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Dear Ms Sample

Re: SSD-85549710 25 -27 Rosedale Road and 1 and 1A Edward Street Gordon

Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission on the State Significant Development Application
proposal at 25-27 Rosedale Road and 1 and 1A Edward Street Gordon submitted on behalf of Edward Street
Residence DM Pty Limited.

Friends of Ku-ring-gai Environment (FOKE) have been strong advocates for the protection of
Ku-ring-gai’s neighbourhood character, environment, heritage and liveability for the past 31 years.

FOKE wishes to express its strong objection on the following grounds:

Statutory Context

The layout, height, bulk, scale, separation, setbacks, interface and articulation fail to address and
respond to the context, site characteristics, streetscape and existing and future character of Gordon.
It is inappropriate that this saved SSD proceed when the community has participated in a statutory
consultation process regarding a new Ku-ring-gai's Local Environment Plan (LEP) with the
recommendation that Ku-ring-gai Council adopt the amendments to the KLEP 2015 as attached to its
Council Report of 22 May 2024 and forward the documents to DPHI.

Ku-ring-gai Council has undertaken strategic planning for the alternative Transport Oriented
Development (TOD) to cater for approximately 9,400 dwellings in the Gordon Transport Oriented
Development area. This FOKE understands was a part of a mediation agreement between Ku-ring-
gai Council and the NSW Government following a legal challenge at the Land & Environment Court.
To undermine Ku-ring-gai Council’'s LEP by allowing SSDs to ‘pop up’ anywhere is grievous,
mischievous and disingenuous on behalf of the NSW Government. If this SSD is approved, it
effectively "pulls the rug" from Ku-ring-gai Council’s plan for a TOD alternative. The Ku-ring-gai
community has diligently made submissions, often at great personal and family cost, as they have
often occurred during holiday periods in 2024 and 2025 in support of a TOD Alternative Plan.

If the SSDs are approved (there are currently 31 SSDs in Ku-ring-gai as of 3.6.26) and ignore Ku-
ring-gai Council’s amended Ku-ring-gai's Local Environment Plan 2015 (LEP) they will have no social
licence as the community will feel betrayed by a NSW planning system that prioritises developer
profit before community interest.

Ku-ring-gai Council, in its TOD Alternate Plan, have this location zoned as R2 which is now classified
as a Low and Mid-Rise (LMR) housing area. As the site is situated opposite the TOD radius it would
be the end of the transition from the higher town centre to R2.

The affordable housing bonus fails to compensate for the additional impact that the development will
have on the community in perpetuity. The proposal only provides affordable housing for a 15-year
period. This clearly will not contribute to long term housing affordability or social stability. Only 2 of
the 24 units are in perpetuity.
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The community has strongly expressed that the level of density presented in this development is
NOT the 'desired future character' of Gordon.

Design Quality

The proposed future building envelope provides extremely poor solar access (only two hours) and
will negatively overshadow residential properties in the vicinity of the site.

The proposed 31-metre-high building will negatively impact on the privacy of neighbouring residents
and overshadow them, remove their ‘green views’ replacing them with ‘harsh concrete views'.

The interface between this twin tower 9 storey SSD and neighbouring 1-2 storey heritage houses in
excessive, incompatible and unacceptable.

The design is completely out of context with the neighbouring homes of the area and does not reflect
the fact that the site is located in the Robert Grants Heritage Conservation Area (HCA).

Within the context of the existing Ku-ring-gai local Environment Plan as it relates to heritage items,
this proposal also does not meet the requirements of the current Development Planning Controls
(DCPs) with regard to front and side setbacks. This proposed development is within 110 metres of
heritage items at 15 and 17A Edward St.

It is also only 300 metres from the Gordon Flying Fox Reserve and Conservation Area.

Built Form and Urban Design

The SSD proposal is an overdevelopment of the site and totally out of proportion to the existing and
future amenity of Gordon

The layout, height, bulk, scale, separation, setbacks, interface and articulation fail to address and
respond to the context, site characteristics, streetscape and existing and future character of the
locality.

The development is above the maximum heights allowed and sits outside the council’s alternative
gazetted TOD boundary. The proponent’s request for a variation allowing it to exceed the allowable
height under existing TOD planning controls is unjustified.

It ignores any orderly transition to the surrounding low density homes and will stand alone
surrounded by 1-2 storey intact Inter War and Federation heritage homes.

The site is one of the highest points in Gordon and will dominate the skyline. The excessive height,
bulk and scale of the proposal will have an unacceptable visual and heritage impact on the area and
its streetscape.

The site falls 6m from the north-eastern corner to the south-eastern corner of the site. With minimal
height reductions towards properties on the south side, residents to the south of the development will
be dominated by a 37m wall.

The proposed maximum building height of the proposal is 30.81 which is 4.41m (14.3%) above the
allowable infill development standard. The Clause 4,6 Variation Request should be disallowed as the
removal of one storey would allow a more modest overrun. There is no justification for the overrun of
the SEPP Height standard.

The proposal must be amended to comply. The proposal represents an over development in terms of
height, scale and bulk in stark contrast to the adjoining 1-2 storey Federation/Inter- residences within
the heritage conservation area. The Clause 4.6 request should be denied.

The SSD proposal devalues the visual amenity of neighbouring properties who will lose their solar
access, natural cross-ventilation and outlook.

The SSD proposal is incompatible with the heritage conservation area within which this development
will be located if approved.

Many of the affordable dwellings are in the most unliveable parts of the buildings due to lack of solar
access and lack of cross flow ventilation.

Affordable No Solar No cross Below Natural | Located | Total Units
Units Ventilation Ground Level on
Levels
0&1
Building A 31% 54% 3 54% 13
Building B 36% 27% 1 64% 11

Four of the affordable units are subterranean units, located below natural ground level. This is not
allowed under Ku-ring-gai Council DCP rules. In total 5 units overall are located below existing
ground level.



e As shown above, the majority of affordable units re located on levels 0 and 1 of both buildings. This
is inconsistent with the TOD SEPP rules requiring the spread of affordable units throughout the
development.

e The proposed density is density is consistent with that envisaged under council’s TOD Alternative
plan or the LMR Housing controls.

e The proposal does not comply with the maximum Height standard. The exceedances that are
proposed are 4.41m (14.3%) above the maximum permissible building height, particularly due to the
lift overrun, rooftop plant and services and the downward slope of the site. This is the common
practise in the design of all the SSD developments that we have studied and made submissions. This
is unjustified and the request should be refused.

e SSD proposals we have examined appear to know that the SSD standards can be exploitered to
allow for greater height to incorporate lift overruns, rooftop plant and services in increasing the height
of the development in allowing more floor space for luxury dwellings.

e The proposal is inconsistent with the desired future character envisaged by the State-led TOD
provisions, the State-led LMR provisions and the Council-led increased density to the west of the
site.

e The proposal is likely to result in a negative cumulative impact on the area.

e The proposal does not align with the strategic planning context of the site for low and mid-rise
housing.

Not all impacts can be satisfactorily ameliorated through mitigation measures.

The 119 units in the form of 2 and 3 bedroom units and two 4 bedroom apartments will provide
accommodation for approximately 285 persons — this will detrimentally impact on traffic, parking,
stormwater and sewer, and associated infrastructure despite GYDES report giving it the green light.

o The design and materials used are inconsistent with the surrounding dwellings within a Heritage
Conservation Area. A more considered and sympathetic choice of materials is required.

Heritage

Figure 1: Recent aerial imagery of the proposed development site (red outline, house numbers shown in yellow).
Nearmap photomap, 5% October 2025.

Keystone Ecological 2
REF: KMC 25-1310 - BDAR Ver 1.0 - December 2025

Gordon’s character is defined by its Federation and inter-war architecture and suburban gardens with native
trees. Its street layout harks back to the development of the area at the time of the opening of the Harbour
Bridge in 1932. The proposal faces the corner of Park Avenue and Rosedale Road is the home of engineer
John Bradfield where he lived and designed the Harbour Bridge and Circular Quay. There is a garden and
memorial stone seat dedicated by the council and residents of the Ku-Ring-Gai shire in memory of John
Bradfield on the corner of Rosedale Road and Park Avenue where John Crew Bradfield resided. This



development in the heart of this important heritage conservation area will irrevocably erode the historic
integrity of the area.

The proposed SSD is located within the Roberts Grant Conservation Area C13 (KLEP 2015).
(C13), a heritage conservation area identified under the Ku-ring-gai Local Environmental Plan 2015.

This conservation area is recognised for its high degree of integrity and its cohesive streetscape character,
comprising a significant concentration of intact Federation and Inter-War residences, complemented by
notable examples of later twentieth-century development.

The heritage significance of the conservation area derives not only from the architectural quality of its
buildings but also from the established landscape setting, including substantial gardens and mature native
and exotic trees that contribute to its distinctive character and sense of place.

The Conservation Area has aesthetic significance for its large number of intact Federation and Interwar
houses with some good examples of mid to late 20th century development.

The proposed development is not sympathetic to the heritage character of this historically and aesthetically
significant precinct. The scale, form and intensity of the proposal are inconsistent with the prevailing built
form and landscape qualities that underpin the gazettal of the conservation area.

The proposal has the potential to adversely affect the heritage significance, setting and visual appreciation of
nearby heritage items and contributory buildings in Edward Street and the surrounding Roberts Grant
Conservation Area. The proposed development would diminish the established character, streetscape
cohesion and heritage values that the planning controls seek to conserve.

The Urbis Heritage Impact Statement does not adequately assess the extent to which the proposed twin 9
storey development would affect the heritage significance of the Roberts Grant Conservation Area or the
setting and significance of surrounding heritage items.

In preparing this submission, Friends of Ku-ring-gai Environment (FOKE) undertook a site inspection of
Edward Street and Rosedale Road to assess the heritage context of the proposal. This inspection reaffirmed
that Edward Street contains a substantial concentration of heritage items and contributory buildings that
collectively form an important component of the heritage significance of the Roberts Grant Conservation
Area.

The site inspection also demonstrated that the heritage character, visual cohesion and historic streetscape
qualities of Edward Street are more significant than is acknowledged in the Urbis Heritage Impact Statement.
In particular, the report does not adequately recognise the cumulative heritage value of the heritage-listed
properties and their contribution to the wider conservation area.

Edward Street includes the following heritage items:

_ —— - The Anglican Gordon Quarter, formerly known as Lady

(o000 - Gowrie Retirement Village, includes the heritage-listed
: ‘Burnham Thorpe’ at 10 Edward Street, one of the most

significant heritage properties within the locality.

Over a six-year period, Anglicare undertook a comprehensive redevelopment of the site, culminating in the
reopening of the retirement village in December 2022. A key element of the project was the meticulous
restoration and adaptive reuse of Burnham Thorpe, a distinguished 1930s Mediterranean-style residence.
The restored building now serves as a community hub incorporating independent living units and shared
resident facilities.


https://www.krg.nsw.gov.au/files/assets/public/v/1/hptrim/information-management-publications-public-website-ku-ring-gai-council-website-planning-and-development/c13_roberts_grant_conservation_area.pdf

The redevelopment has been widely recognised as an example of best-practice heritage-sensitive
development. In 2024, the Anglican Gordon Quarter received the Urban Development Institute of Australia
(NSW) Award for Excellence in Retirement Living, reflecting its successful integration of contemporary aged-
care and retirement-living facilities within a heritage setting.

Importantly, the project demonstrates that substantial redevelopment can be achieved while respecting the
heritage significance, established character and landscape qualities of Edward Street. The development
retained the prominence of the heritage item and ensured that new buildings were carefully designed and
sited to minimise visual intrusion and maintain the character of the surrounding streetscape.

The Anglican Gordon Quarter therefore provides a relevant local precedent for redevelopment within Edward
Street. In contrast, the proposed SSD fails to demonstrate a comparable level of sensitivity to the heritage
context of the Roberts Grant Conservation Area and nearby heritage items. The proposed height, bulk and
scale would dominate the surrounding heritage streetscape rather than complement it.

The 40 retirement living units and the 107-room Roden Cutler Lodge residential aged-care facility illustrate
that increased residential density can be accommodated while respecting heritage values. Future
redevelopment within this precinct should follow this established model by ensuring that new development is
subordinate to heritage items, sympathetic in scale and form, and consistent with the character of Edward
Street and the wider conservation area.

The new buildings have incorporated design elements that
respond to the Federation character of the conservation area,
including roof forms and architectural detailing.

Importantly, the building heights have been carefully managed
to remain subordinate to the heritage item and consistent with
the prevailing scale of the surrounding streetscape. As a result,
@ Gordon uarter the development sits comfortably within its heritage setting and
10 Edward Street does not detract from the character, significance or visual
coherence of the Edward Street heritage streetscape.

Where multi-storey buildings have been introduced, they
have been located toward the rear of the site and carefully
integrated into the natural topography, taking advantage of
the land's fall into the valley.

& This siting reduces their visual prominence when viewed

from Edward Street, minimises impacts on the heritage
streetscape, and ensures that the heritage item remains the
- dominant element within the site.




Particular attention should be given to the substantial canopy
tree within the front garden of this heritage property facing

Edward Street.

The tree makes a significant contribution to the landscape
character of the site, the heritage setting of the dwelling, and the
established leafy streetscape that defines this part of the
Roberts Grant Conservation Area.

Tree canopy is a fundamental component of the character and
significance of Edward Street.

The view towards the proposed development
from the Anglican Gordon Quarter
demonstrates the importance of existing
sightlines and the relationship between
surrounding development and this significant
heritage site.

The introduction of an oversized building in
this location would adversely affect these
important view corridors and diminish the
visual setting of the heritage item.

The preservation of significant views to and
from heritage places is a recognised heritage
planning principle. The loss or substantial
obstruction of these view lines would erode
the heritage character and landscape setting
of the Anglican Gordon Quarter and should
not be supported.



TP The heritage-listed residence at 15 Edward
I_ Street is particularly vulnerable to the impacts of
== the proposed development.

The scale and height of the proposed 8—9 storey building would result in the heritage item being visually
dominated and over towered by the new development that is substantially out of scale and character to this
heritage listed property.

A fundamental principle of heritage conservation is that new development should be subordinate to, and
respectful of, nearby heritage items. In this case, the proposed development would become the dominant
visual element in the streetscape, diminishing the prominence, setting and heritage significance of the
residence at 15 Edward Street.

The significance of heritage items derives not only from the buildings themselves but also from their
landscape setting, spatial relationships and contribution to the wider streetscape. The proposed building
would disrupt these relationships by introducing excessive height and bulk immediately adjacent to the
heritage item, resulting in an adverse impact on its heritage values and visual appreciation.

Rather than complementing the established character of Edward Street, the proposal would overwhelm its
heritage buildings and diminish their contribution to the Roberts Grant Conservation Area.

Likewise, the proposed development would
adversely affect the setting and significant view
lines associated with the heritage-listed
residence at 16 Edward Street, Gordon.

The scale, height and bulk of the proposed building would intrude on established viewlines to and from the
heritage item and diminish its visual prominence within the streetscape.



The heritage significance of 16 Edward Street is closely linked to its relationship with the surrounding
landscape and low-scale built form of Edward Street. By introducing a substantially larger building into this
setting, the proposal would disrupt these important visual relationships and compromise the ability to
appreciate the heritage item within its historic context.

The loss of significant view corridors and the visual dominance of the proposed development would result in
an adverse impact on the heritage setting and character of 16 Edward Street and the wider Roberts Grant
Conservation Area.

| The heritage-listed dwelling and interior,

“Denholm”, at 17A Edward Street, Gordon, is
located in close proximity to the proposed
development site.

As a consequence, the impacts of the proposed 8-9 storey development on this heritage item would be
particularly significant.

The scale, height and bulk of the proposal would adversely affect the setting and visual appreciation of
“Denholm”, diminishing its prominence within the heritage streetscape.

The proposed site will negatively impacts on the visual amenity of Edward and neighbouring streets’ heritage
listed buildings.

The scale, height and bulk of the proposal would introduce a dominant built form that is inconsistent with the
established low-scale heritage character of the surrounding area.

These visual impacts would diminish the setting, streetscape contribution and heritage significance of
adjoining and nearby heritage items and would undermine the cohesive character of the Roberts Grant
Conservation Area.

The proposed development is likely to result in
adverse impacts on the heritage listed Bradfield
Memorial Garden, located at the intersection of Park
Avenue and Rosedale Road.



https://legislation.nsw.gov.au/view/html/inforce/current/epi-2015-0134#sch.5-pt.1
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This memorial is a significant civic place of commemoration for Dr J.C.C. Bradfield, the Chief Engineer of the
Sydney Harbour Bridge, and holds recognised historic and social value within the local area.

The scale, height and visual prominence of the proposed 8-9 storey development would detract from the
commemorative setting of the memorial garden by introducing a dominant built form into its broader visual
catchment. This would diminish the contemplative and respectful character of the site and weaken its visual
and contextual relationship to the surrounding landscape.

Memorial places rely heavily on their setting and sense of dignity to convey their significance. Any
development that materially alters the surrounding visual environment or introduces excessive scale and bulk
risks undermining the heritage and social values of the Bradfield Memorial Garden. The proposal therefore
fails to adequately protect the setting and significance of this important commemorative place.

The proposed development would have adverse
impacts on the heritage-listed residence at 26 Park

! Avenue, Gordon, the former home of Annie Wyatt, a
significant figure in the early development of the
Australian conservation and environmental movement.

This property holds historic and social significance as the place associated with Annie Wyatt's contribution to
the establishment of heritage conservation values in Australia, including her role in the formation of the
National Trust (NSW). The significance of the item is not limited to the building itself but extends to its setting
and ability to convey its historic associations within a residential and landscaped context.

The scale, height and bulk of the proposed 8-9 storey development would introduce a visually dominant built
form in close proximity to the site, adversely affecting its setting, streetscape contribution and ability to be
understood and appreciated in its historic context. The intrusion of an oversized development would diminish
the low-scale residential character that supports the heritage significance of the property.

Accordingly, the proposal would result in an unacceptable adverse impact on the heritage significance,
setting and visual appreciation of 26 Park Avenue, Gordon.

. The cultural heritage significance of this precinct extends
. beyond local or regional values and is of clear national
importance.

- The area is associated with early and influential heritage
conservation movements in Australia, including links to
Annie Wyatt and the foundations of the National Trust

. (NSW). This significance is further evidenced by
commemorative recognition within the precinct, including
the plaque marking the 50th Anniversary of the

| foundation of the National Trust (NSW).

These associations demonstrate that the precinct embodies an important layer of Australia’s environmental
and heritage conservation history and is not merely a residential heritage area but a place of recognised
cultural and historical importance.



Given this level of significance, any development within or adjacent to the precinct must demonstrate an
exceptional degree of sensitivity and restraint. The scale, height and visual dominance of the proposed 8-9
storey development is inconsistent with the heritage values of the area and would detract from its ability to
convey its historic associations.

Accordingly, the proposal is not appropriate in the context of a precinct of such recognised cultural heritage
significance and should not be supported.

The heritage-listed dwelling at 23 Park Avenue, Gordon,
the former home of Dr J.C.C. Bradfield, Chief Engineer
of the Sydney Harbour Bridge, is of high historic
significance.

Dr Bradfield is recognised as one of Australia’s most important early infrastructure engineers, with his work
on major pre—World War Il projects, including the Sydney Harbour Bridge, forming a defining part of the
nation’s engineering and civic history.

The significance of this heritage item extends beyond the physical building to include its setting and its ability
to demonstrate and convey its historical associations within a residential and landscaped context. The
property contributes to the broader cultural landscape associated with Bradfield and the early development of
Sydney’s major infrastructure.

The proposed 8-9 storey development would introduce a visually dominant built form in close proximity to
this heritage-listed dwelling, adversely affecting its setting, streetscape character and ability to be understood
in its historic context. The scale and bulk of the proposal would diminish the visual prominence of the dwelling
and erode the low-scale residential character that supports its heritage significance.

Accordingly, the proposal would result in an adverse impact on the heritage significance, setting and
interpretation of 23 Park Avenue, Gordon, and is inconsistent with the conservation of this important historic
place.

Other nearby heritage properties include:
e Baptist Church and Manse, 20-22 Park Avenue, Gordon
Dwelling House 16 Park Avenue, Gordon
Dwelling House, 12-14 Park Avenue, Gordon
Dwelling House, 11 Park Avenue, Gordon
Dwelling House, 1 Garden Square, Gordon
Dwelling House, 2 Garden Square, Gordon
Dwelling House, 4 Garden Square, Gordon
Dwelling House, 10 Rosedale Road, Gordon
Dwelling House, 16-18 Rosedale Road, Gordon
Dwelling House, 35 Rosedale Road, Gordon
Dwelling House, 56 Rosedale Road, Gordon
Dwelling House, 66 Rosedale Road, Gordon
Eryldene House and Garden, 17 Mclintosh Street, Gordon
1, 22, 23, 24-26, 25, 28, 32, 33, 35, 37, 38, 41 & 41A, 43 Nelson Street, Gordon
Dwelling House, 11 Minns Road, Gordon
“Killarney Castle”, 3 Glenview Street, Gordon
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The Heritage Impact Statement accompanying the SSD application is deficient in that it does not adequately
assess or address the impacts of the proposed development on the Roberts Grant Conservation Area or on
surrounding heritage items.

In particular, the statement fails to properly consider the cumulative and individual impacts on the historic
houses within Edward Street and adjoining areas, as well as the broader setting of approximately 23 heritage
items located within a 100 metre radius of the proposed development. The assessment does not sufficiently
address how a twin 9 storey built form would affect the significance, setting, views and streetscape
contribution of these heritage items.

Gordon’s character is defined by its Federation and inter-war architecture and suburban gardens. Its street
layout harks back to the development of the area at the time of the opening of the Harbour Bridge in 1932.
This development in the heart of Edward Streetwill irrevocably erode the historic integrity of the area.

Gordon’s character is defined by its Federation and Inter-War architecture, generous landscaped gardens
and established suburban streetscapes. The street layout and built form patterns also reflect the early
development of the area during the period surrounding the opening of the Sydney Harbour Bridge in 1932.
These combined elements contribute to the heritage significance and identity of the precinct.

The introduction of a development of the proposed scale in the heart of Edward Street would fundamentally
alter this established character. It would erode the visual cohesion, landscape setting and historic integrity of
the conservation area, resulting in an unacceptable cumulative impact on the heritage values of the locality.

In 2025, FOKE conducted an Australian Heritage Festival heritage walk that included Edward Street. This
engagement reinforced the high level of community recognition of the area’s heritage significance and the
importance of maintaining its intact character.

For these reasons, the Heritage Impact Statement is considered inadequate, as it does not properly address
the full extent of heritage impacts arising from the proposed development.

Environmental Amenity

e The SSD proposal fails to demonstrate a "high level of environmental amenity for any
surrounding residential or other sensitive land use".

e The location of the site is at one of the highest spots in Gordon being on the ridgeline, with the land
sloping away on two sides.

e The site falls 6m from the north-eastern corner to the south-eastern corner of the site. With minimal
height reductions towards properties on the south side, residents to the south of the development will
be dominated by a 37m wall.

e The shadow diagrams highlight that on 21st June these residences will receive no direct sunlight. The
report speaks of light on the property rather than into living spaces which is a requirement of the
ADG. This development cannot remove the sunlight from one party to ensure another one receives
the ADG required sunlight!

Solar Access Impact on Neighbouring properties: Current vs proposed per full hour of sun

Neighbouring Property | Current Proposed Impact
23 Rosedale Ave Unacceptable
21 Rosedale Ave Unacceptable

[e22[e2][e>][e>][e))
NWW|O|O

19 Rosedale Ave Moderate
17 Rosedale Avenue Moderate
23A Khartoum Ave Minor

Qualitative solar access impact assessment definitions:

o Unacceptable: Loss of all or almost all solar access exacerbated by poor design, Non-compliant
with TOD SEPP or DCP controls

o Moderate: Significant impact from the existing condition but compliant with DCP controls

o Minor: Additional overshadowing that is compliant with Kuring-Gai DCP controls

e The Ku-ring-gai DCP requires 3 hours of sunlight into living areas as well as separation and setbacks
from any new development. See DCP 7A.
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Privacy is a major issue due to height of the SSD. The southern residences will lose their outside
right to privacy on by the twin 9 storeys encountering a severe lack of privacy both outside and within
habitable rooms.

Mitigating measures need to be put in place to ensure the right to Privacy in one’s own property is
maintained. This will be critical for all the surrounding neighbours as the higher levels will have
extensive views.

Building Setbacks are inadequate and non-complaint

The alignment of the building along Edward Street is forward of the existing dwellings. This is not
complaint in the DCP, especially as the development sits within a Heritage Conservation Area. It
needs to have a front setback to Edwards St that is behind the HCA line of dwellings.

The side setbacks to HCA dwellings on the eastern and southern side do not meet Ku-ring-gai DCP
19F controls for developments with an HCA.

A 12m building separation, without encroachments, from the HCA dwellings to the new development
has not been met for either the eastern or southern sides.

The rear setback of 9m is to be the building as the terraces and balconies as well as a pathway and
other structures have encroached on the separation and the opportunity for screen planning to
reduce the impact to the HCA. It is effectively a 4 metre setback at best.

The existing inadequate 6m setbacks from the Rosedale Avenue frontage is only 6metres and more
than half of this has been encroached by terraces, balconies and structures, including stairwells, so
that the effective setback is less than 3m. This is not compliant with the DCP or SEPP controls.
There is no articulation zone to either street frontage as required.

The first setback from the ground level should be at 8m, this has only been applied from level 5.
The communal area on ground level should be setback and shielded from the rear dwelling
occupants to maintain some visual and acoustic privacy for the neighbouring residents.

Visual Impact

The height of the proposed twin towers at 9 storeys high and 31 metres - will be the tallest building in
Gordon on one of the highest points on the ridge top. It will dominate the skyline and will tower of the
1-2 storey houses that surround it.

The height will have a significant negative impact on visual amenity for the neighbouring streets,
including those in Heritage Conservation Areas and heritage listed homes.

The modern facade of the residential flat building is unsympathetic to the surrounding local heritage
context and streetscape. Its architecture is completely out of context and will have a negative visual
impact.

The Visual Impact Statement astonishingly states that the visual impact is minor. This building will be
highly visible throughout Gordon especially from the surrounding streets of Edward Street, Rosedale
Road, Nelson Street, Mcintosh Street, Park Avenue, Khartoum Road and other surrounding streets if
not for the existing tree canopy it would be able to be seen far further.

The Visual Impact statement does not reflect the fact that the surrounding area is R2 zoned for LMR
development only with a maximum height of 9.5metres. The fact that this has not been incorporated
underscores the lack of appropriate consideration and accurate details in the whole proposal.

Traffic and Transport

The proposal will have an adverse impact on the existing extreme traffic congestion and exacerbate
road and pedestrian danger in and around Rosedale Road, Park Avenue and the Pacific Highway
which intersection are choked with backed up queues of traffic at various times during the day during
peak time and school collection hours.

The surrounding streets reflect the older style, narrower streets of the original subdivisions. With local
roads often parked out close to the station.

The SSD proposal does not provide the necessary quantitative evidence of vehicle counts and its
Traffic Study is insufficient.

The SSD proposal will result in the lengthy queueing times at the intersection with Park Avenue and
the Pacific Highway.

The SSD proposal is unacceptable because of its negative increased contribution to permanent
traffic gridlock.

There has been no cumulative traffic impact assessment together with two SSDs currently approved
being 3-9 Park Avenue Gordon, 3a,3b,5a, 7 Burgoyne and 1&3 Pearson Avenue and 4 Burgoyne
Lane Gordon, and with three SSDs currently in the DPHI Major Projects pipeline of determination,
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namely 21,23 &25 Mclntosh Street and 55 Werona Avenue Gordon, 29-33 Rosedale Road and 2A —
4 Edward street Gordon and 1A and 1-7 Carlotta Street Gordon. The 5 combined SSDs if all
approved will add approximately 905 more dwellings on the east side of Gordon within 400m- 800m
of the rail station and Pacific Highway.

Most families in Ku-ring-gai own two cars, not one. With just 135 parking spaces being proposed for
119 apartments and the provision of mainly 2 and 3 bedroom family sized apartments with generally
only one car space per dwelling being planned, it will mean there will be more residents looking to
park out on the surrounding parked out streets.

The proposal is forecast to add at least an additional 18-23 traffic movements in the commuter peak
hours of the day but the report does not consider the additional cumulative traffic movement impacts
of the cumulative 905 proposed new dwellings planned with the 3 other Gordon SSD developments
being assessed by the DPHI.

Noise and Vibration

The Morrow Site Hydrology Report states the excavation for the 2-3 level basement due to expected
bedrock and groundwater and remedial efforts will take up to 9 months which will create a significant
level of noise and vibration from the site.

The excavation and months construction will create high levels of dust and noise pollution and
negatively impact on the liveability of residents living in Edward Street and neighbouring streets.
Noise and vibration will have a negative impact on the threatened protected Grey headed Flying fox
maternity colony nearby. The bats are nocturnal and sleep during the day along with local birdlife
such as the vulnerable Powerful Owl which nests in tree hollows in the vicinity.

The 9 month excavation will mean thousands of noisy large truck movements in and around the site
during building hours. It is estimated that 38,500 cubic metres of excavated material will be removed
from the site over that time. The excavation of bedrock will not only disturb the nocturnal bat colony
in the nearby valley but also the neighbours and the 107 aged and infirm residents living nearby at 10
Edward Street in the Roden Cutler Lodge and the Anglicare Gordon Quarter which houses retirees
and the elderly in 40 independent living units nearby.

Trees and Landscaping

The SSD proposal plans to remove many significant trees and reduce the tree canopy cover for the
site.

Ku-ring-gai LGA’s character is its iconic majestic trees. This tree canopy contributes significantly to
the liveability of Gordon. It provides protection from over-exposure to UV radiation, improves air
quality, cools local environments and supports wildlife and foraging habitat.

The Proposal has identified 80 existing trees in the development area and adjoining sites. Of these,
the majority, being 51 trees will be removed. This is a massive destruction and will decimate the
mature tree canopy that is essential for our bird life and small animal habits. The Flyng Fox Reserve
and Conservation Area is only 300 metres distant from this site and must be taken into account for
the support of this important species.

Of these 80 trees only 66 are located within the site. The remining 14 are adjacent to the site on
nature strips or neighbouring properties and appropriated by the development proposal to reduce the
reality that 51 of 66 trees will be removed a massive 77%!

Many of these mature trees surrounding the proposed SSD are many decades old, and their removal
will have a severe impact on nesting, food and shelter for birds, possums and other wildlife, fungi and
insects.

The proposal will have a detrimental impact on the existing canopy cover along Edwards Street.

The removal of 51 trees will undermine the Ku-ring-gai’'s Urban Forest Strategy that aims to increase
canopy cover percentage in residential zoned areas up to 40%.

Ku-ring-gai’s tree target is based on the NSW Government’s target that recognises the importance of
canopy in improving the liveability and amenity in residential areas. The proposed development
controls will result in significant loss of tree canopy.

The proposal does not provide adequate and sufficient requirements for deep soil planting and tree
targets and will lead to a net loss of trees. The deep soil area is calculated at 923.99m2 or only
15.5%. which fails to meet council’s DCP requirement of 50%. Not only is this insufficient, but this
figure is grossly overstated in the documents. A number of encumbrances and structures reduce this
percentage by half.

The excavation for underground carparking will remove the valuable topsoil which contains seed
bank and will thus sterilise the site of future remnant regrowth of tall endemic canopy trees. Whilst
the reports say that the topsoil will be saved there will likely be no place to store it (along with
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proposed saved building materials e.g. proposed cleaned bricks) due to the boundary-to-boundary
excavation for the 2-3 storey basement parking areas.

o There are vast areas of paving and footpaths in the landscape proposal round the perimeter of the
buildings which significantly limits the amount of deep soil for planting tall trees.

Ecologically Sustainable Development (ESD)

e The World Meteorological Organization (WMO) confirmed that 2024 was the warmest year on record,
as has the past ten years 2015-2024.

¢ We are now going beyond the global mean temperature of more than 1.5°C meaning that we need
high quality net zero buildings.

e The development fails as a net zero building.

e Construction is one of the biggest contributors to global warming. To reduce embodied carbon, we
need new ways of design, construction, use and reuse of buildings. This is not evident in the SSD
proposal which will be demolished. Whilst it is proposed to recycle some building materials and
concrete from the demolition there will be nowhere on site to store the materials due to the extent
and size of the excavated area for the two 9 storey buildings and linked basement levels.

e The proposal fails as a ESD 5 or 6 star BASIX rating.

Biodiversity

In 2025, FOKE conducted a World Environment Day tour that was included on the United Nations website.
The tour highlighted the environmentally sensitive of the Ku-ring-gai Flying-fox Reserve, where one access
point is located at the end of Edward Street. Again, this reinforced the high level of community recognition of
the area’s environmental significance.

Edward Street forms part of one of the most environmentally sensitive residential precincts in Gordon,
characterised by high biodiversity values associated with its mature tree canopy, established gardens, and
connectivity to surrounding green corridors.

Of particular significance is Edward Street’s proximity to the Ku-ring-gai Flying-fox Reserve, a highly sensitive
ecological habitat of regional importance. This reserve supports a substantial population of flying-foxes and
provides critical foraging and roosting habitat within an urban context. It is therefore recognised as one of the
most environmentally significant sites in the locality.

The Ku-ring-gai Flying-fox Reserve, a nationally significant camp for the Grey-headed Flying-fox (Pteropus
poliocephalus), a species listed as Vulnerable under both the New South Wales Biodiversity Conservation
Act 2016 and the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. The Grey-
headed Flying-fox population has experienced substantial decline over recent decades, further reinforcing
the conservation importance of this site.

The ecological values of this area are strongly dependent on the retention of mature vegetation, canopy
continuity, and the avoidance of excessive built form and associated disturbance. The established tree
canopy along Edward Street contributes to urban biodiversity by providing habitat linkage between remnant
vegetation areas and supporting local bird and other wildlife species.

The introduction of a two 9 storey development in close proximity to this sensitive setting has the potential to
increase adverse impacts, including noise, light spill, and habitat disturbance, as well as placing pressure on
existing vegetation and canopy cover. These impacts would be inconsistent with the ecological sensitivity of
the area and risk degrading the biodiversity values of the Ku-ring-gai Flying-fox Reserve.

Accordingly, the biodiversity and ecological significance of this locality warrant a high level of protection, and
the proposed development is not consistent with maintaining the environmental values of this sensitive
precinct.

The reserve and surrounding locality contain a diverse range of vegetation communities, including Critically
Endangered Ecological Communities (CEECs), most notably Blue Gum High Forest (BGHF) and Sydney
Turpentine-lronbark Forest (STIF). These communities occur across both public and private land, including
street verges, and collectively contribute to the ecological integrity of the broader landscape.

These remnant vegetation areas provide essential habitat values and form part of an interconnected urban
biodiversity network within Gordon. In particular, they function as important wildlife corridors that facilitate
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movement between adjacent bushland reserves, supporting local flora and fauna populations and
maintaining ecological connectivity across the region.

The retention and protection of these vegetation communities and corridor linkages are critical to the ongoing
conservation of biodiversity values within the area.

This sign is in the Ku-ring-gai Flying-fox Reserve,
in the bushland area at the end of Edward Street.

The sign is associated with a Threatened
Species Network Community Grants Project,
supported by the National Heritage Trust and
WWEF (World Wide Fund for Nature), indicates
the recognised ecological importance of this site
at a broader, including international, level.

The involvement of WWF and related conservation programs highlights that this area has been identified as
significant for threatened species conservation and biodiversity protection. This reinforces the environmental
sensitivity of the locality and the need for careful management and protection of adjoining bushland and
corridor connections.

The presence of this conservation signage demonstrates that the ecological values of the site have been
formally recognised and supported by established environmental organisations committed to the protection of
threatened species and their habitats.

This photograph of signage in the Ku-ring-gai
Flying-fox Reserve, in the bushland area at
the end of Edward Street designates it as a
“Bush Regeneration Area” with the

RS- = instruction “Please stay on this side of the

\ | fence. Native plants are being re-

NERATION A4 i established.”
SIDE DFEERL /‘}

ATIVENPLANTS ARF
BEING RE-ESTABL/SH

This signage demonstrates that active ecological restoration works are being undertaken to rehabilitate and
enhance the environmental values of the site.
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FOKE hold serious concerns regarding the ongoing
survival of the two Critically Endangered Ecological
Communities (CEECs), Sydney Turpentine-Ironbark
Forest (STIF) and Blue Gum High Forest (BGHF),
that can be seen in this locality.

Remnant specimens of both ecological communities are present within and adjoining Edward Street,
highlighting the sensitivity and conservation importance of the area.

The proposed development would likely require significant impact on BGHF and STIF components, through
edge effects and associated impacts such as increased stormwater. The proposed development would
contribute to further fragmentation of this already highly threatened ecological communities.

This photograph depicts a large,
mature canopy tree, highlighting the
importance of retaining existing
canopy cover within the locality,
including restoring continuous canopy
structure extending towards 1 and 1A
Edward Street. This mature tree
canopy is a defining feature of the
local landscape and plays a critical
role in supporting urban biodiversity,
ecological connectivity, and habitat
value.

A significant level of public investment has been directed toward the protection and management of the Ku-

ring-gai Flying-fox Reserve, reflecting its recognised ecological importance. In 1985, Ku-ring-gai Council and
the NSW Government acquired two lots at 18 Edward Street specifically to secure and protect the flying-fox

camp.

This long-standing public commitment demonstrates the strategic importance of the site for biodiversity

conservation and reinforces its status as a sensitive environmental asset requiring careful protection from
inappropriate nearby development.
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This photograph reinforces how the
Ku-ring-gai Flying-fox Reserve is
formally recognised as an
“Environmentally Sensitive Area”,
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The reserve is of particular importance for the ongoing survival of the Grey-headed Flying-fox (Pteropus
poliocephalus), a threatened species.

Despite this recognition, the applicant has not adequately demonstrated how the proposed SSD development
would avoid or appropriately mitigate significant adverse impacts on biodiversity values associated with the
reserve and its surrounding ecological network. In particular, there is insufficient assessment of potential
impacts on habitat quality, disturbance regimes (including noise and light spill), and ecological connectivity
that support the continued presence of threatened species in the locality.

In the absence of a comprehensive and robust biodiversity assessment, it has not been established that the
proposal would avoid significant detrimental impacts, including the risk of further localised decline in
threatened species populations. Accordingly, the application fails to demonstrate that it will not contribute to
unacceptable biodiversity impacts within this nationally significant ecological area.

Canopy trees within the locality provide essential habitat
features, including tree hollows used by the Powerful Owl
(Ninox strenua) for nesting and roosting. The Powerful Owl is
listed as Vulnerable under the NSW Biodiversity Conservation
Act 2016.
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There is also a known nesting site for the Powerful Owl is located in the bushland corridor between Edward
Street and Nelson Street. This highlights the ecological sensitivity of the area and the importance of retaining
mature canopy trees and connected habitat to support the ongoing survival of this species.

Any development that results in canopy loss, increased disturbance, or fragmentation of habitat in proximity
to this nesting site has the potential to adversely affect the species and its breeding success. Accordingly, the
protection of existing canopy trees and habitat connectivity is critical in this locality.

This photograph, showing the sign “THIS AREA IS
PROTECTED BY A CONSERVATION AGREEMENT”
accompanied by a NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service
logo reinforces the high conservation value of the Ku-ring-ga
Council Flying-Fox Reserve Edward Street entrance into.

The SSD application does not take into account the impact on the Ku-ring-gai Council’s Flying-Fox Reserve
Plan of Management.

This photograph reveals the magnificent forest views
at the end of Edward Street and clearly
demonstrates the high level of environmental
sensitivity of this area.
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https://www.krg.nsw.gov.au/files/assets/public/v/1/hptrim/information-management-publications-public-website-ku-ring-gai-council-website-environment/ku-ring-gai-flying-fox-reserve-plan-of-management_final.pdf
https://www.krg.nsw.gov.au/files/assets/public/v/1/hptrim/information-management-publications-public-website-ku-ring-gai-council-website-environment/ku-ring-gai-flying-fox-reserve-plan-of-management_final.pdf

This photograph of fungi within the Edward
Street entrance into the Ku-ring-gai Flying-
fox Reserve illustrates an important
ecological process and highlights the role
of decomposers in maintaining the health
and functioning of the ecosystem.

The Biodiversity Development Assessment Report prepared by Keystone Ecological provides insufficient
scientific evidence in relation to the mitigation and management of impacts.

Of concern is the suggestion that increased lighting be used in a manner that may maximise the visibility of
the buildings to Grey-headed Flying-foxes, which raises the risk of disturbance and potential harm, including
impacts on their breeding behaviour.

It is also considered inappropriate to rely on a “planting palette” as a mechanism to deter Grey-headed
Flying-foxes from visiting the site. This approach is not a suitable ecological mitigation strategy and appears
inconsistent with best-practice biodiversity management. Greater emphasis should instead be placed on the
retention and enhancement of locally native food trees that support flying-fox ecology, including species such
as Eucalyptus saligna (Sydney Blue Gum) and native fig species such as Ficus rubiginosa (Port Jackson

Fig).

The proposal to address injured flying foxes through a strategy reliant on strata management is also
unrealistic and not an appropriate substitute for qualified wildlife management frameworks and trained
ecological response protocols.

The proposed building height is considered excessive in the context of this sensitive ecological setting and
presents an unacceptable risk of disturbance and harm to Grey-headed Flying-foxes and Powerful Owils.

In addition, increased traffic associated with the development is likely to elevate the risk of vehicle—wildlife
collisions, with consequential impacts on local fauna. It is also noted that this may present safety risks for
elderly residents of the Gordon Quarter, particularly in relation to increased traffic movement and road activity
in the surrounding area.

The suggestion that an educational pamphlet alone is sufficient to address the ecological risks to flying foxes
is inadequate and does not reflect a comprehensive or effective mitigation strategy.

On environmental and ecological grounds, the proposed State Significant Development is not supported and
should be refused.

Water Management

e Gordon existing water pressure has already decreased over the years as more residents and
businesses have relocated here. The Council’'s 2000 Infrastructure Study by Sinclair Knight Merz
recommended that there be no increase density on the east side of Gordon due to the lack of water
pressure unless amplified.

e To our knowledge there has been no amplification of the water pressure on the east side of Gordon
that FOKE is aware of since the infrastructure study and its findings were undertaken in 2000. Most
of the Gordon medium density apartment buildings built since 2000 have been built on the west side
of Gordon and not on the east side of Gordon apart from two 4-5 storey residential blocks adjacent to
the rail line.
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e The 2000 report by Sinclair Knight Merz stated “Areas have been identified as potentially reducing
the pressures to or below Sydney Water’s Operating Licence. Therefore, prior to any development
strategies. Rezoning land use or staging of development proceeding, more detailed investigations of
the system by Sydney Water will be required to define with more confidence the actual impacts and
modification and/or amplifications required.” The 2000 study has not been updated by Ku-ring-gai
Council despite the need.

e The 2000 Sinclair Knight Merz Infrastructure Study stated that the area could withstand up to a 15%
population growth as the absolute maximum limit before critical infrastructure thresholds would be
exceeded however there has been a 22% population increase since that report in 2000 with a 35%
increase in Gordon dwellings.

e This SSD will add an additional 200 toilets, 200 showers and 120 washing machines to a sewerage
system that has not been substantially upgraded since the late 19th century. The additional
population from this development will place an unacceptable level of pressure on the existing
sewerage system and should not proceed until the sewerage

Hydrology

Given the relatively low permeability of the bedrock profile encountered in the geotechnical investigation by
GEE it is proposed to construct the basement as a drained soldier pile wall. The November 2025 Morrow Site
Hydrology Report reported a perched aquifer being present on part of the site and that groundwater will be
encountered during the excavation of the site which can yield productive volumes of ground water.

The basement excavation is expected to take 9 months and that temporary dewatering is expected to occur
over that period. Morrow has proposed that the groundwater seepage be drained through strip drainage
installed behind shotcrete panels and collected by sump pits within the basement.

The Morrow Site Hydrology Report on page 94 discusses the limitation of the report and qualifies its report as
being an incomplete assessment of all conditions or circumstances that may exist at the site.

FOKE is concerned about the serious impacts that excavation, groundwater and dewatering can lead to as
evidenced by several cases in Sydney for example:

e Mascot Towers, Mascot. Cracking and evacuation of the apartment building were tied by reports and
coverage to nearby excavation and groundwater/dewatering impacts from the adjacent development.

o Peak Towers / the neighbouring excavation near Mascot Towers. Sydney reporting says
waterproofing and basement works at the nearby site were alleged to have destabilised ground
supporting Mascot Towers, and council records mentioned pumping water from the basement.

o Rose Bay apartment and house sites. Local reporting describes cracked walls, basement flooding,
and plumbing problems near new excavations, with concerns about the suburb’s shallow water table
and cumulative groundwater drawdown.

e Double Bay heritage and nearby properties. Reporting in 2026 said heritage buildings in Double Bay
suffered differential settlement from poorly managed groundwater drawdown.

e Sydney Metro underground works. Project documents note that groundwater inflow is a major issue
for underground structures in Sydney, with water entering existing underground works often high in
iron and sometimes manganese.

Common groundwater-related building issues in Sydney also include:
e Cracking and settlement
e Basement flooding and seepage
e Dampness, mould and rising damp
e Structural movement near deep excavations or dewatering works

Social Impact

e The SSD will dramatically and negatively impact on the surrounding residences. Loss of sunlight and
privacy are major issues that will lead to a sense of depression for neighbouring residents.

o Approximately 20 neighbouring dwellings will be negatively and seriously impacted by this
development. The development will dramatically and negatively impact on the strong sense of
community and what residents value about living in Gordon.

e Already many residents feel a sense of ‘grief that their home and neighbourhood will significantly
and irreversibly change due to the SSD proposal.
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Many residents feel high levels of emotional distress about the loss of trees and tree canopy and the
consequence of this for the survival of Ku-ring-gai’s rich birdlife and wildlife.

The term ‘solastalgia’ perhaps may describe the feelings of many Lindfield residents, a scientific term
that describes the emotional distress felt when existing residents witness the destruction and
degradation of their local environment.

Public Space

Council analysis identifies that certain parts of Gordon have minimal incidental open space and very
few playgrounds within safe, walkable distances. There is a park with tennis courts and a small
children’s playground between Werona Avenue and Rosedale Road approximately 150 metres from
the proposal. However, the small playground is often overcrowded with young children and families
trying to share the limited play equipment.

High-density developments near the station have exponentially increased demand on existing,
limited facilities. This proposal will increase the problem particularly as there will likely be families
with children living in the apartments needing playgrounds and play spaces for exercise.

The existing community services, schools, parking and facilities will suffer under the increasing
population without investment in infrastructure in a timely manner. There is no new infrastructure
planned for Gordon.

This SSD two 9-storey proposal considered along with the other 4 Gordon SSDs will overwhelm the
use of existing open space and reduce liveability for the present and future population. The only new
park that is currently planned by Ku-ring-gai Council for the TOD precincts is in Lindfield on the
corner of Bent and Newark Crescent. The closest sports or recreation oval to this proposal is in East
Killara several kilometres away.

Communal Open Space

The 1862.66m2 of communal open space is planned in three spaces being on the ground level of the
apartments and on the Level 8 rooftops of Building A and Building B. 16660.19 m2 on the ground
floor being planned for the main entrance lobby. It has some areas of landscaping and some
seating. The lobby is extensively paved with a small patch of either synthetic or natural turf not at all
suitable as private open space. The roof top open space areas are limited to each being 101.23m2
in size on the twin buildings with only the provision of a Bar-B-Q and a table setting suitable for adult
social gatherings. Noise from social gatherings on the rooftop lobbies will carry across the valley and
impact neighbours and local wildlife.

Despite 119 predominantly proposed family sized apartments there are no suitable communal open
space play areas planned for children to socialise, play, to ride a bicycle or kick a ball.

The DPHI SEARS fail to ensure that high density development plans consider and plan for children’s
socialisation, play and recreation needs. With a higher percentage of families living in high density
developments, areas suitable for children to play and experience outdoor recreation must be
considered, incorporated and provided for their health, exercise and wellbeing.

The forward to the JMI UNSW Policy Insights Paper — “Planning for the inclusion of families with
children in Apartments” by Dr Sophie-May Kerr, May 2024 states:

“With 1 in 4 apartments in Greater Sydney now home to families with children under the age of 15, it
is critical that more attention is paid to family-friendly housing. The increase in families raising
children in apartments is shaped by both lifestyle and affordability drivers. Importantly, there is
evidence that families are drawn to compact city benefits such as proximity to work, transport and
amenity. While this might be viewed as a compact city success, the story is more complex.

This report focuses on the experiences of families at the forefront of this housing shift in Australia,
revealing the key challenges they confront including spatial constraints, inadequate storage, poor
acoustic performance, a lack of play space, health and wellbeing concerns and inadequate family-
friendly neighbourhood infrastructure.”
https://www.unsw.edu.au/content/dam/pdfs/ada/city-futures/JMI-Policy-Insights-Paper-Planning-for-
the-inclusion-of-families-with-children_vmaiidn.pdf

The NSW Government’'s TOD housing policies need urgent review to address the need for more
family friendly housing that supports and addresses the socialisation, health and wellbeing of
families, especially for children living in apartments.

The twin 9-storey proposal does not consider or plan for the wellbeing of families with children at all.
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Community Benefit

e The SSD proposal offers no benefit to the existing community and will overwhelm existing
infrastructure and community services which are already stretched and inadequate due to over
13,000 new dwellings built in Ku-ring-gai since 2004. The only new infrastructure that has been
added since 2004 are just a few pocket parks.

o There have been no new parks or community facilities added to the east side of Gordon despite the
22% population increase and 35% increase in dwellings in Gordon over the past twenty-two years.

e This SSD proposal will support approximately 285 additional residents adding to the existing strain
on services and infrastructure without adding any community benefits other than to offer more luxury
high density living dwellings and profitability to developers.

Contamination

We understand that due to the age and construction of the existing buildings on the site, there is reasonable
potential for hazardous building materials and contamination to be present in the buildings to be demolished.

The GEE investigations do not provide any specific information about the contamination status of the site;
however, they do provide information on the subsurface conditions, including groundwater depths and
potential flow direction.

The GEE Report states:

“Any reliance assumed by third parties on this report shall be at their own risk. This report should not be
reproduced without prior approval by the client or amended in any way without prior approval by GEE.”

Insufficient Environmental and Infrastructure Studies

The twin 9-storey proposal fails to provide sufficient environmental and infrastructure studies and their impact
long term impact on the environment and community of Gordon and neighbouring areas, including water,
energy, sewerage needs and addressing environmental and biodiversity decline.

Conclusion

Of greatest environmental and biodiversity concern is the impact on the threatened species the Grey-headed
Flying fox colony and potential key impacts on the nationally significant maternity camp, which can swell in
numbers up to 30,000 — 40,000 bats at certain times of the year. A Conservation Agreement between
Council and the New South Wales Environment Minister protects the site for the flying-foxes in perpetuity.
The threatened Grey-headed Flying-fox colony is in The Reserve situated in the bushy valley along Stoney
Creek in Gordon and is just a short distance from the proposed twin 9-storey proposal. The concerns
outlined in our submission include habitat loss from canopy removal, flight path interference from tall
structures, and light/noise pollution.

We believe the twin 9-storey towers will potentially act as physical barriers, forcing the bats to alter their
established flight paths over Gordon each evening. This will increase the risk of collisions with buildings and
powerlines. The proposed clearing of established mature trees to build dense apartments removes vital
roosting and foraging habitat for the bats. In allowing inappropriate tall residential blocks closer to the 15.34-
hectare bat reserve boundaries inevitably increases friction.

New residents may face nuisance issues like noise, odour and bat faeces, which often leads to mounting
pressure on councils to disperse or disturb the colony. This twin 9-storey proposal must not put at further risk
this protected threatened significant bat colony.

Also of great concern is the impact on Australia's largest bird of prey, the vulnerable Powerful Owl (Ninox
strenua), which is known to inhabit the leafy, bushland-adjacent suburbs of Sydney's Upper North Shore,
including Gordon close to the bat colony. Powerful Owl require massive, old-growth tree hollows for nesting,
they are frequently spotted near local reserves and parks such as the Bat Reserve. The owls are strictly
active at night. During the day, they roost quietly in the dense canopy of trees (often close to creek lines or
gullies such as Stoney Creek) while evading smaller birds. The excavation and construction noise from this
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proposal will go on for months and potentially impact the Powerful Owl known to nest in the adjoining Edward
Street bushland canopy.

Friends of Ku-ring-gai Environment (FOKE) is of the view that the State Significant Development Application
proposal at 25 - 27 Rosedale Road and 1 and 1A Edward Street Gordon should be rejected as it will have a
significant negative and detrimental impact on heritage, biodiversity, environment, traffic, urban design,
neighbourhood character, visual amenity, liveability, tree canopy, open space, infrastructure and community
benefit. The proposal is of an inappropriate density, scale and mass for the site being zoned for low and mid-
rise development. The proposal will generate significant social dislocation particularly for children living in the
apartments due to the lack of any appropriate private open spaces for children to socialise or play. As such
FOKE requests that this SSD be rejected.

Thank you for considering FOKE'’s submission. It is to be hoped that the NSW DPIH will take on board our
concerns and reject the proposal.

Yours sincerely

Katmj Cowt%

Kathy Cowley

PRESIDENT

cc Ku-ring-gai Mayor and Councillors

cc Matt Cross MP Member for Davidson

cc The Hon Alister Henskens SC MP Member for Wahroonga

cc The Hon Paul Scully MP Minister for Planning and Infrastructure
cc The Hon Chris Rath MLC Shadow Minister for Planning
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