Boy, wouldn’t you hear the
industry squeal about that.

Smiling people (who probably don’t live anywhere nearby) appear on TV and in local papers
telling us how this is all in our interests because we must bend over backwards to
accommodate newcomers — a growing population - because growth is good (whether
sustainable or not).

They also tell us it is important for the newcomers to have easy access to transport
corridors, roads, rail, schools, shops, hospitals, water and power infrastructure and so on.
In other words, all the things we value about our area and contribute to our lifestyle.

And, despite the fact that these are all facilities we have collectively paid for over the years,
we are supposed to be happy about having our low density communities trashed, with
established property owners being gradually pushed out so newcomers can enjoy those
facilities.
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This scheme ends up with pocket handkerchief size blocks with medium density buildings
and mini backyards — totally different to most exisling R2 areas.

What about the social issues this brings for the fulure?

As time goes by it will start to look and feel like a ghetto.

And you thought you lived in a low density residential zone? Sorry!

Big Brother tells us that this will improve housing affordability, bul they have to be joking. No
calculations are included to demonstrate this claim. The only way to ensure that is to place
a mandalory price ceiling on the developed property — and Boy, wouldn't you hear the
industry squeal about that.

Smiling people (who probably don't live anywhere nearby) appear on TV and in local papers

telling us how this is all in our interests because we must bend over backwards to
accommodate newcomers — a growing population - because growth is good (whether
sustainable or not).
They also tell us it is important for the newcomers 1o have easy access to transport
corridors, roads, rail, schools, shops, hospitals, water and power infrastructure and so on.
in other words, all the things we value about our area and contribute to our lifestyle,
And, despite the fact that these are all facilities we have collectively paid for over the years,
we are supposed to be happy about having our low density communities trashed, with
established property owners being gradually pushed out so newcomers can enjoy those

facilities.
Name ‘ Address . Signature Dale
:L.&Sﬁ'u A/, was %k‘ifii'fVA:‘_Lgs‘ 5 0% 2 }%éwq TRl
2 I?w« cicdnr {7 Ty R
EY Seciads e N\ l (e D g S «'zwj‘*““:ﬂ 28-1-/¢
L - dehuh Ma/dk .7%,54, Q83 | M AM RE W16
! crrrcan S 7 /-
Magk Sin ’ 6;;...,[...\ Hfu, 215 3 M-k S5——| za.uticg
' /6 7@44&4.&9/ Lot =
Cthiting Cottle| 4lraten, Hidts 2053 blosio Ll | Bf4-/6
, == Koad - ~
[an MK rar f./,ffﬁ-ff%us zi55 [ SR | £F 16
5 visesber /Loan
CHRLAN fOUGII] ks STy At s e S US| B P D T 126
thy| > ' KT T
Jo LptbY W T llsasz %Z = %(/- (1
Wl A}ML, Lppoesse 6 | 116
J/mmﬁe | Bakpiern Sty | e | on L
bodie White | | SRR W%é NN |
, WINSTON o
EMmp WU | BErRIGAN ST LS M 9901,




| Lipec
3 Gore St
Parramatta 2150

30 November 2016

Interim General Manager,
City of Parramatta Council,
PO Box 32

Parramatta

NSW 2124

tnitials

Dear Sir,
Proposed changes to fast track medium density development

If this proposal is adopted, | can see only negative impacts on the vast majority of this local
community and on the majority of NSW residents. This is because despite the ever
increasing construction of high density dwellings, research indicates that most people in
Australia (Core Logic, 2016) prefer to live in low density, detached dwellings.

Changing the goal posts in this way seems unfair. We value the amenity of our homes, our
privacy and our democracy. Imposing such changes shows a disregard for us all, except

perhaps developers.

This proposal sacrifices quality for speed. More time is need to assimilate the proposal
including new terminology, such as manor houses, which seem to be 2 storey flats which are
intrusive and unwanted in traditional residential areas of lower density. Not being able to
comment on the negative impacts of these (because they are deemed to comply) is adding

insult to injury.

As the proposal has significant, ongoing negative repercussions, | believe the government
should consult the people of NSW more extensively than it has to date.
Yours sincerely,

J’A/'IM,

I Lipec

10



Kevin Kuo

From: Greg Page <gpage@gregpage.com>

Sent: Wednesday, 30 November 2016 11:.57 AM

Subject: Fast track medium density - Attention Amberley Moore

SUBMISSION TO CITY OF PARRAMATTA COUNCIL

We strongly object to:
1. adoption of the Draft Medium Density Design Guide
2. proposals to fast track medium-density development

in this regard we support the objections contained in City of Parramatta’s submission of 8 February 2016, lodged
with DP&E in February 2016.

We also object to Baird Government plans to
o take away property owner rights of objection
» change R2 low density residential zone into medium density — by stealth.

Yours Faithfully,

Greg Page and Vanessa Page



Kevin Kuo

From: Andrea Jones <andrea64@tpg.com.au>

Sent: Wednesday, 30 November 2016 12:00 PM

Subject: Objections to Public Notice "Proposed Changes to fast-track medium-density
development”

Attachments: Joan Andrea Jones objection 20161130.pdf; Joe Gabriel objection 20161130.pdf

Attention: Interim General Manager, City of Parramatta
Please find attached two objections to the "Proposed Changes to fast-track medium-density development” from:

Joe Gabriel, 55 Moffatts Drive Dundas Valley And Joan Andrea Jones, 53A Moffatts Drive Dundas Valley

Kind regards
Andrea

Joan Andrea Jones
53A Moffatts Drive
Dundas Valley NSW 2117



Kevin Kuo

From: Terry Page <tjpage@optusnet.com.au>
Sent: ’ Wednesday, 30 November 2016 12:01 PM
Subject: Fast track medium density - Attention Amberley Moore

Dear Ms Moore,

Further to my email at 10.36 am today | have attached more objections to the fast track proposals from another 12
voters.

My earlier email stated the number of objectors as 157 but a double check shows it should have been 150. With the
attached 12 objections the total is now 162.

Regards

Terry Page

1 Lois Street

Winston Hills NSW 2153
9686 3403



Kevin Kuo

From: judith bradbury <judithbradbury@bigpond.com>
Sent: Wednesday, 30 November 2016 2:30 PM
Subject: SUBMISSION TO CITY OF PARRAMATTA COUNCIL

We strongly object to

1. Adoption of the draft medium density design guide
2. Proposals to fast track medium-density development.

In this regard we support the objections contained in City of Parramatta’s submission of 8 February 2016, lodged
with DP&E in February 2016.

We also object to Baird Government plans to take away property owner rights of objection and to change R2 low
density residential zone into medium density by stealth.

Peter and Judith Bradbury, 4 Attlee Place Winston Hills.

Sent from Mail for Windows 10



Kevin Kuo

From: ‘ nicole rouissi <nicolerouissi@yahoo.com.au>
Sent: Wednesday, 30 November 2016 3:33 PM
Subject: Objection to State Government's Proposal - Medium Density Developmens

assessed as Complying Developments

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged
Dear Council,

Please find attached my letter ofObjection to State Government's Proposal - Medium Density Developmens assessed
as Complying Developments.

Regards,
Nicole Rouissi



47

Kevin Kuo

From: V. Keen <v.keen@bigpond.com>

Sent: Wednesday, 30 November 2016 3:43 PM

Subject: Fast track medium density - Attention Amberley Moore
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

SUBMISSION TO CITY OF PARRAMATTA COUNCIL

I strongly object to:

1. adoption of the Draft Medium Density Design Guide
2. proposals to fast track medium-density development

In this regard I support the objections contained in City of Parramatta’s submission of 8
February 2016, lodged with DP&E in February 2016.

I also object to Baird Government plans to

e take away property owner rights of objection
* change R2 low density residential zone into medium density.

Yours sincerely.
Val Keen
4/211 Old Windsor Rd

Northmead NSW 2152



