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1. Introduction
My wife Peg and I have been residents, for 32 years, in Blencowe Street, West
Leederville WA 6007, in the Town of Cambridge. Our home adjoins Pether Lane, the
interface between residents of Blencowe Street and the mixed use developments
planned along the west side of Northwood Street, West Leederville. The area is now
termed by the Town of Cambridge to be a "Residential Interface Node".
"The Residential Interface Node has been introduced to enable the interface
between the West Leederville Activity Centre and adjoining lower density
Residential R30 area to he dealt with more sensitively and to address the
impacts of overshadowing, overlooking and building bulk onththese properties"
[RAR Report, p.11, to DAP hearing re Georgiou proposal, 6 January, 2015]
I have made presentations and have participated in a number of DAP hearings relating
to a Psaros development application [initially 8 storeys, now six], 21-23 Northwood
Street, West Leederville, and a Georgiou development application, [initially 7 storeys,
now six], 29-33 Northwood Street, West Leederville.
Our home is directly west, across Pether Lane, from the proposed Georgiou
development.
The material presented here reflects extensive consensus of the residents of Blencowe
Street between Cambridge Street and Railway Parade, West Leederville.
We welcome this inquiry.
2. Democracy and development
2.1 Why did the Anzacs do it?
We believe that the concept of democracy needs a serious reinstatement. We
endlessly celebrate the sacrifice of the Anzacs and successors, including three of my
own relatives, in defending freedom and democracy as fundamental pillars of our
society. We experience a serious sense of violation when clear democratic principles
and process are regularly trivialised in our experience of DAP decisions.
2.2 Not "whether" but "how"
We are not some bunch of Luddites opposed to increased density. The recurring issue
is not about whether or not development, it is about the manner, the quality, of that
development. It is about looking beyond the design features of a particular building
and taking seriously the context and impact of that building. That will involve taking
seriously the matters raised by those who are impacted by a building.
2.3 Anthony Albanese
Federal shadow minister for cities, infrastructure and transport, Anthony Albanese,
argues that the Commonwealth can protect and enhance quality of life in our cities by
measures which include "working with councils to increase housing density along
existing public transport corridors". [West Australian 6.1.15 p.18].
We concur with the principle of working with, not against, local councils.
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2.4. Dr. Linley Lutton
We also call for deeper recognition of the arguments from Dr. Linley Lutton, research
fellow at UWA:
"The planning theory is that increasing dwellings along main transport
routes will increase public transport patronage which only works in
significant numbers when residents live and work on the same transport
network.
A study in 2010 showed that in Australia, Canada and the United States, the
main users of public transport were not those in areas of higher density; it
was those living in the lower-density outer suburbs.
ABS _figures also reveal only 5 to 7% of people living around Perth's innersuburban railway stations actually catch the train to work, which undermines
the Planning Minister who over-ruled the City of Subiaco and approved an
out-of-place, 16-storey apartment building near Subiaco station on the basis it
supported government investment in rail infrastructure."
(Subiaeo Post, 6.12.14 p 32,124).
Dare we suggest here that the Subiaco instance is a good example of democracy being
preferable to autocracy. Dare we also suggest, financial interest be not pursued at the
expense of community wellbeing.
Dr Lutton further suggests:
"To encourage higher densities, state planners have jettisoned all density
limits and now zonings established by local government planning schemes are
being completely over-ridden."
2.5 Kate Emery
Kate Emery, journalist, in her Opinion Piece argues that:
"Opposing a block of flats because it's poorly designed and in the wrong
place is one thing. Opposing a block of flats because you think your
neighbourhood should comprise only quarter-acre blocks is another"
[West Australian 6-7.12.14, p.46]
We concur with that. It is the reality of "poorly designed and in the wrong place" in
the democratic expression from impacted residents and local government assessment
which has been trivialised by the DAP process. But we glibly celebrate the Anzacs!
2.6 Dept. Planning Director-General Gail McGowan
Dept. Planning Director-General Gail McGowan, in the launch of a Sunday Times
major four-week series investigating the future of Perth [SIT 19.10.14 p.1,14], "said
the focus was to 'limit' sprawl and consolidate the city's urban footprint.
We recognise this need. We understand sprawl, environment, fuel costs,
infrastructure, and more. We are not Luddites. But the Sunday Times series gave little
attention to the quality of environment-fit, of urban and suburban context around
developments. The repeated rhetoric is about higher density, transport corridors,
downsizing, compact living space and innovative design. Inadequate attention is
given to the quality of inter-relationship of development and the surrounding living
environment.
WA Planning Commission chairman Eric Lumsden is quoted in the same edition
[p.14] as follows:
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"He stressed high-rise towers would not be allowed to destroy the fabric of
established suburbs, but forecast Perth would increasingly become a compact
city".
Blencowe Street response to that assertion is "bollocks!". The reality we have been
experiencing, along with the numerous other examples across Perth, is one of severe
damaging impact on the fabric of the surrounding suburban settings. The focus of
developers and their designers is overwhelmingly on the characteristics of the
buildings of "great design" being presented to the DAP process with, with negligible
or patronising attention to the "fabric" surrounding these "great designs".
On what basis are we supposed to have confidence in your assertion, Mr Lumsden?
We are not reassured by the rupture of partnership with local government or the sidelining of local informed, rational, non-Luddite democracy.
Focus on surrounding impact arises in the media and other public discussion largely
as a result of resident and other community member complaints about impact on
surrounds. It is not a front-foot inclusion in planning discussions such as the Sunday
Times series. We have the sense of constantly fighting a "rear-guard" action, reacting
to, in our evidence-based view, poor planning and damaging impact and being
patronised by development figures in the process.
2.7 Henty Farrar
Henty Fattar, president, Fremantle Society writes:
"Taking away more and more power from councils is a serious erosion of our
democratic rights. We wonder what the alternative government might do
about these and other so-called reforms that strip power from community".
]Letters to the Editor, West Australian, 13.08.14 p.24]
This erosion which we are experiencing locally, we hear echoed widely across Perth —
Scarborough, Subiaco, Claremont, Applecross and more. From citizens in conjunction
with, and in fact represented by, local government. Is democracy dead but in name
only? Do we simply have an elected oligarchy? Does this do justice to the Anzacs?
2.8 Finbar Managing Director Dareen Pateman
Darren Paternan is quoted in the West Australian Property supplement [3.9.14 p.16]
about its $86 million Motive apartment project in West Leederville"
"The development focus in Perth has switched to apartments as developers
respond to demand for smaller, well-located homes. Mr Pateman said there was
more competition for sites but plenty of land opportunities. Motive will have
amenities and common areas between the towers. These include a swimming pool,
gymnasium, games room, meeting room, residential lounge and sauna."
This is an example of descriptions which focus on the building structure itself with
scant reference to local surrounds other than shops, transport, schools and related
facilities. We accept the reality of "demand for smaller, well-located homes".
"Amenity" for development residents is characteristically heavily in focus.
Addressing "amenity" of local surrounding residents is inferred, in the feeling we get,
to reflect Luddite uninformed self-interest. The result frequently is that we feel
patronised, ignored, powerless, marginalised, devalued and irrelevant. Those are not
good feelings for health and wellbeing or social harmony.
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2.9 Kerry Stokes
Kerry Stokes, chairman of Seven West Media, launching his new biography, at
Crown Resort in late October 2014, was reported as follows:
"We're going to need to do two things to keep Perth vibrant.
We're going to have to go up and we're still going to have to go out.
The secret to both of those things is going to he public transport hubs, and
having facilities to have high-rise living in areas where it is appropriate to do
so."
Mr Stokes said the state government was handling planning and development
well.
[Post Newspapers, 1.11.14 p.5]
Yes we will need to go both up and out. A key issue is "high-rise living in areas
where it is appropriate to do so"
Given Mr Stokes has not been party to the DAP hearings regarding Psaros and
Georgiou developments in Northwood Street, West Leederville, we could ask what is
the basis for his assertion that "the state government was handling planning and
development well"?
Not in our view Mr Stokes in the DAP decisions and process of which we have direct
and detailed knowledge.
This has to be a good, no, a sad example of glib generalisation and subjective,
patronising oligarchy speak. No way is it democracy speak. And to us that matters
with increasing intensity.
2.10 Minister John Day W/A 11.9.14 p.22
Minister for Planning, John Day, in defending criticism of DAP decisions, wrote:
"Development Assessment Panels .. generally have a majority ofprofessional
planners and architects, together with two local government councillors from
the relevant area.
What is true is that some people don't like the outcomes on a particular issue,
but that does not mean a fair and proper process has not occurred."
[West Australian, letters, 11.9.14 p. 22]
The Minister is asserting that a majority appointed by himself, with power to overrule
a consensus of citizens and local government, is a basis for "fair and proper process".
Mr Day, in the name of democracy and respect for community, we disagree.
3.

Psaros example

3.1 DAP hearing process
• On 8 th May 2014 the first hearing addressed a proposal by Psaros for an eight storey
development at 21-23 Northwood Street, West Leederville. This clearly violated the
West Leederville Precinct Policy of a maximum height of six storeys, plus other
requirements. This proposal was rejected by the DAP, with the now famous
contribution from panel expert Malcolm Mackay that the principle in Fremantle for an
interface between residential and commercial areas was a limit of three storeys.
• On 12 th November, 2014, the fourth hearing of the Psaros development proposal for
21-23 Northwood Street, West Leederville, took place, only now for six storeys.
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The Town of Cambridge Responsible Authority Report [RAR], and the two Council
representatives on the DAP, opposed the proposal on the basis of failure to meet a
number of important criteria of the Precinct Policy.
The two resident presentations opposed strongly on the basis of plot ratio, bulk, height
and other factors.
Psaros representatives and the government appointees dismissed the Precinct Policy
as a guide only. With a casting vote to the Presiding Officer the Psaros proposal was
approved.
3.2 Psaros ethics
A number of tarnishing factors indelibly remain with the local community following
the DAP decision to approve the proposal.
• The original proposal for an eight storey development was two storeys higher than
the maximum in the Precinct Policy, and four storeys higher than that deemed
appropriate by residents on an interface. Eight storeys in our view was transparently
an "ambit claim", geared to make a following reduction to seven storeys look like a
compromise and therefore reasonable. To use a colloquial expression, "we were not
born yesterday".
• The Psaros group showed absolutely no interest in speaking with local community
regarding the development.
• The third hearing of the DAP was scheduled for Monday 15 th September, 2014.
Three days prior to this hearing a large sign was erected on the site, announcing 36
units to be built, i.e. before the proposal had been submitted for approval.
content removed by authorisation of the Committee

Letterbox drops accompanied the display of this sign, even continuing after the DAP
hearing of 15 th September had rejected the proposal.
When challenged, Psaros said they were only seeking expressions of interest. This
was gratuitous nonsense assuming we had no brain cells. There was no indication on
the sign that the units being advertised were subject to DAP approval.
On Sunday 14 th September, Psaros lodged a half page advertisement in the Sunday
Times [page 16] announcing "Coming soon — 36 exclusive apartments on six
levels...". This advert was published the day before the DAP hearing and completed a
trifecta of false advertising.
When the scheduled launch of 20 th September could not take place, Psaros
explained to enquirers that approval had not been obtained.
content removed by authorisation of the Committee

3.3 Narrow perspective
• Privacy:
The Psaros development Proposal proclaimed a great deal about privacy - for the
residents of the development, from Northwood Street and adjoining properties. Its
proposal of an initial 8 storeys, now six, involves lines of sight which heavily invade
the privacy of residents - lounge rooms, bedrooms, yards, in Blencowe Street, and
even parts of St Leonards Avenue.
• Eco-sustainability
The development Proposal proclaimed a great deal about eco-sustainability with
solar-voltaic electricity generation and heating - for the residents of the development.
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The shadow cast by this large edifice will heavily and negatively impact on the solar
voltaic and hot water panels, as well as gardens, for homes along Blencowe Street.
We find it highly ironic that the Psaros group should receive an international award
for progressive eco-sustainability in design. This means to us that the culture of
myopia, introversion and self-focus appears to be alive and well globally in the design
community.
We submit that the narrow myopic perspectives of design and development make
more imperative the inclusion of broader, dare we say democratic, perspectives which
give recognition to the context, the environment, the human ecology issues of the
human environment around any development.
3.4 Psaros presentation to DAP
The Psaros presentation to the DAP hearing contained significant contradiction. The
representative asserted that the development complied with the requirement of the
Precinct Policy, but then added:
"No policy is perfect which is why it can be varied"
This glib generalisation clearly is claimed as a basis to set aside the process which
took place in the development of that policy, the RAR endorsement of greater need
for compliance and the overwhelming representation from community residents
regarding significant impacts of non-compliance with the policy.
4. Values of the Developers
Values issues operate in the background and the foreground of DAP processes.
4.1 Psaros ethics
The flawed ethics and attitudes of the Psaros group have already been noted above.
4.2 Patronising attitudes
A major feature in discussions, and a serious point of concern, is the patronising
attitude displayed by many design and development personnel towards members of
the wider community. This suggests that developers and designers claim some
ownership of, a monopoly on, clear thinking and appropriate expertise.
The essential flaw in this attitude is, as with Psaros above, the myopia of focus on the
development structures to the exclusion, or diminution, of factors pertaining to
context and environment surrounding any development.
• Joe Saraeeni
In defending the appeals process against rulings of Development Assessment Panels,
Joe Saraceni [West Australian 5.9.14 p.711 makes the following comments:
"With any development that is referred by a council to the DAP there are
several preliminary steps that work against developers at every stage.
This includes the Design Advisory Committee — a group of architects a
council enlists to provide design advice.
If the DAC doesn't like the colour of your shirt, or the architect who has
designed the development in question, the outcome is handed down
accordingly."
Surely this comment is subjective and peripheral to the data tabled by an RAR or
considered by a DAP.
Mr Saraceni goes on to say:
6

"Then you've got certain residents [not all of course] who have a strong sense
of entitlement and are happy to base their opinion on information provided by
neighbours and, occasionally, a tidbit [sic] advertised by a council planning
officer who is usually not qualified in development or town planning."
Surely this comment is as subjective and peripheral as the above.
Mr Saraceni is merciless in his scorn:
"The other reality is that developers are required to enlist consulting
engineers, town planners and architects, at an enormous cost, just to appease
the opinion of a few people that work within the council and live in the
community"
It is bureaucracy gone mad, and the appeals process is sometimes the only
statutory voice of reason in the -whole process."
We citizens find this concern about cost to be disproportionate to the vast tens of
millions of dollars constantly tabled in conjunction with developments across Perth
and the nation. No doubt Mr Saraceni would regard it as unduly precious self-interest
for residents to make reference to heavy impact on property values induced by the
nearby presence of an ugly and monstrous edifice.
"Just to appease the opinion of a few people" characterises the highly derogatory,
demeaning and patronising attitude frequently experienced by residents. The status of
democratic process is trivialised by such attitude. Anzacs might turn in their grave at
such pomposity.
• Joe Lenzo
In a discussion of a survey of 500 people within 10km of the Perth CBD,
connnissioned by the Conservation Council of WA and developer Psaros, [West
Australian 22.12.14 p.20], we read:
"Property Council WA executive director Joe Lenzo said councils were the
biggest obstacle to WA achieving its infill housing targets, often because of a
perception of community opposition.
He said councils should know 'the community is saying something different to
what you think they're saying."
Our experience is that the council advertising process has been a mechanism for wide
community participation and considered thoughtful argument, supplemented by direct
consultation between residents, councillors and council staff Mr Lenzo's assertion by
comparison has to be seen as vacuous, demeaning and profoundly subjective.
The adversarial stance of Mr Lenzo towards councils is reinforced by the following:
"A loophole for local councils to avoid density" is likely to go ahead,
according to the Property council of WA.
Executive director Joe Lenzo said the proposed changes to the state
planning policy limiting multi-unit development in medium density suburbs
could be in place later this month.
"Essentially the proposed amendments reduce the ability for apartments in
suburban Perth" he said.
"We think this is wrong".
[Sunday Times, 4.1.15 p. 26]
Mr Lenzo seems to be adversarial towards democracy. If so, we have a serious issue.
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• Conservation Council
We recognise the involvement of the Conservation Council in promoting the
discussion of medium and high density housing options. Conservation Council
director Piers Verstegen is quoted as follows:
"While there can at times be vocal opposition to individual developments,
there is much broader and stronger support for increased density than
planners and local councils might think."
Mr Verstegen hoped the research would give planners and councils more
confidence to approve developments and not feel restricted by the views of a
vocal minority"
[West Australian 22.12.14 p.20]
As a person with scientific training, I find the echo of Joe Lenzo in "that planners
and local councils might think" again to be vacuous and subjective. Where is the
comparative and control data for such an otherwise vague generalisation?
The key issue to be addressed, as argued earlier, is not whether development happens
or is needed. The issue of critical significance in our area is the nature, manner and
quality of that development, especially needing to include and go beyond the design
of a particular structure. Mr Verstegen's reported comments comprehensively fail to
go anywhere near the key issues at stake in the DAP processes as experienced in the
local Psaros and Georgiou development proposals.
Mr Verstegen would do well also to look more closely at the insular and non-ethical
nature of Psaros proposals such as in our experience, given the co-sponsoring by
Psaros of the research he quotes.
We are not some "vocal minority" Mr Verstegen. We are the overwhelming majority
of relevant citizens in conjunction with well researched RAR proposals. As stated
many times so far, this "vocal minority" concept is demeaning towards and
disparaging of the need for rigorous reinstatement of democratic principle and
process.
4.3 Self-congratulation and cheap marketing language
We note that self-congratulation and cheap marketing language characterises a great
deal of the dialogue in and around DAP considerations.
• Peard Real Estate Leederville co-director Dean Bradley states "there are some good
developers like Psaros and Finbar investing in the area."
- that doesn't match our evidence Mr Bradley.
• The Commercial Property Report, Advertising Supplement in the West Australian,
19.11.14 begins:
"How high-impact, high-calibre projects are transforming the face of Perth.
The companies contributing to our state's sustainable and sensational future"
High impact, yes. High calibre, no.
"Sustainability" has become an overused, introverted and cheapened term.
• The Development application Submission for 29-37 Northwood Street West
Leederville, 2' October 2014, page 1, states:
"Mackay Urbandesign is Western Australia's leading urban design practice"
.Policy provides useful guidance, but great design results from skilled

designers and willingness on the part of clients and regulatory authorities to
support and encourage great design, especially if it needs to step beyond the
policy framework.
"29-37 Northwood Street is a great design and, if approved, will set a new
benchmark for apartment living in Perth's inner suburbs." Malcolm Mackay
One dares to ask to whom this kind of rhetoric is really directed. It is patronising to
think that local residents impacted by a development would naively agree. One local
resident was moved to say: "Mr Mackay fell in love with himself at birth and has
maintained the relationship ever since".
This satirical comment is an indicator that community members assess DAP issues
more sanely and deeply than the above rhetoric would suggest.
• Elenberg Fraser also in the Development application Submission for 29-37
Northwood Street West Leederville, 2 nd October 2014, page 1, states:
"Elenberg Fraser 's design philosophy, people, experience and process allows
us to create original design solutions that not only look good but work for all
stakeholders of the built environment: the client, the community and the end
users."
This is clearly a nonsense, given the highly damaging impact of bulk and height on
the local community.
Elenberg Fraser also states:
"We approach each project from the position of our client and the
perspective offuture inhabitants."
This is a conflict of course with their statement above.
In the presence of this contradiction, the evidence is that the interests of clients and
financial return comprehensively outweigh attention to "the community"
• We believe that self-congratulation, whilst common in marketing, cheapens and
devalues words and phrases. It diminishes the view of other persons, assuming they
are naïve and gullible, impressed by cheap slogans.
Self-congratulation is inappropriate in DAP considerations.
It is more important for entities to be accountable than self-congratulatory.

5. Values of Government-appointed Panel Members
The values of government appointees will clearly have a critical effect capacity for
democratic process
5.1 Malcolm Mackay
• We have noted that On 8 th May 2014 when Psaros proposed an eight storey
development at 21-23 Northwood Street, panel expert Malcolm Mackay indicated that
the principle in Fremantle for an interface between residential and commercial areas
was a limit of three storeys.
Only five months later, as part of the Georgiou Development application Submission
for 29-37 Northwood Street West Leederville, 2 nd October 2014, Malcolm Mackay is
party to proposing a development of seven storeys.
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• At the Georgiou DAP hearing of 6 th January 2015, Malcolm Mackay asserted there
were two kinds of development — urban and suburban. He stated that this
development was urban and corresponded to overseas urban development where
appropriate height was five to eight storeys. The Development application Submission
included photos of very large overseas structures.
This position constituted a remarkable departure from his position at the Psaros
hearing of May 2014 regarding the importance of interface settings.
• In the Heritage Perth Advertising Supplement [W/A 8.10.14 p.14] we read:
"Malcolm Mackay will pose the question, is beauty really in the eye of the
beholder? Mackay thinks there are god reasons why we find one building
more beautiful than another, including aspects such as proportion, harmony,
structural integrity, richness of detail and craftsmanship
It is significant that the focus here is totally on the building itself. This focus largely
carries into DAP applications, where the attention given to context and impact on
surrounding environment is absent, trivial or grossly inadequate.
The lower Blencowe Street community, with respect to the Northwood Street
Georgiou application, believe that beauty is in fact "in the eye of the beholder". To
Mr Mackay this may be his self-vaunted "great design". To local residents it is a big,
fat, ugly and overbearing edifice, an example of architectural obesity.
• The community benefit claim by Mackay of the Georgiou inclusion of an art studio,
for a period of three years, is cosmetic and laughable. Developers and their designers
will ride off into the economic sunset. Local residents and their children will be
burdened with an inappropriate interface structure for decades to come.
• Mackay is dismissive of Precinct Policy as follows:
"29-37 Northwood Street is a move by the Georgiou Group to raise the bar in
respect to architecture and urban design, which is why the Georgiou Group
looked towards two of Australia's leading practices in architecture and urban
design — Elenberg Fraser from Melbourne (Australia's design capital) and
Mackay Urbandesign from Perth as the design team for the project."
-Yes, it might be slightly taller, in part, than anticipated by the policy
framework, but policy alone has never created great places. Policy provides
useful guidance, but great design results from skilled designers and
willingness on the part of clients and regulatory authorities to support and
encourage great design, especially if it needs to step beyond the policy
framework.
"29-37 Northwood Street is a great design and, if approved, will set a new
benchmark for apartment living in Perth's inner suburbs." Malcolm Mackay
We have already noted that Mackay, as with others, is given to self-congratulation.
This characteristic seems to be the claimed basis to "step beyond the policy
,framework.
5.2 Megan Bartle

At the DAP hearing for the Psaros development 21-23 Northwood Street, held on 12th
November, 2014, the Presiding Member, Megan Bartle, indicated:
"The Precinct Policy outlines bonuses policies are there to guide us
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Outcomes meet the intent of the policy"
In taking the view that Precinct Policy is only a guide, Ms Bartle is accruing to herself
and others virtually unlimited discretion. Democracy is the inevitable casualty.
Accountability is virtually non-existent.
Reference to "the intent of the policy" suggests unlimited licence if that "intent"
selectively refers only to the general principle of development happening. The quality
of that development is clearly part of the "intent" of the policy in the substance of the
policy. To set this reality aside is to negate democracy and accountability.
5.3 Clayton Higham
At the above hearing the Deputy Presiding Member, Clayton Higham, stated:
"The problem is not with the development - it is with the policy
We have to apply the rules of the day
The policy is there as guidelines
The proposal falls within the basic parameters of the policy
The last time round was fairly good - this one is even better"
It is clear that Mr. Higham is also dismissive of the policy.
"Rules of the day" is an unclear concept, unless if means freedom to overrule
community and RAR and take any decision.
"The basic parameters of the policy" is undefined and irrelevant anyway if the policy
is set aside as only a guideline.
"The last time round was fairly good - this one is even better" is clearly a comment
assessing only the structure itself, not the interface context. A profound flaw.
5.4 Summary
It is abundantly clear that the expressed values of the Government appointees above
have two outcomes:
1. Democracy is subordinated.
2. Focus is heavily on structure with inadequate attention to local environment.
6. Pastoral comment
As a Minister of Religion, who has spent the past forty years working closely with
young people and families at risk, I am very familiar with indicators, some overt,
many subtle, of stress.
I must table my concern that even though persons may be, or appear to be, resilient
and well supported, there are consequences of process which should be recognised.
The time and stress involved fighting unbalanced issues, without a level playing field,
takes its toll. The deep sense of powerlessness, frustration, injustice, anger and futility
can impact significantly on wellbeing and health. The prospect of financial loss,
necessity to uproot and move and loss of amenity which is severe not cosmetic, are
not conducive to a sense of wellbeing.
The glowing self-praise by developers of how they are benefitting the urban scene is a
superficial marketing rhetoric which camouflages a deep disregard for the wellbeing
of others. We need to think deeply whether economics is our servant or our master.
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7. An alternative way
At the 6 th January 2015 DAP hearing for the Georgiou Development application
Submission for 29-37 Northwood Street West Leederville, the RAR submission [page
11] included the following:
"Council at its meeting of 26 November has introduced a new Residential
Interface Node which generally covers the western side of Northwood Street
... "to enable the interface between the West Leederville Activity Centre and
adjoining lower density Residential R30 area to he dealt with more sensitively
and to address the impacts of overshadowing, overlooking and building bulk
on these properties".
This is clearly a recognition that the interface issues identified by residents are real
and will remain real. They are not simply Mr Verstegen's "views of a vocal
minority".
The RAR further stated:
"The revised Policy proposes to limit overall building height in these areas to
four storeys and buildings will present to adjoining lower density residential
properties as two storeys.
This is considered to provide a more suitable transition to lower density
residential areas through reducing overshadowing to the west and visual
impacts relating to bulk and size."
This is the Town of Cambridge Council, in democratic process, listening to the
legitimate, researched, significant, issues tabled democratically by the impacted
community. These persons are recognised by Council as the experts regarding the
impacts on local environment, possessing the lived experience and contextual
awareness not found in the Psaros and Georgiou personnel, not in the government
appointees on the DAP. We have suggested at the DAP hearing that this new revised
policy, though not able to be legally binding, should be ethically recognised in the
interests of community wellbeing.
We know that the Georgiou group, with multi-million dollar developments
nationwide [W/A 24.9.14 Property p.17], can afford to change their plan for
Northwood Street and set a new benchmark in benefit to the whole community.
8. Conclusion
We suggest that the idea that increased density for the sustain ability of cities is such
an imperative that it necessitates a damaging impact on nearby citizens, especially in
interface locations, is a nonsense. Such an idea could only be generated by
commercial self-interest and myopic, superficial and patronising thinking.
The sense of violation and abuse of democracy experienced by community members
is not a trivial matter. The inevitable conclusion that the dominant forces which
govern our society are embedded in elite self-interest is profoundly damaging to
community wellbeing.
We've seen democracy trivialised, citizens patronised, and health and well-being
jeopardised for economic gain to be maximised. We believe it is time to do better.
I am happy to appear before a hearing of the inquiry.
Rev. George Davies
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