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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report has been prepared by Urbis on behalf of Baptcare Affordable Housing to summarise the
Community consultation undertaken for the proposed social housing dwellings at No, 50S Gillwel Road,
Lalor (“the site”) funded under the Rapid Grants Round of the Social Housing Growth Fund. The report
explains the consultation approach, how engagement with the community has occurred, key stakeholders,
and presents a summary of the key insights and submissions received that have been used to inform the
preparation of an application pursuant to Clause 52 20 of the Whittlesea Planning Scheme

PLANNING SCHEME AMENDMENT VCI30

Gazetted on the 15t of December 2020, Amendment VC 120 intreduced a new particular provision into all
Victorian Pianning Schemes. Titled 'Victoria's Big Housing Build', Clause 52.20 of the Victoria Planning
Provisions was gazetted to expedite the planning process for the development of housing projects by or on
behalf of the Director of Housing. These streamlined planning provisions include development standards
which seek to limit amenity impacts, and ensure goed design outcomes and appropriate car parking
provision.

Clause 52.20 removes the need for a planning permit to develop a housing project if funded under Victoria's
Big Housing Bulld and supported by the Director of Housing, with a planning ‘approval’ or ‘consent’ granted
in place of a permit. The amendment also specifies the Minister for Energy, Environment, and Climate
Change to be the Responsible Authority under Clause 72.01.

Inclusive of Clause 52 .20, is a requirement to undertake community consuitation prior to an application being
submitted to DELWP.

SUMMARY OF CONSULATION

The proposed consultation strategy was approved by Homes Victoria on 27 September 2021,
Table 1- Summary of Consultation

Summary of Consultation
Consuitation period R 28 September 2021 — 25 October 2021
Mail out of notices and plans to owners and 132 notices / plans
occupiers within 150m radius of the site
Signs on site 2x signs displayed from 28 September - 26 October
2021.
Service Providers notified | NIA
Number of submissions recelved 99
Other consultation activities Online Consultation Session — 18 October 2021
Council Administrators Briefing meme issued & October 2021
Online community consultation forum 56 online attendees
Information provided for consuitation Architectural and landscape plans, reports

including Civil, ESD, Planning, Services, Traffic.

CONNUNITY CONSULTATION REPORT EXECUTIVE SUNMARY 1



1. INTRODUCTION

This report describes the consultation undertaken in relation to the proposed development of No. 50S
Gillwell Road, Lalor with 48 affordable dwellings within single and double storey forms. The proposal
provides at least one car space per dwelling and includes a new internal access road and landscaping
across the site. The proposed design response is shown below:

Figure 1: Site Plan

Source: Clarke Hopkins Clarke

This consultation report has been prepared to satisfy the consultation requirements at Clause 52.20-4. This
report seeks to:

= Qutline the various methods of consultation undertaken, and the groups consulted with
= Sets out feedback received

= Sets out the manner the feedback has been considered by the client and project team and provides a
response to each key message. These responses set out why the proposal has changed or not changed
in response to each matter raised.

Key changes made to the proposal following the consultation period are summarised below. Full lists of the
changes made in response to community and council feedback are provided at Section 3 of this report.

= Revised site layout and subsequent changes to the dwelling mix to respond to Council requirements
around roadway design, including:

— Reduction in dwellings from 48 to 45
— Deletion of Type C and E dwellings
— Introduction of Type F dwellings

— Revised dwelling mix to 23x one bedroom dwellings, 4x two bedroom dwellings, 2x four bedroom
dwellings, and 16x one bedroom dwellings within two storey ‘walk-up’ buildings

— Deletion of 3x on-street visitor car parking spaces
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Road design revised to meet Council’'s ECDM requirements for Level 1 Access Roads, Access
Lanes and Mews Roads, including road reserve widths, splays, crossovers

Solar PV systems revised to 4kW panels for each home
Updated stormwater calculations

Removal of the pedestrian link to Gillwell Road, with area reallocated to adjoining private open space

areas

Windows added to side fagades of dwellings at the end of rows where practical.

The primary private open space area of G.20 (previously G.22) reoriented to the north of the dwelling,

with the sliding door to the living area also relocated to the north facade

Type D dwelling design adjusted including:

Revised bin enclosure and location
Improved front and rear entry, with canopies added to front entrances

Windows adjacent rear car spaces updated to show highlight windows to maintain internal amenity
via good daylight provision while improving sense of privacy

Car parks allocated to each Type D dwelling to limit conflicts between car movements and adjoining
windows

Storage enclosures relocated internally to entry lobby

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION REPORT INTRODUCTION
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2. CONSULTATION APPROACH
2. COUNCIL

A pre-application meeting occurred with Council on 23 August 2021 (online). Under the consultation phase,
Council was formally referred the draft proposal on 20 September 2021. Administrators (in place of
Councillors) were provided with a briefing memo on 6 October 2021.

Several rounds of feedback received from Council is set out at Section 3.1, along with changes made to the
draft proposal in response to Council feedback.

2.2. REFERRAL AUTHORITIES

Clause 52.20-5 requires comments from a referral authority who would have been referred a copy of the
application under Section 55 of the Planning and Environment Act 1987 were it not for the exemptions in
clause 52.20-2. There are no referral authorities identified within the Whittlesea Planning Scheme relevant to
the proposed development. No significant negotiations with service providers in relation to infrastructure
assets are anticipated.

2.3. COMMUNITY

A mailout totalling 132 letters accompanied by architectural and landscape plans was undertaken by Council
on behalf of Baptcare Affordable Housing. All owners and occupiers within 150m of the site boundaries were
notified (see consultation mailout radius map below). In addition, signs were erected on site for 21 days.

An online consultation meeting was held on Monday 18 October 2021 via Zoom from 6pm to 8pm. A total of
56 attendees from the local community and an additional 13 attendees representing Baptcare, Urbis and
Clarke Hopkins Clarke were present. This consultation meeting provided information on BAH, the proposal
and the planning process, the level of demand for affordable housing in the area, and allowed for questions
and discussion with the project team.

A total of 95 emailed enquiries and submissions were received (refer redacted submissions at Appendix C).
An email response was provided to each submission or enquiry received, with further information or
clarification provided where necessary or where requested by the submitter.

A number of telephone enquiries and discussions were also held with individuals who sought to discuss the
proposal and process further. These individuals were encouraged to put their submissions in writing.

The feedback received from the community, along with how it has been considered and responded to, is
outlined at Section 3.2 of this report.

2.4, OVGA

A review by the Office of the Victorian Government Architect is required for projects in excess of three
storeys or 100 dwellings. Given the proposal is for 48 dwellings with a maximum height of two storeys, the
proposal was not required to undertake an OVGA review.
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3. CONSULTATION FEEDBACK
3.1 COUNCIL FEEDBACK

Council was initialty briefed on the proposal during the Rapid Grants Round in March 2021. At this point,
feedback was sought on a preliminary concept design and layout. Council was generally supportive of the
propesal and provided a number of high level comments, in addition to more specific guidance around the
design of roads within the site if these roads were to be vested in Council in future. Emall in appendix?

The revised design which was provided to Council on 20 September 2021 during the consultation process
has been adjusted to respond to the preliminary comments of Council which were received earlier in the
year. An official council response to the propesal was received on 8 November 2021, undersigned by Julian
Edwards, Manager of Building and Planning. The letter provided broad support for the provision of new
affordable housing within the City of Whittlesea:

On 15 March 2021, Council provided a Letter of Support in reiation fo the proposed Baplcare Affordable
Housing. The Lefter of Support indicates that the City of Whittlesea is one of the fastest growing Local
Government Areas (LGAs) in Victona and demand for affordable housing far outstrips supply. The proposed
Baptcare Affordable Housing development will address the immediate need for additional affordable housing
for people of the City of Whittlesea and will provide much needed local jobs in the municipality.

The proposed Bapicare Affordable Housing project has policy support within the Whittlesea Planning
Scheme. Specifically, Clause 16.01-2L (Housing Affordability) and Clause 16.01-1L (Housing supply in
established areas) provide this alignment and the proposal also aligns with City of Whittlesea’s Social and
Affordable Housing Policy (2012), as the project will provide vital housing to people experiencing
homelessness and housing insecurify in the municipality

Following the submission of the consultation pack on 20 September 2021, several emails with technical
commentary were provided by council, The key message within this feedback was that Council would not
consider taking on the new roads within the site if these roads did not meet requirements of Council's EDCM.
This position triggered the need for a redesign to the read layout, which saw read layouts adjusted, a
reduction in dwellings from 48 to 45, and an updated dwelling mix. This feedback and subsequent design
responses are outlined below:

COUNCIL CONCERN RESPONSE CHANGE TO
PROPOSAL

Engineering

As there is no proposed carport/garage,
all car parking spaces should only adhere
to Table 2 within Clause 52.20 of the
Whittlesea Planning Scheme. Car
parking space dimensicns to each
dwelling/residential building have been
provided in accordance with this clause

There are concems of how Swept paths have been prepared Traffic Report,
access/egress will be provided to the demonstrating access tolfrom the OneMileGrid

: redesigned crossovers and car parks
most south-western car parking space within the Mews Roads. The swept paths

within the development. Vehicle sept demonstrate that no corrective
path analysis should be undertaken to manoeuvres are required on either
ingress or egress.

demonstrate a motorist can enter and
exit the car parking space in a forward
direction in a maximum of 3 movements.
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Dimensions have not been provided to
the three (3) paralle! parking spaces,
which are required fo be 2.3 metres wide
and 6.7 metres long,

Existing and finished surface Jevels
should be shown on the plans to
demonstrate that carparking and
accessway gradients have been adhered
fo.

Vehicle crossings to Pinetree Crescent
are required be designed and
consiructed in accordance with Council
Standard Drawing EDCM 503 (Heavy

Duty).

Vehicle crossings from the internal
accessways should be designed and
constructed in accordance with Council
Standard Drawing EDCM 501 (for single
vehicle crossings) and EDCM 502 (for
doubde vehicle crossings).

It appears that the proposed eastern
vehicle crossings will impact on the
existing public lighting, Council drainage
pit and speed hump within Pinetree
Crescent. All existing infrastructure is
required to be shown on the plans with
minimum clearances to existing
infrastructure fo be provided in
accordance with Council standard
drawing EDCM 503 (Heavy Duty).

It is recommended that a Car Parking
Management Plan be prepared to
distinguish the parking space allocation
to each unit within a residential

buiding. This will also satisfy Clause
52.20-6.20 to distinguish parking
allocation between private tenancies and
for public/communal use.

Indicative cross-sections of the intemal
accessways should be provided to
demonstrate footpaths, nature strip
areas, road pavement, etc,

CONNUNITY CONGULTATION REPORT

" Following further feedback, the parafiel

parking spaces have been deleted.

A plans showing existing site levels is
Included. The site will be generally flat
pricr to construction commencing.

- Vehicle crossings to Pinetree Crescent

comply with Council Standard Drawing
EDCM 503.

Vehicle crossings to parking spaces from
the internal road network are designed In
accordance with Council Standard
Drawing EDCM 501 and EDCM 502.

Existing infrastructure will be relocated as

required, with clearances provided in line
with Counci requirements.

Car parks to Type D dwellings have been
allccated, with the outer spaces aliocated
to the corresponding adjacent ground
floor dwelling, and inner spaces allocated
to first floor dwellings.

A cross section will be completed during

Detailed Design. Refer Civil sketch
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Convenient footpath finks shall be °°“| venient m:kmff nd"m TPOS
provided between the inner foctpath loop 'OOfpalhl s

and the outer footpath loop to provide

pedestrian connectivity within the
development.
All internal accessways should be Comment noted. The proposal has been  TP0S
retained in common property. redesigned to allow for the roads to
become public roads.

' Corner splays have been provided in line
Comet’splays must be provided with EDCM requirements. TPOS
accordingly.
Waste management of the site must be The proposal has been redesigned to TPO5
undertaken internally by a private allow for the roads to become public
collection service and managed by the roads. and therefore bin collection will be
owner's’body corporation. A waste provided by Council.
management plan must be submitted,
identifying bin storage and waste

collection demonstrating via the use of
vehicle swept path plans, including the
vehicle's ingress/egress from the site in a
forward manner.

Follawing queries raised with Council around the feedback “al infenal accessways should be retained in
common property”, Council provided the following further comments on the proposed road layout (8
November 2021):

Councii’s development engineering has

advised that It would not be appropriate A complete redesign has occurred to bring
for the internal roads to be handed over  the site and road layout in line with

to Council unless there was a complete  requirements of Council's EDCM.
redesign of the road network to

demonstrate compliance with the EDCM

and other relevant guidelines, and

private waste management is required,

Further, delivering Council road reserves

constitute the subdivision of land. The A superlot subdivision application has

(Clause 52.20) in the WPS does not process.
apply to subdivisions so that a separate
application would need to be provided

similar to any other subdivision. Please
nete that the eriginal Development Plan
designated this area to be an 'Integrated
Residential Age in Place Estate’ see
below link to development plan (page
24y

8 CONSULTATION FEEDBACK COMMUNSTY CONSULTATION REPORT



Th ‘Integrated Residential Age in Place
Estate’ would generally be a
Residential/Retirement Village which are
normally controlled under a Body
Corporate and not handed over to
Council, Simitarly to
Residential/Retirement Villages, it is
anficipated that the affordable housing
will be rented out and owned by one
entity, which is the reason why it should
be retained in common property as
residential buildings would still be
controlied under a body corporate.

The proposal for the read reserves to be
handed over to Council would require
extensive rework of the whole
development to ensure that the roads
are in accordance with the Engineering
Design Construction Manual (EDCM)
and Council’s Guidelines for Urban
Development for Council to take
ownership. The following concerns that
the proposed development generates
are, but not limited to;

* Only one single vadth (3.5 metre)
vehicle crossing to each allotment
would be permitted, with a
minimum clearance of 7.0 metres
between vehicle crossings to allow
a street tree within the nature strip
and a vehicle to park on street
without impacting on property
access.,

* Lots should generally not have a
dual frontage unless they are rear
icaded from a laneway. Not
providing a laneway compromises
on nature strip opportunity as they
have already shown.

CONNUNITY CONGULTATION REPORT

Baptcare Affordable Housing is a small

Each dwelling is provided with 1x single

Given the size and configuration of the

housing provider who are not able to fund
ongeing private waste collection. The site
has been redesigned to ensure roads
meet Council requirements, and can be
vested in Council to become public roads.

The design has been revised in order to
meet all EDCM requirements.

vidth crossover of 3.5m width maximum.
Clearance of Tm between crossovers has
been achieved.

site, and a number of competing
requirements, some lots are dual frontage.
The majority of dual frontage lots are rear
loaded from the access laneway as
sought

The remainder of dual frontage lots along
the west boundary seek 10 address
Gillwell Road whilst ensuring all vehicle
movements occur within the site, rather
than direct onto Gillwell Road. These lots
provide nature strips in excess of 7m
which support trees within the site. On
balance. this is considered a suitable
outcome In this instance.

CONSULTATION FEEDBALK 9



Where would individual Council
bins be placed within the intemal
sireets, particularly between the
proposed vehicle crossings and at
the end of the proposed Mews
Roads (extended driveway in
southern cormners) to not disrupt on
vehicle access?

Note that bin placement in Gillwell
Road is generally unacceptable as
they would be blocking a very
large portion of indented parking
spaces, as well as their being a
bus stop that must be kept clear at
all times.

Footpaths would be required on
both sides of the road.

Mews Road cross-section would

need to be minimum 13.0 metres
wide and reflect the below cross-
section”

-
" -
\ i
. v

l fﬁh} i

et Lo
A | B e

.
. —

It Is unclear how would the
minimum building setbacks to
Council road reserve impact on
the development opportunity of
each allotment.

Proposed Pedestrian Link would
likely be very narrow reserve
namrow and would most likely not
be supported. It Is unclear what
planting opportunities are there
and is It easily accessible for
maintenance?

Property splays at all intersection
and bends to maintain a

consistent nature strip, adhere to
sight distance requirements, etc.

Stormwater Management Strategy
for the site will need to be
proposed, addressing Q5 and
Q100 fiows to the outfall,

1 0 CONSULTATION FEEDBACK
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Bin pickup locations have been indicated

on plans for the Mews Roads dwellings.

No bin pickup from Gillwell Road is
proposed.

' Footpaths have been provided on both

sides of all roads.

Mews Roads have been updated to
achieve a minimum width of 13m, with
footpaths and street trees on both sides.

Comment noted.

The pedestrian link has been deleted.

Property splays of 3x3m and 2x2m have
been provided in line with EDCM
requirements,

A stormwater drainage schematic has
been prepared (and was provided to
Council) which Indicates flow direction,
including the majority of flows directed to

the south west.

COMMUNSTY CONSULTATION REPORT
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o |tis unclear how will the rest of the
development be impacted by the
proposed alterations to the north
west corner.

* The 16,0 metre road reserve width
to be consistent along the entire
loop road, this is not achieved
along the eastern boundary of
proposed affordable housing 'D’

* Property splays to be provided in
accordance with Council's
Guidelines for Urban
Development:

o 3m by 3m at residential
street intersections
{including at sharp bends
and Mews Road
intersections);

o 2m by 2m at laneway
entrances.

* There is no need for the 3x
indented parking spaces on the
north side of the east-west road
as a 7.3 metre road is proposed,
which allows on-street parking on
both sides of the road.

+ Development Engineering still
has concems surrounding the
management of minor and major
stormwater flows from the
development to the ultimate
outfall. A Stormwater
Management Strategy is required
to be completed that highlight
where these flows will be
conveyed. Please note that this
site was intended to drain toward
the south west of the property
and not to the north as per the
point of discharge
location. These need to be
addressed before we can
consider taking over ownership
of the road reserve.

CONNUNITY CONSULTATION REPORT

Comment noted N/A
The road alignment has been further TPOS
updated to achieve the 16m minimum.

Property splays of 3x3m and 2x2m have TPOS
been provided in line with EDCM

requirements,

The indented parking spaces have been TPOS

deleted.

A stormwater drainage schematic has
been prepared (and was provided to
Council) which indicates flow direction,
including the majority of flows directed to
the south west, Further clarity has been
sought from Council regarding what they
are seeking, however at the time of
submission a response had not been
received.
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Pedestrian access shouid be wellit to
support (perception of) safety and
security,

Ensure no visually obstructive
landscaping that creates areas of

concealment is introduced within the
corridor.

Avoid blank walls and incorporate
windows (whenever practical} on walls
next to the pedestrian access to facilitate
passive surveillance.

Units should avoid to have their side or
rear fence adjacent to Pinetree Crescent
and Gillwell Road.

SPOS shouid not be located immediately
adiacent to Gillwell Road and Pinetree
Crescent, We encourage SPOS fo be
located at the rear of the dwelling.

Maintain vehicle access through the
internal road to minimise crossovers on
Glltwell Road and Pinetree Crescent.

Encourage higher tree canopies
provision. Considering the size of the
development, the number of

trees proposed within the site is fimited

Council officers have some concems with
the proposed Street frontage to internal
road. The units marked in red have blank
walls fronting the road highlighted in
orange (Road A). This is considered a
poor public reaim outcome, it is
recommenxied that the units marked in
red to front Road A instead of Laneway
B,

1 2 CONSULTATION FEEDBACK

Street lights are indicated on plans.

Species have been selected and arranged

to ensure no opportunities for
concealment across the site.

The pedestrian access from Gliwell Road
has been deleted

Fences to the existing sireets are a

maximum of 1.5m and incorporate visually
permeable elements and inset landscape
areas to ensure a good public realm
outcome with connection to / from the
street.

Location of POS with 1.5m fencing o
Giltwell Road and Pinetree Crescent is
considered a better design outcome than
multiple crossovers and car parks.

No individual crossovers are proposed to

Giltlwefl Road and Pinetree Crescent, with
all vehicle access, new car parks and
crossovers contained within the site, The
new internal loop road connects o
Pinetree Crescent in two locations.

The proposal has sought to maximise
canopy lree cover in private open space
areas, front setbacks. and along new
accessways.

A fence 1.5m in height is proposed to the
POS of the central row of dwelfings, in
order to balance the need for privacy with
the need to activate the frontage to Road
A (as per diagram below). Laneway B is
primarily for vehicie access, ensuring the
primary internal road is activated and
pedestrian friendly with limited crossovers.
Under the redesign, double storey Type D
dwellings are now located within the

' FFLA

Landscape
plan

TPOS, TPOS-

11

FFLA

Landscape
Plan

TPOS

COMMUNSTY CONSULTATION REPORT



‘central row’ with first floor balconies
further activating the main access road
and adding further passive surveillance
and connection.

3.2. COMMUNITY FEEDBACK

A total of 99 written submissions were received from the Lalor community. Whilst some submitters were in
support of the proposal or were seeking to secure a home within the proposal for a family member, the
majority of submitters raised a range of concerns with the proposal and were not in support. A number of
matters were also raised in an online petition, which have been included in the table below. At the time of
finalising this report, the petition had 803 signatures,

Full transcripts (with names and identifying information redacted) are contained in Appendix C, The concems
raised within all submissions and the pefition are set out in the table below, sorted into categories, along with
the applicant's response to each.

COMMUNITY RESPONSE CHANGE TO
CONCERN PROPOSAL
Social Housing U
Social housing use The use of the site and proposed dwellings for social Ni
housing / affordable housing is not a planning scheme
consideration.
Grouping of troubled The proposal seeks to provide much needed housingon Nl
peopie In one area, one site, as is the case with many Clause 52 .20 projects.
rather than spread
through the
neighbourhoed
Already new social ~ There Is significant demand for affordable housing in this .,

: : X area. In March 2021 according to the Victorlan Housing
housing being bult in Register there were 443 single older people in the area
Epping, Wollert. There  needing affordable accommodation and there are very
Is a lack of demand in few single units in which to accommodate them. The
the area. area’s waiting list at that time also had 300 families in
need of a 3 bedroom house and 345 people in need of 2
bedreom units.

The demand is further highiighted by Council -
htips:/lwwi ‘whittlesea vic gov,. au/about-us/gdvocating-
for-community-needs/social-and-affordable-housing/

CONNUNITY CONGULTATION REPORT CONSULTATION FEEDBALK 1 3



Safety of the area -the
social housing use may
increase crime, theft,
drug use, violence,
noise

Impact on property
values

Prestige area of Lalor

Increased insurance
premiums due fo
increased crime,

Unsightly, unkempt
properties may result

Future plans to develop
more sccial housing on
adjoining land.

Visually bulky

Lack of Garden Area

(and areas less than 1m

included)

1 4 CONSULTATION FEEDBACK

BAH requires tenants to let their neighbours live in Nit
peace, and does not tolerate anti-social behaviour,

Should any problems with tenants arise, BAH and the
Residential Tenancies Act have processes to deal with

these problems. Noise vill be of a residential nature and

is suitable to the context.

There are no planning controls within the planning Nl
scheme or Planning and Environment Act 1987 which

require a respensible authority (in this case State

Government) to determine the impacts of a proposal on

land valuation,

The proposal has been designed in a tenure blind Nil
manner utilising design elements common to the area,
in order to fit comfortably with existing character.

This is not relevant to the proposal, Nil

The properties will be managed under the Residential Nil
Tenancies Act, like any rental property. Occupants will
be required to maintain their home and garden

appropriately.

The balance of the land has an approval for a Nit
retirement village. This was approved at the same time

as the residential aged care home that has now been
constructed, Should Baptcare seek to alter the plans for

a retirement village an application will need to be made

to Council.

Bullt Form Feedback:

The proposal uses a mix of single and double storey
forms as seen in the wider area. All buildings are well
articulated and visually interesting, and set behind
landscaped front setbacks to ameliorate the appearance
of visual bulk. The redesign which has refocated the
double storey forms to the centre of the site with only
single storey dwellings around the perimeter / interface to
existing roads will further assist in reducing perceived
bulk.

The provision of ‘Garden Area’ is not required pursuantto  Nil
Clause 52.20. Notwithstanding. landscape areas have

been maximised across the site whilst still making efficient

use of the site and delivering much needed housing.

COMMUNSTY CONSULTATION REPORT



Deep soil area The proposal provides a deep soil area of approximately  Nil
21% of site area,

Each dwelling Is not A range of private open space areas are provided, Nil
provided 25sqm of POS  including those under and over 25sgm, in order to cater to

the needs of future occcupants. All private open space

areas feature landscaping and can cater to the

recreational and service needs of future occupants.

Landscape plan does The revised landscape plan provides a planting schedule  FFLA Landscape

not provide enough with information on tree species, mature height and plan
detail on mature height  mature canopy spread.

and canopies of the

trees.

Inadequate space for One canopy tree s proposed within each dwelling setback  Nil
canopy tree planting In  to Gillwell Road and Pinetree Crescent, and within each
POS, especially where it  private open space area, in addition to street tree planting
Is less than 25sgm. This  in a "boulevard' style along the new internal read. The
will shade the clothes level of tree planting is In keeping with the level of planting
lines. and overarching landscape character of the surrounding

area.

External storage is External storage for walk-up dwellings has been relocated TP0S5, TP0S-11
vulnerable o break ins,  to the internal lobby for added security. Storage for all

and should be within the  single storey dwellings is located in fenced private open

dwellings space areas

Setbacks 1o Githvell Varied front setbacks of between 2.66 — 4.99m seek to TPOS

Road do not reflect balance the response to surrounding front setback
existing character of character with the need to make efficient use of the site
dm+ ard meet Councll requirements for the dimensions of the

internal access road. Landscaping within the setbacks to
Gillwell Road and Pinetree Crescent has sought to tie in
with the surrounding front setback landscape character.

The setback of 273dmm  Acknowledged, This setback has been increased to TPOS

to the comer of Gillwell  3.81m under the redesign, and 'holds the comer’, a
and Pinetree is not common approach to comer lots.

accurate, the true

setback would be less

than Tm

Limited front setbacks One canopy tree is proposed within each dwelling setback TP0S
will in turn not allow for  to Gillwell Road and Pinetree Crescent. Most front
landscaping in keeping  setbacks within the site include one canopy tree. In
with surrounding addition, street tree planting in a ‘boulevard’ style is
character. provided along the new internal roads. The level of tree
planting is in keeping with the level of planting and
overarching landscape character of the surrounding area.

CONNUNITY CONGULTATION REPORT CONSULTATION FEEDBALK 1 5



Clotheslines within front
setbacks to Gillwell
Road does not align
with neighbourhood
character

Solar array of 5.5kw for
each dwelling will not fit
on double storey

typology. impacting 7.5
star rating

Landscape plan
requires more detail
around mature heights
and canopy trees.

Consistent two storey
forms to Giltlwell Road
does not include some
single storey forms as
per neighbourhood
character.

Speed hump on Gillwell
Road already results in
noise disturbance and
house movement, and
will be exacerbated.

Density of the proposal
is out of character with

the area

The number of
dwellings should be
reduced,

Drwellings / lots are too
small

1 6 CONSULTATION FEEDBACK
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Cletheslines do not directly abut the street frontage, and Nit
views to these private open space areas will be filtered via
part-permeable, part solid fencing.

NaTHERS does not consider solar panels. Solar arrays Nil
have been revised to dkw.

The updated landscape pian inciudes further detail on FFLA Landscape

canopy trees, including mature heights and canopy Plan
spread.

Double storey development is present in the surrounding  TP0S
area. The redesign which has relocated the double storey

forms to the centre of the site with only single storey

dwellings around the perimeter / interface to existing

roads will further assist the proposal to sit comfortably in

the surrounding context.

The traffic volumes generated by the proposal are very Transport Impact
low and are expected to be easily accommaodated by the Assessment,
surrounding road network. CneMileGnd

The surrounding area exhibits high site coverage with Nil
many dweilings built to one or both side boundaries. The
proposal seeks to pick up on this streetscape rhythm

whilst at the same time allowing for landscaping. The

proposal has a site coverage of 30%, which Is significantly
lower than many surrounding residential lots.

The proposal has sought to strike a balance in making TPOS
efficient use of the site in providing affordable housing

whilst seeking to tie in with surrounding character. The

redesign has resulted in a reduction from 48 to 45

proposed dweflings.

The lots make efficient use of the site whiist also catering  Nil
to needs of future tenants who may be elderly or have

limited mobility. Single level homes are of a size and

layout that cater to these needs.

COMMUNSTY CONSULTATION REPORT



The new road should
connect to Giltwell Road
as per the original plan.

Traffic / congestion /
parking impacts / lack of
access to arterial road
connections /
emergency service
access across the wider
area / road safety for
children / waste
collection

Traffic surveys were
conducted in lockdown
conditions no reflective
of normal traffic
volumes

Lack of car parks
proposed

Road wadth of Pinetree
Crescent, insufficlent for
movemen! and kerbside

parking

Limited public transport
in the area

Not aged care as
previously proposed

| would not have

purchased my property
had | know this site

CONNUNITY CONSULTATION REPORT

~ e

Connection of the intemal site road to both Pinetree Nit
Crescent and Gillwell Road would result in a 'shortcut’
bypassing the roundabout,

Trans F

Traffic volumes generated by the propesal are expected Nil
to be very low, in part due to the affordable housing use,

and are expected to be easily absorbed into the

surrounding road network.

The proposal provides car parking in excess of
requirements at Clause 52 20, with one car park per
dwelling and three visitor parks

Traffic generation estimates by One Mile Grid were Nil
conservatively high. Traffic volumes generated by the
proposal are expected to be very low, in part due to the
affordable housing use, and are expected 1o be easily
absorbed into the surrounding road network.

The proposal provides car parking in excess of Nil
requirements at Cl. 52.20, via allocation of one car park
per dwelling, and two car parks per Type F dwelling.

The land is zoned GRZ and residential uses are Nil
anticipated on this site. The widths of surrounding roads

and availability of kerbside parking are typical of the wider

area and wider Melbourne, and the propasal will not result

In unreasonable impacts on traffic movements and street
parking beyond that expected in residential areas.

The proposal’s design and density aligns with the level of  Nil
intensity sought for the 'Suburban Residential Change

Area' which recognises the level of public transport
available to the site. Bus route 557 has a bus stop on the

west boundary of the site on Gillwell Road. This bus route
provides connection 1o a local shopping strip including
Woolworths Lalor, as well as to train stations on the

Mernda line.

Use Devel of the

Landowners are able to change their views on how to Nit
best use and develop their landholdings.

Landowners are able to change their views on how to Nil
best use and develop their landholdings.

CONSULTATION FEEDBALK 1 7



would not be developed
with aged care, and
developed with
affordable housing

The new road should
connect to Gillwell Road

as per the original plan.

Lack of consultation /
letters not distributed
widely enough

Consultation matenal
was only distributed in
English and does not
cater to those with
English as their second
language.

Whittlesea Council were
not represented at the
Consultation meeting.

Urbis and Baptcare did
not circulate minutes
following the
consultation meeting, so
items discussed were
not captured,

A further meeting
should be held with
Urbis, Baptcare,
Whittlesea Council,
Minister for Energy
Environment and
Climate Change, and
residents. Minutes
should be taken and
actions and decisions
distributed after the

meeting.

The information pack
was sent to some

1 8 CONSULTATION FEEDBACK

Connection of the internal site road to both Pinetree
Crescent and Gillwell Road would result in a ‘shorteut’
bypassing the roundabout. The new internal road has
been designed to cater to the proposed use and
anticipated vehicle movements generated.

Clause 52.20 Process
Consultation has occurred in line with Homes Victoria

Consultation Guidelines and in accordance with the
Consultation Strategy approved by Homes Victoria.

The consultation was camied out in line with requirements

Nil

Nil

Nil

of Homes Victoria, and the consultation strategy approved

by Homes Victoria,

Bapicare offered transiators te liaise with residents who

required them.

Council were consulted separately. It was not appropriate

N

for Council to attend the consultation meeting, given the

need for independence from the Cl. 52.20 decision
process.

At the consultation, attendees were encouraged to put

Nit

thesr submissions in writing. Whilst minutes were taken,

these cannot be distributed due to privacy restrictions.

Consultation, inciuding the meeting held, were undertaken

Nl

in accordance with the consultation strategy approved by

Homes Victoria.

Properties within 150m of the site were notified by mail in

accordance with Consultation requirements of Homes

Nit

COMMUNSTY CONSULTATION REPORT



neighbours with the
expectafion they would
distribute the
information further

Council is under
administration and the
development should be
defayed until there is an
elected member to
support local residents

Not clear how the
proposal will help the
economy after the
impact of COVID-19

Lalor is already
overpopulated

Density and COVID19
transmission

Capacity of local
schools, services,
nfrastructure,
playgrounds, sports
grounds, hospital

The proposal does not
consider impacts on the
local community.

Area needs other
services such as library,
shops, aged care,
cafes, shops, sports
facilities on this land.

The Council should be
involved, State
Government are oo far
removed from the area
to make good decisions

CONNUNITY CONGULTATION REPORT

Victoria. There was no expectation or onus to distribute
information further,

Miscellaneous Feedback:

The consultation phase has been underiaken in line with
Homes Victoria requirements, The provision of much-
needed affordable homes is sought under the Clause
52,20 fast-track’ process, and should not be delayed
indefinitely.

The proposal will support and generate empioyment,
particularly in the construction sector.

The site is a vacant lot which is zoned General
Residential Zone, Residential development at the density
proposed is anficipated on this vacant land. It is noted the

proposal proposes fewer dwellings than the current aged
care approval on this site (45 vs 53).

All dwellings and common areas have good cross-
ventifation.

It is anticipated that many future residents already live in
the Lalor area, and these residents will not represent an
increase in population or additional demand on local
services and schools.

The land is zoned for residential purposes and the
pravision of residential homes on the site is anticipated,

The proposal has been designed in a manner which
addresses planning considerations, including seeking to
te In with surrounding character.

Landowners can determine how to best use and develop
their landholdings.

Pursuant to Clause 52.20, DELWP is the responsible
authority on behalf of the Minister for Engergy,
Environment and Climate Change. Feedback from
Council has been sought and considered during the
consultation phase.

CONSULTATION FEEDBALK 1 9
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Too ciose to existing Baptcare own and operate the existing residential aged Nit

retirement home care facility, The proposal’s design, along with the focus
on housing older people, are in harmony with the existing
RACF,
Need housing for older  The proposal seeks to cater to cider pecple In need of Nil
Lalor downsizers to housing in the area, with compact homes designed for
remain in the area this purpose.

Air pollution, littering Air pollution requirements within the planning scheme do  Nil
not apply to residential developments and uses. There is
no reason the proposal will generate litter, given recycle
and waste bins are provided which will rely on Council
coltection, in line with arrangements for the surrounding
residential area,

No nearby supermarket, The proposal's design and density aligns with the level of  Nil
chemist, other amenities  Intensity sought for the ‘Suburban Residential Change
to service the new Area’ which recognises the level of public transport and
poputation. amenities available 10 the site. Bus route 557 provides
connection to a supermarket and chemist along with a
range of other shops and services within the Lalor local
shopping area to the east,

3.3. REFERAL AUTHORITIES FEEDBACK

The application was not required to be referred to any extemal agencies,

20 CONSULTATION FEEDBACK COMMUNSTY CONSULTATION REPORT



CONCLUSION

The consultation phase in relation to No. 50S Gillwell Road, Lalor has been carried out in accordance with
Homes Victoria Guidelines and with the Consultation Strategy approved by Homes Victoria.

Baptcare Affordable Housing has considered all relevant matters raised by the community, Council, DELWP
and Homes Victoria, and has made some adjustments to the proposal’s design as outlined above. As
outlined, Baptcare Affordable Housing determined that some / many matters raised were not relevant to the
planning process or did not require a change to the proposal, with the rationale for each set out within this
report.

In summary, the final proposal submitted in conjunction with this report has appropriately responded to and
balanced the consultation feedback, the site context, the planning policy framework and the requirements of
Clause 52.20 Victoria’s Big Housing Build.

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION REPORT CONCLUSION 2 1



DISCLAIMER

This report is dated December 2021 and incorporates information and events up to that date only and
excludes any information arising, or event occurring, after that date which may affect the validity of Urbis Pty
Ltd (Urbis) opinion in this report. Urbis prepared this report on the instructions, and for the benefit only, of
Baptcare Affordable Housing (Instructing Party) for the purpose of Town Planning Consent Application
(Purpose) and not for any other purpose or use. To the extent permitted by applicable law, Urbis expressly
disclaims all liability, whether direct or indirect, to the Instructing Party which relies or purports to rely on this
report for any purpose other than the Purpose, and to any other person which relies or purports to rely on
this report for any purpose whatsoever (including the Purpose).

In preparing this report, Urbis was required to make judgements which may be affected by unforeseen future
events, the likelihood and effects of which are not capable of precise assessment.

All surveys, forecasts, projections and recommendations contained in or associated with this report are
made in good faith and on the basis of information supplied to Urbis at the date of this report, and upon
which Urbis relied. Achievement of the projections and budgets set out in this report will depend, among
other things, on the actions of others over which Urbis has no control.

In preparing this report, Urbis may rely on or refer to documents in a language other than English, which
Urbis may arrange to be translated. Urbis is not responsible for the accuracy or completeness of such
translations and disclaims any liability for any statement or opinion made in this report being inaccurate or
incomplete arising from such translations.

Whilst Urbis has made all reasonable inquiries it believes necessary in preparing this report, it is not
responsible for determining the completeness or accuracy of information provided to it. Urbis (including its
officers and personnel) is not liable for any errors or omissions, including in information provided by the
Instructing Party or another person or upon which Urbis relies, provided that such errors or omissions are not
made by Urbis recklessly or in bad faith.

This report has been prepared with due care and diligence by Urbis and the statements and opinions given
by Urbis in this report are given in good faith and in the reasonable belief that they are correct and not
misleading, subject to the limitations above.
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|u) ‘5 ) C'ty of

o2y Whittlesea

8 November 2021

Mr Phil Gleeson
Urbis
Email: pgleeson@urbis.com.au

Dear Mr Gleeson,

Proposal: Baptcare Affordable Housing
Location: 50S Gillwell Road, Lalor

| refer to the Baptcare Affordable Housing Consultation Letter dated 29 September 2021.

On 15 March 2021, Council provided a Letter of Support in relation to the proposed Baptcare
Affordable Housing. The Letter of Support indicates that the City of Whittlesea is one of the fastest
growing Local Government Areas (LGAs) in Victoria and demand for affordable housing far outstrips
supply. The proposed Baptcare Affordable Housing development will address the immediate need for
additional affordable housing for people of the City of Whittlesea and will provide much needed local
jobs in the municipality.

The proposed Baptcare Affordable Housing project has policy support within the Whittlesea Planning
Scheme. Specifically, Clause 16.01-2L (Housing Affordability) and Clause 16.01-1L (Housing supply in
established areas) provide this alignment and the proposal also aligns with City of Whittlesea’s Social
and Affordable Housing Policy (2012), as the project will provide vital housing to people experiencing
homelessness and housing insecurity in the municipality.

Council Officers have reviewed the relevant information and offer the following technical commentary:

e Asthereis no proposed carport/garage, all car parking spaces should only adhere to Table 2 within
Clause 52.20 of the Whittlesea Planning Scheme. Car parking space dimensions to each
dwelling/residential building have been provided in accordance with this clause.

e There are concerns of how access/egress will be provided to the most south-western car parking
space within the development. Vehicle swept path analysis should be undertaken to demonstrate
a motorist can enter and exit the car parking space in a forward direction in a maximum of three
(3) movements.

e Dimensions have not been provided to the three (3) parallel parking spaces, which are required to
be 2.3 metres wide and 6.7 metres long.

e Existing and finished surface levels should be shown on the plans to demonstrate that carparking
and accessway gradients have been adhered to.

e Vehicle crossings to Pinetree Crescent are required be designed and constructed in accordance
with Council Standard Drawing EDCM 503 (Heavy Duty).

Council Offices Free telephone interpreter service
25 Ferres Boulevard, South Morang VIC 3752 C XY _IL

Mail to: Locked Bag 1, Bundoora MDC VIC 3083 » % 1 3 1 450
Phone: 9217 2170 . )

National Relay Service: 133 677 (ask for 9217 2170) ABN 72431091058 whittlesea.vic.gov.au

Email: info@whittlesea.vic.gov.au



Whlttlesea

e Vehicle crossings from the internal accessways should be designed and constructed in accordance
with Council Standard Drawing EDCM 501 (for single vehicle crossings) and EDCM 502 (for double
vehicle crossings).

e It appears that the proposed eastern vehicle crossings will impact on the existing public lighting,
Council drainage pit and speed hump within Pinetree Crescent. All existing infrastructure is
required to be shown on the plans with minimum clearances to existing infrastructure to be
provided in accordance with Council Standard Drawing EDCM 503 (Heavy Duty).

e It is recommended that a Car Parking Management Plan be prepared to distinguish the parking
space allocation to each unit within a residential building. This will also satisfy Clause 52.20-6.20
to distinguish parking allocation between private tenancies and for public/communal use.

e Indicative cross-sections of the internal accessways should be provided to demonstrate footpaths,
nature strip areas, road pavement, etc.

e Convenient footpath links should be provided between the inner footpath loop and the outer
footpath loop to provide pedestrian connectivity within the development.

e Allinternal accessways should be retained in common property.

e Corner splays must be provided.

¢ Waste management for the site must be undertaken internally by a private collection service and
managed by the housing provider. A waste management plan should be submitted, identifying bin
storage and waste collection and demonstrating via the use of vehicle swept path plans, the waste
vehicle’s ingress/egress from the site in a forward manner.

Urban Design

e Pedestrian access should be well-lit to support (perception of) safety and security.

e Ensure no visually obstructive landscaping that creates areas of concealment is introduced within
the corridor.

e Avoid blank walls and incorporate windows (whenever practical) on walls next to the pedestrian
access to facilitate passive surveillance.

e Units should avoid having side or rear fences adjacent to Pinetree Crescent and Gillwell Road.

e Secluded Private Open Space (SPOS) should not be located immediately adjacent to Gillwell Road
and Pinetree Crescent. Council encourages SPOS to be located at the rear of the dwelling wherever
practicable.

¢ Maintain vehicle access through the internal road to minimise crossovers on Gillwell Road and
Pinetree Crescent.

e Encourage higher canopy tree provision. Considering the size of the development, the number of
trees proposed within the site is limited.

e Council officers have some concerns with the proposed street frontage to the internal road, the
units marked in red have blank walls fronting the road highlighted in orange (Road A). This is
considered a poor public realm outcome. It is recommended that the units marked in red
front Road A instead of Laneway B (as shown below).

Council Offices Free telephone interpreter service
25 Ferres Boulevard, South Morang VIC 3752 F XT_I3

Mail to: Locked Bag 1, Bundoora MDC VIC 3083 » % 1 3 1 450
Phone: 9217 2170 . .

National Relay Service: 133 677 (ask for 9217 2170) ABN 72 431091 058 whittlesea.vic.gov.au

Email: info@whittlesea.vic.gov.au



If you have any questions regarding the above comments, please contact Sammi Xu or Robert Cobolli
in the Building and Planning Department on 9217 2259. We would welcome a workshop with the
relevant Council officers if needed to work through the items identified above.

Yours sincerely

/\/’"'

Julian Edwards
Manager Building and Planning

Council Offices Free telephone interpreter service
25 Ferres Boulevard, South Morang VIC 3752 2

Mail to: Locked Bag 1, Bundoora MDC VIC 3083 - 1 3 1 450
Phone: 9217 2170 - . i

National Relay Service: 133 677 (ask for 9217 2170) ABN 72 431 091 058 whittlesea.vic.gov.au

Email: info@whittlesea.vic.gov.au



From:
Sent:
To:

Cc
Subject:

RE: OFFICIAL: Homes Victona and the streamlined planning pathway

Hl-

Council’s development engineering has advised that It would not be appropriate for the internal roads to be handed
over to Council unless there was a complete redesign of the road network to demonstrate compliance with the
EDCM and other relevant guidelines, and private waste management is required,

Further, delivering Council road reserves constitute the subdivision of land. The Victoria's Big Housing Build policy
{Clause 52.20) in the WPS does not apply to subdivisions so that a separate application would need to be provided
similar to any other subdivision. Please note that the original Development Plan designated this area to be an
‘Integrated Residential Age in Place Estate’ see below link to development plan (page 24):
https://whittlesea.sharepoint.com/sites/act regenf plan strat/LandUseStrategy/Forms/Current.aspx?FilterField1=5
uburb&FilterValuel=Lalor&FiiterTypel=TaxonomyFieldType&viewid=baf1a598-3¢c9-480¢-9d80-
15b3bBcadded&id=%2Fsites¥2Fact regenf plan strat®2FLandUseStrategyic2FLalor Development Plan
%28Amended¥29 September 2015%2Epdf&parent=%2Fsites¥2Fact regenf plan strat2FLandUseStrategy

Th ‘Integrated Residential Age in Place Estate’ would generally be a Residential/Retirement Village which are
normally controlled under a Body Corporate and not handed over to Council, Similarly to Residential/Retirement
Villages, it is anticipated that the affordable housing will be rented out and owned by one entity, which is the reason
why it should be retained in common property as residential buildings would still be controlled under a body
corporate,

The proposal for the road reserves to be handed over to Council would require extensive rework of the whole
development to ensure that the roads are in accordance with the Engineering Design Construction Manual (EDCM)
and Council’s Guidelines for Urban Development for Council to take ownership. The following concerns that the
proposed development generates are, but not limited to;

e Only one single width (3.5 metre) vehicle crossing to each allctment would be permitted, with a minimum
clearance of 7.0 metres between vehicle crossings te allow a street tree within the nature strip and a vehicle
to park on street without impacting on property access.

¢ Lots should generally not have a dual frentage unless they are rear loaded from a laneway. Not providing a
laneway compromises on nature strip opportunity as they have already shown.

* Where would individual Council bins be placed within the internal streets, particularly between the
proposed vehicle crossings and at the end of the proposed Mews Roads {extended driveway in southern
corners) to not disrupt on vehicle access?

* Note that bin placement in Gillwell Road is generally unacceptable as they would be blocking a very large
portion of indented parking spaces, as well as their being a bus stop that must be kept clear at all times.
Footpaths would be required on both sides of the road.

Mews Road cross-section would need to be minimum 13.0 metres wide and reflect the below cross-section:
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e Itis unclear how would the minimum building setbacks to Council road reserve impact on the development
opportunity of each allotment.

e Proposed Pedestrian Link would likely be very narrow reserve narrow and would most likely not be
supported. It is unclear what planting opportunities are there and is it easily accessible for maintenance?

e Property splays at all intersection and bends to maintain a consistent nature strip, adhere to sight distance
requirements, etc.

e Stormwater Management Strategy for the site will need to be proposed, addressing Q5 and Q100 flows to
the outfall.

e ltis unclear how will the rest of the development be impacted by the proposed alterations to the north west
corner.

Considering the above, it would not be appropriate for the internal roads to be handed over to Council.
Regards,
| Senior Planner
Building and Planning Department
City of Whittlesea
Phone 03 9217 2565| Fax 03 9409 9890 |TTY: 133 677 (ask for 9217 2170)

web http://www.whittlesea.vic.gov.au
Street Address: Civic Centre, 25 Ferres Boulevard, South Morang, Victoria 3752 (Melway 183 A10)

From:
Sent: Monday, 8 November 2021 10:49 AM

Subject: RE: OFFICIAL: Homes Victoria and the streamlined planning pathway

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] This email originated from outside of the organisation. DO NOT CLICK links or open attachments unless
you recognise the sender and know the content is safe.
Thanks Sammi,

Is Council through the following comment “All internal accessways should be retained in common property”
suggesting that Council won't accept the internal accessway as a public road? If that is the case, can you please
confirm why and would need to change to enable this to occur? The proposal has been designed to ensure a public
road which then would also include Council waste collection.



Can you please review and advise as soon as convenient?
Happy to discuss further.

Cheers

Ir's bme o unvand

Like many cormmwnties, the lockdowns in NSW and Vic
lrave been a challenge fov our own

On Monday 1 November and Monday 6 Decembear ow
godyshapar offices in Melboumne, Geelong, Sydney and
Parramatta will close £0 Ihat ow feans can relax, unwind
and enjoy & kg weekend

f:"n‘:g"fnn URBIS l
COMMUNITIES

O © 0 ©

OLDERFLEET, LEVEL 10, 477 COULINS STREET
MELBOURNE, VIC 3000, AUSTRALLA
¥ 461 38663 4555

Urtes recognises the tradiBonal owners ol e land on which we work
Leam maore about our

From:

Sent: Monday, 8 November 2021 10:20 AM
To:
Cc:

Subject: RE: OFFICIAL: Homes Victoria and the streamlined planning pathway

Thanks for your email.

Please find attached council’s feedback letter to the proposed Baptcare Affordable Housing Project at 505 Gillwell
Road, Lalor,

Regards,

| Senior Planner
Building and Planning Department
City of Whittlesea



Phone 03 9217 2565| Fax 03 9409 9890 |TTY: 133 677 (ask for 9217 2170)

web http://www.whittlesea.vic.gov.au

Street Address: Civic Centre, 25 Ferres Boulevard, South Morang, Victoria 3752 (Melway 183 A10)
Postal Address: Locked Bag 1, Bundoora MDC, 3083

From:

Sent: Friday, 5 November 2021 5:01 PM

To:

Subject: RE: OFFICIAL: Homes Victoria and the streamlined planning pathway

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] This email originated from outside of the organisation. DO NOT CLICK links or open attachments unless
you recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi- and-
Happy Friday.

Community consultation has concluded for 50s Gilwell Road, Lalor.

The consultation summary report is currently being finalised by the applicant and responds to council officer level
feedback. Is council intending to provide a formal position in response to the application?

Kind Regards

I e
Senior Planning Officer, Statutory Planning | Planning and Pipeline Development

Homes Victoria | 50 Lonsdale St, Melbourne, Victoria 3000

t. 03 9456 4105 | e | www.homes.vic.gov.au

'l ~ homes
N L] £
v wvictoria www.hames vic.gov.au

rtare homas for
e VickorHans

| acknowledge the Traditional Owners and Custodians of the lands on which | live and work and pay my respect to them, their cultures and their
Elders past, present and future.

OFFICIAL

From:
Sent: Wednesday, 18 August 2021 4:12 PM
To:
Cc:
Subject: OFFICIAL: Homes Victoria and the streamlined planning pathway

Thank you both for meeting with us earlier today.

We appreciate that there was a lot in the presentation, but hope it was informative for you and have attached the
presentation and the ‘consultation guidelines’ to share with your team.

Consultation



With regard to consulting owners and occupiers, and noting the Privacy and Data Protection Act 2014, it is
suggested that the best way forward is for Council to send out letters on behalf of HV and/ or Community Housing
Associations on a fee for service basis. If you are agreeable to this proposal please let me know how HV can best
approach your team and what information you would like us to provide you with (letter template, marked map,
etc.).

Qur HV team look forward to working collaboratively with you and your team in the future to deliver more social
and affordable housing in your Municipality,

If you or your team have any questions regarding HV, the guidelines or Clauses 52.20 & 53.20 please contact me
directly,

If you have any questions regarding the 30 Gilwell Road application please contact Leo who is copled in on this
email.

Regards,

M(he-h«m )

anning Officer, Statutery Planning | Planning and Pipeline Development
Homes Victoria | 50 Lonsdale St Meiboume. Victoria 3000

Ph: (03) 8500 7043 | Emall:

'\ victoria www.hOmes.Vic.gov.ou

more homes for
more victorians

I acknowlodge the Tradtonal Owners and Custodians of the lands on which | Ive and work and pay my respect to them, their cultures and ther
Exders past, presant and futre.

Ve X

OFFICIAL
This email contains confidential information intended only for the person named above and may be subject to legal
privilege. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying or use of this information is prohibited, The
Department provides no guarantee that this communication is free of virus or that it has not been intercepted or
interfered with, If you have received this email in error or have any other concerns regarding its transmission, please
notify Postmaster@dhhs.vic.gov.au

This email and/or attached documents may include Victorian protective markings as set out by the Office of the
Victorian Information Commissioner {OVIC). Mere information on pretective markings can be found here



From:
Sent:
To:
Ca
Subject: : ihwell Road, Lalor

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

o

Thanks for your patience.

| can provide you with the following technical comments from our engineering team in relation to the proposed
public road;

* The 16.0 metre road reserve width to be consistent along the entire loop road, this is not achieved along the
eastern boundary of proposed affordable housing ‘D’ st‘lo,

/N |

- | .

* Property splays to be provided in accordance with Council’s Guidelines for Urban Development;

o 3m by 3m at residential street intersections (including at sharp bends and Mews Road
intersections);
o 2m by 2m at laneway entrances.

¢ There is no need for the 3x indented parking spaces on the north side of the east-west road as a 7.3 metre
road is proposed, which allows on-street parking on both sides of the road.

* Development Engineering still has concerns surrounding the management of minor and major stormwater
flows from the development to the ultimate outfall. A Stormwater Management Strategy Is required to be
completed that highlight where these flows will be conveyed. Please note that this site was intended to
drain toward the south west of the property and not to the north as per the point of discharge
location. These need to be addressed before we can consider taking over ownership of the road reserve.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you require clarification of the above,
Regards,

| Senier Planner
Building and Planning Department



City of Whittlesea

Phone 03 9217 2565| Fax 03 9409 9890 |TTY: 133 677 (ask for 9217 2170)

web http://www.whittlesea.vic.gov.au

Street Address: Civic Centre, 25 Ferres Boulevard, South Morang, Victoria 3752 (Melway 183 A10)
Postal Address: Locked Bag 1, Bundoora MDC, 3083

From:
Sent: Thursday, 2 December 2021 1:21 PM

Subject: 50s Gilwell Road, Lalor

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] This email originated from outside of the organisation. DO NOT CLICK links or open attachments unless
you recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi 'R

| hope you are both well.

As you are aware, we have been seeking to obtain some input from Council on the revised proposal for the site
following the feedback from Council’'s engineers regarding the road details.

We are desperately seeking to meet with yourselves and Council’'s engineers at the earliest opportunity.
Can you please contact me so that we can discuss further?

Thanks

It's time to unwind.

Like many communities, the lockdowns in NSW and VIC
have been a challenge for our own.

On Monday 1 November and Monday 6 December our
#cityshaper offices in Melbourne, Geelong, Sydney and
Parramatta will close so that our teams can relax, unwind
and enjoy a long weekend.

SHAPING

il URBS

O ®© O 6

OLDERFLEET, LEVEL 10, 477 COLLINS STREET
MELBOURNE, VIC 3000, AUSTRALIA
T +61 3 8663 4888

Urbis recognises the traditional owners of the land on which we work.
Learn more about our Reconciliation Action Plan.
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From: _

Sent: wirsday, 9 December 2021 1021 AM

To:

Ca

Subject: RE: 50s Gilwell Road, Lalor

Attachments: 210014_TPOS5_Overall Floor Plan Ground_m.pdf, 210014_TP06_Overall Floor Plan First Floor_h,pdf

-

| hope you are well, Thanks for your on-going assistance with this project,
Please see attached the amended concept based on Council's comments below
Can Council please review and advise further?

Happy to discuss further with you.

Cheers

-
..
0000

QOLDERFLEET, LEVEL 10,477 COLUNS STREET
MELBOURNE, VIC 3000, AUSTRALIA
T 461 38663 4555

LVERS recogneses e radnonal owners OF T8 1and on wich we wor.
Leam more about our R il n Pl

From:
Sent: Thursday, 2 December 2021 1.30 PM

Subject: RE: 50s Gilwell Road, Lalor

I

Thanks for your patience.



| can provide you with the following technical comments from our engineering team in relation to the proposed
public road:

The 16.0 metre road reserve width to be consistent along the entire loop road, this is not achieved along the
eastern boundary of prop

osed affordable housing ‘D’ style,

- =
"'-.'l;. \\ % -

Y |

.—-"'.I
|
!
9
I
i

intersections);

e Property splays to be provided in accordance with Council’s Guidelines for Urban Development:
0 3m by 3m at residential street intersections (including at sharp bends and Mews Road
0 2m by 2m at laneway entrances.

[}

There is no need for the 3x indented parking spaces on the north side of the east-west road as a 7.3 metre
road is proposed, which allows on-street parking on both sides of the road.

Development Engineering still has concerns surrounding the management of minor and major stormwater
flows from the development to the ultimate outfall. A Stormwater Management Strategy is required to be
completed that highlight where these flows will be conveyed. Please note that this site was intended to
drain toward the south west of the property and not to the north as per the point of discharge

location. These need to be addressed before we can consider taking over ownership of the road reserve.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you require clarification of the above.
Regards,

| Senior Planner

Building and Planning Department
City of Whittlesea

Phone 03 9217 2565| Fax 03 9409 9890 |TTY: 133 677 (ask for 9217 2170)
web http://www.whittlesea.vic.gov.au

Street Address: Civic Centre, 25 Ferres Boulevard, South Morang, Victoria 3752 (Melway 183 A10)
Postal Address: Locked Bag 1, Bundoora MDC, 3083

From:

Sent: Thursday, 2 December 2021 1:21 PM

Subject: 50s Gilwell Road, Lalor



[EXTERNAL EMAIL] This email originated from outside of the organisation, DO NOT CLICK links or open attachments unless
you recognise the sender and know the content is safe,
=y

| hope you are both well,

As you are aware, we have been seeking to obtain some input from Council en the revised proposal for the site
following the feedback from Council’s engineers regarding the road details.

We are desperately seeking to meet with yourselves and Council's engineers at the earliest opportunity.
Can you please contact me so that we can discuss further?

Thanks

Ir's tvne 1o wrwind

Like many commuyitias, the iockdowns in NSW and VIC
have beent a chaenge for our own

On Manday 1 November and Monday 6 December ow
gciyshapar offices in Malbourne, Geslong, Sydnay and
Paramatia witl close so that o teams can relax, wunwrkd
and enjoy a long weekend

SHAPING

CITIES AND
COMMUNITIES URBIS

O ®© O 6

OLDERFLEET, LEVEL 10, 477 COLLINS STREET
MELBOURNE. VIC 3000, AUSTRALIA
¥ 461 3 8663 4558

LVEes recognises he UAGRONal owners of 1 1and on wihich we work
Learm more about cur Reconciliation Action Plan,
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: \ LEVEL 10
URBIS 477 COLLINS STREET
MELBOURNE VIC 3000

UREIS,COM.AU
Urbis Pty Ltd
ABN 50 105 256 228
6 October 2021
Administrators
City of Whittiesea
Via email

Dear Administrators,

BAPTCARE AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROPOSAL - NO. 50S GILLWELL ROAD,
LALOR

BRIEFING MEMO - CITY OF WHITTLESEA ADMINISTRATORS
INTRODUCTION

Baptcare Affordable Housing have put forward a proposal for 48 social housing homes at No. 505
Gillwell Road, Lalor, under the new "Victoria's Big Housing Bulld' process. This memo sets out key
information about the proposal and its benefits, those who it seeks to accommodate, and the approval
process.

THE PROPOSAL

The proposal will deliver a total of 48 new homes to assist in alleviating some of the unmet need for
social housing in Lalor. Future residents will be those on the Victoria Housing Register waitlist. Whilst
the proposal will cater to this important unmet demand, it seeks to be 'tenure’ blind’, and integrate info
the existing character via site and bullding design which complements surrcunding character. Homes
address the street frontage and provide passive surveillance and connection to the immediate area

-

— i

A render of proposed onebedvoam attached hameas - CHC Arclwects

Lalor - Consuitation Councillor Memo



URBIS

A randey of pvopoced one-bedraovt homes. Wil o round o Hamas and wo It Soor homes gravided i) each bulking -
CHC Architects

The site is located at the comner of Gillwell Road and Pinetree Crescent, Lalor - alongside Baptcare's
existing aged care facility on Pinetree Crescent |t seeks to complement this facility vith a focus on
housing older people in need of secure housing, via provision of 38 single bedroom homes. Of these,
26 are ground floor homes designed with mobility in mind, via zero thresholds, accessible or adaptable
bathrooms, and compact low-maintenance private open space areas. 1he balance are provided at first
floor level.

In addition to the single bedroom homes, 6x two bedroom homes and 4x three bedroom homes are
provided, aimed at accommodating families of different sizes.

All homes are provided with one car space, and an cutdoor private open space area in the formof a
patio, yard, or balcony. Landscaping Is proposed across the site — both within the front and rear
sethack of each dwelling, and along the new loop road which provides access throughout the site and
connects to Pinetree Crescent.

Victoria's Big Housing Build Development Standards which ensure appropriate outcomes in regards to
site layout, bullding design, car parking and access, landscaping, internal amenity and off-site amenity
have been considered and addressed in the proposal

THE PLANNING APPROVAL PROCESS

To facilitate the Big Housing Build Program, the Victorian Government Introduced a new clause into
planning schemes acress Victeria, including the Whittlesea Planning Scheme. Clause 52 20 - Big
Housing Build streamlines the planning assessment and approval process for social and affordable
housing projects. Under Clause 52,20, applicants must first seek feedback from the community and
Whittlesea Council, Including Administrators. This feedback is then considered before the application
is finalised and submitted for assessment by the Department of Environment, Land, Water and
Planning on behaif of the Minister for Energy. Environment and Climate Change. This streamlined
process is different from the normal application process as feedback is sought before submission of
the application, rather than after an application is submitted. This aliows for feedback to be
incorporated into the final design before it is submitted for assessment,

This proposal is currently in the consultation phase. with owners and residents within 150m of the site
recently notified via letter and provided with plans and access to additional supporting information,
This can be accessed at hitlos//www _baptcare org.au'services/housing/affordable-housing

Due to current Covid-19 restrictions, an information session for surrounding residents and interested
parties will take pface online. This ks occurring on Monday 18" October at 6-7pm. Members of the

Lalor - Consultation Councillor Memo 2



URBIS

project team including Bapicare Affordable Housing and the project architects, CHC Architects, will be
avallable to cutline the project and answer questions.

Feedback on the propesal is currently being gathered from the community, Council officers, Homes
Victoria, and Administrators. Once the consuitation period concludes on Monday 25% October,
feedback will be considered and included in a report which will be submitted with the application to the
Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning. This report will detall how the feedback has
been considered and any changes made to the propesal as a result

CONCLUSION

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss this important and much-needed proposal at Lalor with
you further, Please contact Phil Gleeson on 03 8663 4949 or Helen Allison on 03 9617 6632,

Yours sincerely,

i L

Phil Gleeson

Director

03 8663 4549
pgleeson@urbis.com.au

Lalor - Consultation Councillor Memo 3
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Item

2.

3.

5.

] Comment
- No

Dear Mr Gleeson

Thank you for your time

We are expressing our deep concern in relation to the new project,

We believe its not suitable place and the area needs other important facilities like library and shops, and
Aged care unit. more important than commission house,

We are living in area ever body like to live in, safe, quite and never hear any bad reputation
Please consider you plan at other area.

In fact there are no enough large street to tolerate the congestion of the traffic,

| appreciate your time and consider other spot ,

[name redacted]

| Hello we live in the Mosaic estate and DO NOT WANT commission housing built in our area.

We appose the development and think this will be @ monstrosity and a disaster to the area.

| Thanks [name redacted]
Good afternoon,

| would like to be involved {to virtually attend) the "interactive online forum' for the above mentioned Project.
| am not supportive of the current plans / proposal to build 48 dwellings on the allocated 8632 SQM of this land.
At less than 180 SOM per dwelling - it is hard 10 imagine how these conditions would be attractive or appropriate for this area.

The vehicle traffic for such a development woukd be far greater than what would be sustainable or suitable for the area - and access to and from the land is not well supported
by arterial roads - just small, tight, and limited suburban streets that drive past or near kids play areas and schools.

It has been over 10 years since we bought ‘our” land in this estate, when we were told of the Impending retirement village to come. We were about to have our first child, and
had parents entering retirement age - so this was a large part of the appeal to the area and influence on our decision to move /[ purchase here.

Now we find that not only has it taken 10+ years for Baptcare to develop this land . . . but they want to do THIS with it?
| am looking forward to hearing you "pltch this' to the local community for their support.

Regards,

| [name redacted] ) A . : e
- Iwould like to express my anger, disappointment and to OBJECT STRONGLY that this project has been proposed without letting all people in the estate know about it. Surely if
| you are going to turn a prestige pocket where houses are selfing for a million dollars into a ghetto the whole estates of Carfingford and Mosaic,




as well as the houses in the surrounding streets in the older part of Lalor have a right to be informed of your plans. It feels like you have been very sneaky in not advising the

whole community, What sort of community consultation is that? This will affect all of us. What a disgrace. This is a quiet, safe area with a lot of young families and elderly

people who have worked hard to build their homes and enjoy a quiet, safe environment now have to live with the fear of having the possibility of unkept unsightly properties

on their doorstep. While | apprediate the need for low cost housing and that not all people in need of this are of bad charactes, with such a high concentration of commission

houses in one spot, the chances of it attracting tenants of a bad nature is very high. There are already 1500 low cost houses being bullt in Epping. | repeat this pocket of Lalor

has a lot of prestige properties and with the building of this project the values of these properties will plummet significantly and the residents will now have to in all

probability, lose their meat, well looked after safe environment. | have told as many people as | can whe live in the area about this project, and none of them knew about it,

| There is a lot of empty land in other areas, why ruin our neighbourhood| | wish to join the zoom meeting on 18 October.
Hi Phil

| am a resident in the community of the mosaic estate in Lalor, | am writing fo express my concerns regarding the proposed housing {commission) you intend to
build in my community. When we built (bought) our family home the original planning scheme was for a retirement village for seniors. The plans for the
development proposed seems quite excessive and unnecessary. | do not oppose afferdable housing but what | do oppose is a proposed mass social housing
being set up on my door step. Affordable housing should be something that is integrated and scattered throughout the community. The people in need of these
homes should be integrated into communities and not plonked in the one spot.

We should not be building Mass housing in one isolated area in our suburbs where families have worked hard to build their livelihoods. | stress that this proposed
development is unnecessary. affordabie housing Is currently under construction in New Epping. Iterally a couple of kms down the road.

| ask that the proposal be withdrawn and reconsidered on the grounds of concern for the local community. There are many concerned famities in the area who
are frightened at the prospect of this development going ahead,

Grounds for withdrawal of your application:

1. Social housing or affordable housing aka commission homes should not be Combined in masses. These housas should be integrated into the
community seamlessly without obvious means 1o ensure the community maintains its prestige and avoids Troubled families congregating, as this allows
negativity and distractions towards those who are trying to put there lives back on track.

2. There are excessive amounts of social housing already under construction in New Epping. only 2 km down the road. Its unnecessary 10 also bring
another Precinct to one of the most prestige zones in the suburb of Lalor,

3. The inttial planning scheme was for a retirement village. privately owned villas for the elderly. This was on all the marketing for Mosaic and Carlingford
estate, Not a social housing precinct. These are very different. Owners in this area have paid premiums for the land in this suburb based on original
planning. If this proposal was in the planning scheme | sense that the success of the sales in the area would have been quite different as would the
value.

4. | can 100% uphold that if this planning scheme was positioned in the original marketing of this estate | would NOT have purchased my home here at a
premium price as would a large portion of other home owners in the estate,

To the parties involved in this proposal, | strongly oppese this proposal for social housing at 50s Gilwell Rd Laler. Please take the time to respond to my concerns
at your earfiest convenience. Please advise what this feedback means and who will receive it and consider it & why have residents not been given ample notice
about this proposal? only a portion of the residents received a letter regarding the propesal. This seems sneaky and disguised.




It has come to the point where development of further construction in our community needs to stop, and enjoy a well-developed area.

IT ISNOT ALL ABOUT SOCIAL HOUSING:

We are currently managing a population of an estimated 23,000 in Lalor alone (this is based on 2016 census report). This entails an average crime rate of 228
per quarter (based on 2017 stats) we assume this has close to double by now.

It also appears The social housing development of (50S Gillwell Road, Lalor) has further plans to develop more than the 48 allotment, this is unclear.

Planning is already showing cracks by not being able to cater for required car space, and assuming that a percentage will not have their own transport , | can
already see issues with off road parking. This to me shows no consideration towards existing residence.

WE LIVE IN AN OVER POPULATED SUBURB; WE NEED TO START TAKING INTREST IN OUR SURROUNDINGS AND GET INVOLVED
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We are emailing you regarding the development of social housing on the empty land, next to Baptcare Aged Care. Before we bought the land, we knew that the land opposite
ours would be developed as a retirement village, Seems that Baptcare is deviating from its plan again. We, like most of my neighbours, oppose the building of the housing,
Below are the reasons.



. Social housing is a broad term. It can also mean commission housing. We paid a high premium to stay in Mosaic Living Lalor, your development will highly likely
destroy our property’s value. One of the houses near us already broken $1000,000 mark years ago. We don’t want to think what will happen to the poor owner’s
property value. Compared to the rest of Lalor, Mosaic Living and Carlingford developments command higher premium in land sales. Look up realestate.com.au to
see the property prices in our immediate area. Just imagine what your development will do to it.

o The road width of Pinetree Crescent was not build for high volume of vehicle flow purpose. The road (at Pinetree Crescent) is small, narrow and there are no road
shoulder for parking compared to Gillwell Road which is wider and if the entries for the new development are built on Gillwell Road, this will help with the influx of
vehicle and movement of the new development.

o Since the opening of the current retirement home, there have been an influx of visitors parking on the road side and has cause significant congestion at times. It is
also important to note that emergency vehicle (ambulance/fire engine) does come through Pinetree crescent due to emergency (we have witness this may times at
the retirement home) hence the proposed building of the two road entries/exits on the vacant plot, connecting Pinetree Crescent, does not help in maintaining a
free flow of traffic.
Please seriously consider our concerns. We are still waiting for the scheduled zoom meeting link, scheduled on 18/10/2021 6pm.

Regards

[name redacted]
[street number redacted] Pinetree Crescent, Lalor
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To whom it may concern,
| am deeply concernad that you have not sent out the information packs to all of the residents in the Mosaic community, My mother also lives in the estate and she did not

receive one. She strongly opposes this development, just as | do, but how can her voice be heard?



10.

_[name redacted]

[names redacted]

There are many of us who are against this proposal. However you have not allowed all of us a voice. | work on Mondays and will not be able to attend your online forum. So |
want to express my objection in this email.

This community is a lovely little pocket of Lalor. Bringing in this development will disrupt that. It will become congested and there will be much more traffic with no major
roads to facilitate the extra cars. There are many units being built in the neighbouring suburbs and thus it is not required here in our community.

| have also submitted my opposition to the development in the feedback form you sent us, but | would like you to add this email to your correspondence to the State
Government as part of their assessment of the proposal.

Thanking you kindly,

NO
Dear All,

Objections against the Proposed Community Housing Project-50s Gilwell Road, Lalor

As residents of this area, we strongly object to the above-mentioned community housing project. This comes as a rude shock to thousands of residents who bought their lands
and built their houses with hopes to live in a peaceful location.

We, ourselves, have invested our savings in this present location due to its convenience and peaceful neighbourhood. When we bought our land, we did not see the exact place,
but went ahead as the property was situated in a convenient location, close to all local amenities. We were given hopes that we could live here without any further disturbances
of a mega-project taking place except for a retirement village that was a desirable feature in a quiet nesghbourheod. All our nelghbours were given this hope.

We now realise that the hopes we were given are false. The developers waited untll every plot of land has been sold at axorbitant prices. Some very close to the Freeway, with
high notse levels, have been bought due to the attractive prospects of living in this area. However, the very best location, close to the main roads, bus-stops and every other
facility, is to be utilised for an affordable housing project, Is not this a violation of rights of the thousands of residents?

Every time we renew our insurance policies for home and vehides, the premium is increased. On enquiry we are continuously told that it is due to the crime rates in Lalor, Does
this community housing project mean even further increases? Could not this be the epicentre of further crimes? We all are very concerned.

We do not object to all people having 3 decent living, but we object to the way this whole concept of 3 community housing project in one place is going to disturb the lives of
thousands of families.

We earnestly request you to stop this.
Kind Regards

Hi




Na. |

| am writing to state my opposition to this proposal in Lalor.
This project i unwanted.
We are a small and fairly new estate and to have a housing commission has shocked us,

We will fight this and will take all necessary action to fight this, Local council has been contacted as well as lawyers, Local real estate and businesses have and will oppose this
also.

There is enough trouble and issues in the north, So much pressure put on the police to then have so many of low socio economic in the area.
You have failed to contact all the houses in the estate and I'm doing so have rattied the community.

This plan will not go ahead - we will not allow it.

Please add me to the meeting in October. We shall talk then!!!

[name redacted]
Just a question- had this proposal been confirmed or is it still 3 discussion to be had with the community? Or is this just a3 zoom to present what is afready to be enacted?

Is there a chance this will not go ahead?
Seems from all the information online that there has been a lot of money and a lot of work done into this and having this meeting is just to fie to us about the housing co

| [name redacted]

12.

:il'\ave just seen this advertised on the local Fbook page and was wondering why this has not been communicated with all residents in the local area. | live on Pelister Fairway
which Is very dose 1o the proposed site, | would not have know about it hadn't it been for someone else sharing on Fbook.

My questions are:

1. Is this Commission housing ? Or affordable housing for retired people?

2. Has this been approved for construction?

3. What is another proposal you have with this location?

As a home owner in this area | am happy for a retirement complex to go ahead ans expand but there i a difference between retirement complex and commission homes.

It was my undesstanding when | built my home in the area that there would be a retirement complex but there was no mention of commission or affordable housing, Surefy
as a community we would have a say in the matter? Esp when the value of our homes will decrease.



14.

| They are élreiady 'buiklir?aﬂoitd”ab;ﬁoosins in epping which is down the road | do not think it is necessary in our area.

Why not use the space to enhance your facility for the people living within your organisation?
Please be advised that the community will be taking this forward and making a stand against any commission homes If this is in deed your plan.

Kind regards

| [name redacted]

Good afternoon Phil and Helen
Have received a notification via mall that there is an Intent to build Commission Housing at 50 Gillwell Road Lalor. | oppose to this building development as

Firstly this is in too close a proximity to Aged care facilities property and that could in itself become a security issue for the elderly living there, akso being on a corner
allotment, will create congestion to the main road, being (Gillwell Road} which most current residents use to access their homes, Especially during peak hour period, the road
can become quite congested. Also building this development will indeed bring down the value of existing homes, that people have painstakingly created, Lalor residence do
not want our suburb to turn into a Broadmeadows area under any circumstances

The proposed site should be utilised for either a Childcare centre, Kindergarten or Aged retirement facility, whereby existing residence can cohesively exist with minimal
disruption

All residence in Prilep Heights have voiced thedir concern and plan to protest and sign a petition.  We DO NOT want Commission Housing developed

| Thank you

Hi Phil & Helen,

Please find consultation feedback form attached.

We are writing to provide our feedback and express our concerns over the proposed affordable housing development in Lalor.

Evidence shows that with the introduction of community housing crime, deugs and theft increase in the neighbourhood thus driving property values down.
Also considering the accomodations are built very densely the traffic and congestion increases will be felt,

We have purchased in a good area and we do not want to see this change nor the value decrease for something that could have been avoided.

Concerned.,
[names redacted]




fr— taw

17 COLLING STRERT

URBIS Q;J:i;?:‘,: b
| S— -

S

' . EDBACK #ORM
8 JRDABLE HOUSING PROPOSAL
' DAD LALOR
- - " 4 ~ Lo -
- ” “ - Co <
s »
s A e 4
P f S - "’ b—-v . 114 L
7 -
.
l )
s 1 .
{ g oL "_\’\ ey N X ey
J
5 284 o
v by ) - WL ‘ < i y
\ =
I ) Y,
. TPl el™
P, } 0 AT A v % / -
& U 4 = ' |
o teckos s b } e /L { Wiy oA LR
- )
3 v, e L (=g £ 2oL
3 ' ‘..VL_ ——

16. Subject: NO COMMISION HOUSESSSSS

May u please not build houses near me thank you
16 a.

No! No!



17.

18.

20.

| Hi Phil / Helen,

| was unable to attend the session last night regarding Gillwell Road due to other commitments — is there a recording available by any chance?
| am a local resident and would like to hear what was discussed.

Please let me know when possible,

Thanks

[name redacted]
RE: Commission apartments in Lalor

To whom it may concern,
| oppose to apartments being built in this area.

Thank you

' Dear Phillip Gleeson

| want to voice my strong objection to the development of commission houses on Gillwell st Lalor.

My objections are as follows

- concerns about the amount of traffic that will on Gillwell st

- 150 units is going to cause major congestion and density in the area.

- concerns on property prices dropping in the area,

| have chosen to live in Carlingford Estate as there is a beautiful park on Kingsway Way for children to enjoy, this will be a safety issue with fraffic and the
amount of pecple gathering at the park.

| would appreciate your support in stopping the development.

Regards

| [name redacted]

To whom it may concern,
| refer to your letter regarding the Baptcare Affordable Housing Proposal for No. 50s Gillwell Road, Lalor.

We believe that when the Baptcare Aged Care service was being developed, we were told via documents that it would not only be an aged care service but also
a retirement village. According to the documents that you have sent and having had discussions with some of the residents of Pinetree Crescent regarding this
project, it doesn't state anything about this project being a retirement village. My question to you Is, why are we being told that this is now going 1o be developed
into a housing project and not a retirement village? | feel this is rather contradicting and deceitful to inform the residents of one thing and then tell them another.

My mother, myself and some of the residents would like to express our dismay with the proposal of the Baptcare Affordable Housing Project. We befieve that
this will become an issue for the neighbourhood. Our concerns are that there will be drug and alcohol issues, viclence, excessive noise and further car parking
issues, We already have issues with excessive noise from drivers speeding all the time, especially at night, and making skidding noises to show off. In the past,
this has resulted in an accident in front of my mother's house involving my previous car. Also, we have an issue with the car park of the Baptcare Aged Care
Service. | raised the matter with Baptcare that this would potentially cause another accident as we cannot see whilst reversing from our driveway, They informed



| their staff and | mentioned that they should consider building a car park to allow their staff members and the public to use rather than block our view on the side
of the road. | approached the City of Whittlesea, regarding the carpark matter and submitted photos only to receive the response of "You have a driveway”. |
found this to be a very rude and blasé response.

We are extremely concerned about our safety and would like for this matter to be resolved carefully.
Thankyou for your time

_ [name redacted]
Hi Phil and Helen,

I'm writing this email to express my concern about the proposed affordable housing development proposed at 50s Gillwell Road, Lalor,
Below are a couple of key points | would like to express why my family and | object to the bullding of affording housing in the new estate in Lalor .

* There has been a complete lack of community consolation to the point that only the resident that live right next to it where informed of this proposal and | live 2

streets away and wasn't advised.

The estate is small and lacks the Infrastructure required for a build this big. The only public transport we have is a bus.

The estate is already over populated we already have atfordable house being built around the corner next to Epping hospital and also Wollert. Why is still required?

Why would you put affordable housing next to an age care facility, It doesn’t make sense,

When | purchased the land 10 years ago | was advised that the land would be for and age care centre and also a retirerment village which | was happy with why have

these plans changed,

*  The fact that the state government is pushing this in Lalor s a concermn as it's a complete conflict of interest as the administrator running the council are members of
the state government that were out in their positions and not elected members from the community.

*  The area doesn’t have public transport, shops and schools to cater of the amount of people planned in the estate.

I'm not against affordable housing and understand the need but you need to understand the location you plan to put it in. It makes no sense to make one in Epping which is 2
min away from this proposal, Epping will be housing another 1500 people but it makes sense to have it there as it next to the hospital, public transport and shopping centre,
Gill well road is not required and am completely against it

Can you please send me the link for the online meeting for tomorrow Monday the 18",
Thank you for your time to read my email. | hope the right decision is made for the best interest of the community

- Regards,
Hi Helen |
Trust you are well,

| wanted to provide you my feedback in regards to S50 Gillwell Rd, Lalor. There is no reason why to develop these commission homes when they are being built
1.5km away in Epping so why do we really need them so close together? The only reason | purchased my expensive home is because | did my research on
having the local footy and soccer oval, local shops and being in a friendly and safe area. By you developing these commission homes you are just increasing the
| crime rate in the area and | won't feel safe having my children play on the oval especial when these homes are across the road.



22a.

23.

24,

| You made us to believe that area will be a retirement home which we need more of. | strongly disagree with this new development and believe we have been lied

to by false advertising stating it was all going to be retirement homes, We have all paid big dollar in the area for our homes for now only o have the value
reduced.

| don't want my kids growing up in the same street as the commission homes. This has brought so much stress and anxiety not only to my family and all the
neighbours around.

| would also like to register the online forum on Monday 18" October 2021

Kind Regards,

" Hi Phil,

Trust you are well,

| wanted to provide you my feedback in regards to S50 Gillwell Rd, Lalor. There is no reason why to develop these commission homes when they are being built
1.5km away in Epping so why do we really need them so close together? The only reason | purchased my expensive home is because | did my research on
having the focal footy and soccer oval, local shops and being in a friendly and safe area. By you developing these commission homeas you are just increasing the
crime rate in the area and | won't feel safe having my children play on the oval especial when these homes are across the road.

You made us to believe that area will be a retirement home which we need more of, | strongly disagree with this new development and believe we have been lied
to by false advertising stating it was all going to be retirement homes. We have all paid big dollar in the area for our homes for now only to have the value
reduced,

| don't want my kids growing up in the same sireet as the commission homes, This has brought so much stress and anxiety not only to my family and all the
neighbours around.

| would also like to register the online forum on Monday 18™ October 2021

Kind Regards,
Subject; Development in lalor

NO

| Dear Helen,

Thank you for your reply and pointing us to the provisions of the Victoria Bag Housing Build.

This makes it quite clear to us that the proposed project is in fact not a retirement village., From this document we found, to quote; “Affordable housing is a broad term
describing housing suitable for the needs of a range of very low to moderate income households and priced (whether purchases or rented) so these households can meet their
other essential Hving costs; and Sockal Housing is an umbrella term that inchudes both public housing and community housing. 1t generally indicates housing that involves some

degree of subsidy”™.

From the above definitions/descriptions we have now the additional concern (in addition to the one cited from previous email) of the negative effact this will have on our
property and the resulting loss. A research ated by Domain has found that house prices close to these type of housing could be impacted negatively

{htrpsffwew domain.com.au/news/soclal-housing-has-dramatic-effect-on-house-prices-analysis-20160209-gmpyn //) and ours will likely be the one of those that will suffer
most based on our proxmity,




24 a.

25,

26v

27.

We are not against affordable housing; however, when we purchased our property, this was not the plan that was presented to us. | have also previously sent you a copy of
this plan. At the time of purchase, Mosaic Living Housing Estate was priced more than its neighbouring residential properties and we had to pay extra because we wanted to
be part of this community and we saw this as good investment.

We hope that you will value our concerns and pursue a proposal that is not to our disadvantage.

| Kind regards

Dear Phil and Allison,

We are writing to request clarification and to put forward concerns regarding the proposed affordable housing development. We are a resident-owner of [street number
redacted] Pinetree Crescent. We established residence in this area because prior to our purchase in 2014 this was planned as a retirement village, knowing that this will be
peaceful and quiet. Attached is a map that was presented to us on purchase of this property for your ready reference, Our question; |Is this proposed affordable housing a
retirement village?

We are also concemed that having two roads along Pinetree Crescent to service the 48 dwellings will be to our disadvantage considering that traffic along Pinetree Crescent
has already increased because of the Aged Care Facility.

It would also have been good to have received a mailed copy of the notice to make the plan more obwious to us.

We are hoping to hear from you soon.

| Kind regards,

Subject: NO COMMISSION HOUSES

Do not buikd commission houses at Lalor

| Thank you

Subject: NO

No to housing commission in lalor

' Regards,

Hi | am writing to say a big NO to affordable housing in my area.

This is definitely something that our area does not need and | am so upset at hearing about this. We definitely need more retirement homes and definitely not
affordable housing. | would never want to live near affordable housing being a single mother | would feel so unsafe and would never let my kids to enjoy the area
with affordable housing around.

| speak on behalf of the area please don't do this to us we all paid a fortune for the homes here so just let us live in peace. WE DO NOT NEED THIS IN OUR
AREA.

- Regards,
27 a.

Hi Helen,



28.

29,

| | understand what your saying but we aiready have a new retirement home built in our area and | would never want my parents or myself to live next door to

affordable housing. | live on Gillwell Road and I'm just so angry because we all paid a fortune for our homes here and this is so unfair to throw at us after we

spent the money.
I'm a single mother with a teenage daughter and this has caused so much unnecessary stress into my life, the thought of us being home alone at night or leaving
my daughter home while | work next to affordable housing is already giving me panic attacks.
Please don't allow this to happen.

Regards

| Hi Phil,

My name is [redacted] and | am a resident in the Mosaic estate. | have lived in the estate for ten years.
| just recently found out that there is a proposal planned to build a low income housing development in the estate next door to the Nursing home on 50 Gillwell road, Lalor,
| am writing this email to express my displeasure and to provide reasons as to why | am agalinst it being built.

When we first looked at buying a block in Mosaic estate Lalor we were told that there was going to be a nursing home as well as a retirement village built next door ta this in
the estate, This suited our future plans as my wife and | both have elderly parents.

There is already a plan to build 151 units only 1.5 km away in Epping so i don't see the need 1o bulld even more in such close proximity. Mosaic estate Is very family oriented
and building fow income housing will only increase the crime rate in the area. Everyone | have spoken to ks fearful for their children who at the moment roam freely in the
estate knowing we all look out for one another,

Infrastructure & already at a breaking point in the area. Edgars rd is already at its limits. We need a retirement village bullt as there Is an ageing population in Lalor.

The people in Mosaic Estate and | will fight tooth and nail until the decision to build a low income housing establishment is overturned. We have all worked hard to make the
estate a pleasurable place to live and will not stand for this to be jeopardized.

. Kind regards,

Hi Phil my name is [redacted] and | am writing to you tegardlng the commission housing being developed by Baptcare housing at Gillwell rd Lalor 3075.
As a local resident, | do not want this development to take place at this location due to the heavy traffic congestion as there are no major arterial roads close to the housing.

There are 151 units being developed 1.5 kms away in Epping and | see no reason for these commission homes to be built here,

' Kind regards
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30 a. | Dear Phil and Helen,

Please see my feedback enclosed and hopefully my personal opinion about the matter will be heard and considered.



Cheers,
[name redacted)

Homeowner — [street number redacted] Pinetree Crescent Street, Lalor 3075,

31,

32.

| Hi Phil & Helen,

We do not want commission housing in Lalor due to Increased traffic, congestion, already dense surroundings, no major arterial roads near by & whatever else it could bring in
to such a great area. There is already enough commission housing being built In the area in Epping 1.5kms away! Why would you want to build commission housing next to a
assisted living centre? Build retirement homes next to it not commission housing!

Imagine that being built in your areal

- Regards

Hi Phil and Allison

| am a resident in the community of the mosaic estate in Lalor. | am writing to express my concerns regarding the proposed housing {commission) you intend to build in my
community, When we built {bought} our family home the original planning scheme was for a retirement village for seniors. The plans for the development proposed seems
quite excessive and unnecessary. | do not oppose affordable housing but what | do oppose is a proposed mass social housing being set up on my door step. Affordable housing
should be something that Is integrated and scattered throughout the community. The people in need of these homes should be Integrated into communities and not plonked
in the one spot.

We should not be building Mass housing in one isolated area in our suburbs where families have worked hard to build their livelihoods. | stress that this proposed
development is unnecessary. affordable housing is currently under construction in New Epping. literally a couple of kms down the road,

| ask that the proposal be withdrawn and reconstdered on the grounds of concern for the local community. There are many concerned famiies in the area who are frightened
at the prospect of this development going ahead.

Grounds for withdrawal of your application:
1. Social housing or affordable housing aka commission homes should not be Combined In masses. These houses should be integrated into the community seamiessly
without obvious means to ensure the community maintains its prestige and avoids Troubled families congregating, as this allows negativity and distractions towards

those who are trying to put there lives back on track,

2. There are excessive amounts of social housing already under construction in New Epping. only 2 km down the road. its unnecessary to also bring another Precinct to
one of the most prestige zones in the suburb of Lalor.




3. Theinitial planning scheme was for a retirement village. privately owned villas for the elderly. This was on all the marketing for Mosaic and Carlingford estate. Not 3
social housing precinct. These are very different. Owners in this area have paid premiums for the land in this suburb based on original planning. If this proposal was in
the planning scheme 1 sense that the success of the sales in the area would have been quite different as would the value,

4. | can 100% uphold that if this planning scheme was positioned in the original marketing of this estate | would NOT have purchased my home here at a premium price
as would a large portion of other home awners in the estate.

To the parties involved in this proposal, | strongly oppose this proposal for social housing at 50s Gitwell Rd Lalor, Please take the time to respond to my concerns at your
earliest conventence. Please advise what this feedback means and who will recelve it and consider it & why have residents not been given ample notice about this proposal?
only a portion of the residents recetved a letter regarding the proposal. This seems sneaky and disgulsed.

It has come to the point where development of further construction in our community needs to stop, and enjoy a well-developed area.

ITIS NOT ALL ABOUT SOCIAL HOUSING:

We are currently managing a population of an estimated 23,000 in Lalor alone (this is based on 2016 census report). This entails an average crime rate of 228 per quarter
{based on 2017 stats) we assume this has close to double by now,

It also appears The soclal housing development of {508 Gillwell Road, Lalor) has further plans to develop more than the 48 allotment, this Is unclear.

Planning Is already showing cracks by not being able to cater for required car space, and assuming that a percentage will not have their own transport | | can already see issues
with off road parking. This 1o me shows no consideration towards existing residence.

WE LIVE IN AN OVER POPULATED SUBURB; WE NEED TO START TAKING INTREST IN OUR SURROUNDINGS AND GET INVOLVED

| Regards

Hello,
1 would like to register to attend the zoom call on Monday regarding the proposed development on Gilwell road, Lalor,

This proposal is so poorly thought out for this local area and you are effectively creating a ghetto. This is an area with many young families and strong sense of community.
How anyone can consider a development of this nature and excessive size being appropriate for this estate is beyond me.

- Thankyou

Hi Phil,
Thanks for the session tonight,
Please accept my vote for AGAINST the proposal of Soclal Housing on Gillwell Road Lalor.

| am a local who is invested in the estate, Who has children who go to the schools,

| Afew things concern me and are listed in bullet points:




| Regards,
' To whom it may concern,

Traffic congestion.
We currently struggle with traffic congestion at school pick up and drop off, which reaches outside of the school street, pouring out onto Pinetree Cresent. The
addition of these complexes will only worsen the matter. Extra cars, visitors ete, the Baptcare Aged Care already overflow on Pinetree Cresent, making it difficult to
drive through the thoroughfare.
Lack of facilities for establish community:
We do not have facilities for our establish community. Only half a bus route to the train station, no direct access to high schools, as our Peter Lalor shut many years
ago and s now a trade school. The area does not 2one to a local high school, and flows into Thomastown Secondary College, which already services another suburb.
It's a 20min walk to the nearest bus stop to get to Epping Plaza. We only have a little shopping strip we were initially promised a bakery and an IGA In this complex,
but the developer decided to capitalise on the residential property market and cut that plan in half. Leaving us with the bare essentials of a convienlence store for
milk and bread a kebab shop, child care and a lBundrette etc, You can imagine how the rest of the estate feels when promised plans have already been cancelled, and
once again the promise of the retirement village now cancelled to be replaced with social housing. The residents have been scarred, told to invest in the community,
at premium prices, to be robbed of the dream for moving there. The developer asked for premium prices for land, promising a premium estate. The lack of fadilities,
There are already too many residents with not enough infrastructure. We do not even enough playgrounds to service the children.
* lunderstand the value of socal housing, but the proposal of 150 properties behind costco is going ahead, the need to include more in our niche estate will just
ostracise them, and easily identified as a vulnerable person by where they live and thelr address.
e The waste collection, at 48 units x 2 every fortnight will only cause more havoc for the existing residents as Kingsway, Pinetree and Gillwell road are the way out of
the estate. | have been one to be stuck behind a garage truck on bin collection day in these types of complex, especially with a narrow street to begin with, is approx
10midns, to be fighting traffic between these housing estates and the aged care on top of this.
The schools in the area are already struggling to manage with the existing enrolments and those from vulnerable households.
House values have proven around Melbourne, that those near these complexes have their house valued less.
We are yet to have facilities to cope with the current and new homes in the estate, let alone and additional 48 units in a vulnerable complex
The estate plan may seem good on paper to Baptcare, but for the locals, this doesn't work. Baptcare should revisit investing in a retirement village as planned to allow
those old people in a large family home to be able to downsize and REMAIN in THEIR neighbourhood, so that new families can move in to their homes as Chiff said
these applicants are picking Lalor to be near their family, we need a retirement village in the area, so that our elderly can down size and retire. We need to service the
EXISITING Lalor before we bring in more people who need support.

Please ACCEPT this email for an AGAINST the proposal.

Re: housing commission development for Gillwell rd Lalor 3075,

| am a local resident and say NO to this development.

There will be increased Traffic congestion in small an already small community

There are Enough commission housing locally and Space should be used for furthers retirement housing

There will be Potential of an Undesirable community with increased potential for criminal activity locally
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| This is a Growing family estate, not fit for commission ﬁousina and not wanting families exposed to undesirable associations

| This wall largely reduce the value of our estate and property in the real estate market
. To whom it may concern,

Re: housing commission development for Gilhwell rd Lalor 3075.

| am a local resident and say NO to this development.

There will be increased Traffic congestion in small an already small community

There are Enough commission housing locally and Space should be used for further retirement housing

There will be Potential of an Undesirable community with increased potential for ciminal activity locally

This is a Growing family estate, not fit for commission housing and not wanting families exposed to undesirable assoclations

This wall largely reduce the value of our estate and property in the real estate market

' Hi Heden,

Thank you for your email.
You have stated that 38 of the 48 homes proposed are designed to accommodate single older people from Lalor with affordable housing.

Firstly, the master plan which has always been available on the Whittlesea councils website states that this land space was only ever going to be used as a retirement
village/aged care. The master plan is still current stating this,

A Retirement village and affordable commission housing are completely seperate things and can have complete opposite effects on the community,

You have mentioned that these homes will only be available to "older people™ but baptcare or the government will always have control and management over this and
therefore there is no guarantee of whom will be allocated to these homes as it will be a needs based allocation regardless of age, especially if emergency housing is required
eg domestic violence,

If many residents In our estate were made aware of future plans of commission housing then many families would have taken this into consideration and land sale costs etc
should have also been aligned,

| am now curious as to the purpose of the other 10 proposed homes that you have not mentioned. could you please confirm what these will be used for.

| have discussed these concerns with many local residents and We are all outraged and don’t understand how changes like this can be made under our noses. How can this be
justified and what is our chance of winning this petition?

_ Regards,
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39.

| Hi,

| recently heard from a resident in the area that a housing development is coming to our estate. These are my concerns:

- 48 homes is a substantial amount, having that many people that are struggling will cause issues, There should be a small progression into the community. What type
of individuals/families will there be? Will this issue crime rate? Drug use in the area?

- The initlal planning scheme was for a retirement village. This was on all the marketing for Mosaic and Carlingford estate. | paid premium for the land in this suburb
based on original planning. | doubt the sales would have been a success.

- lam concerned that the value of my home will decrease, We have already spent over for land, Some lots valued as over $600,000 which is ridiculous.
- | did not recewve a letter drop which concerns me that this process is very hush hush. There should be a greart level of transparency with residents

- trafficis already an issue on the extension of Gillwell Road, | suspect parking will also be of concern,

Why not use the land that would be useful to the community, cafes, shops, sporting facilities for adults and children.

Regards

Hello,

Please consider this my formal objection of the above development.

| was shocked to learn that you're planning to develop 48 commission houses a few doors down from my home. Who came up with the idea to put this in a quiet street? Surely
a main road would be better, Next to vulnerable people in nursing homes, young families, young children in childcare and soccer practice and elderly people that have lived in
the area for 40+ years? Also to now expect 48 cars to 48 houses is a joke, the street will become a hazard with the amount of cars, Seriously, who come up with this? Look at
the town houses on mosaic drive, There's 28 town houses and 52 car spots and the streets are still littered with cars.

| can not understand why it would be such a great idea to do this in such an established area.

This is a hazard to safety, a complete disregard to the lifestyle people want to five to when they bought in this lovely estate and a big money grab for government hand outs
that has no regard for hard working people who want to feel safe in their homes and in their estate.

- 1'm still unsure why someone would think this is a good idea? Like, what? Seriously?

No to commission housing being developed by Bapcare housing at S0sGillwell road Lalor 3075 1 vote NO

| CONSULTATION FEEDBACK

BAPTCARE AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROPOSAL
NO. 505 GILLWELL ROAD, LALOR

- Name: [redacted)




- Address: [street number redacted] Gillwell Road, Lalor
Email Address:  [redacted)
Tel, Number; [redacted)]
Date: 19 October 2021

Mosaic Estate is among the most prestigious outer northern residential areas. Blocks of land here were worth more than houses with land in the rest of Lalor or the adjoining
suburbs, We were deceived that a retirement village was going to be built on this allotment of land. The intention to build affordable dwellings was made public only a few
weeks ago which has greatly distressed the local community. This is a beautifully designed housing estate of quality homes with landscaped gardens, Mosaic residents are hard
working parents who want to ralse thelr families in a safe and pleasant environment.

The proposed crowding of dwellings will be in complete contrast to the open space design of the housing estate and ruin the quality of life for Mosaic residents. Concentrating
a huge number of people in a small area will inevitably cause problems in terms of safety, traffic congestion, parking availability and pollution,

The current pandemic has shown that densely populated housing complexes pose a risk to the spread of Covid -19, as they have quickly turned into hot spots. | am concerned
about future outbreaks of this virus or new viruses in a crowded complex within meters of other houses and a residential aged care facility.

Large concentration of residents in a single area results in increased crime rates, dangerous behavior and violence. This will make our homes and streets less safe, which will
increase our house and cars’ insurance premivms and devalue our homes. The estate developer’s guidelines encouraged open plan front yards, which have added to Mosaic's
appeal. We would have to replace them with high fences and security gates,

Higher volume of traffic will pose additional danger on the road for motorists and pedestrians. These dwellings will have no garages and only a single parking spot. There is
already a lack of parking spaces on Gilhwell Road and Pinetree Crescent. Even now, we often have our driveways obstructed by parked cars and have to park away from our
houses when all nearby spots are taken. Where will the affordable housing residents park the second or third car of the household members? What about their visitors? Some
of the residents will be vulnerable, requiring case managers and other support workers. Where will they park?

From an enmvironmental point of view, fumes and traffic pollution decrease the air quality and residents’ general health, which will be further impacted by increased noise and
littering,

During our conversations many neighbors have indicated that if the proposal was to go ahead, they'll seriously consider selling thelr homes. Mosaic estate will see an exodus
of its adversely affected residents. Having to leave our homes that we have built with so much love and care and in which we have invested our lifetime savings is tragic, It will
be a challenge to sell our homes and we will lose a lot on the sale of our houses, as not many people will be willing to pay a good price for a property next to a jungle of
“affordable dwellings” and all the mentioned implications of having them in one's neighborhood.

We respect everyone's right to a stable accommaodation, but this location is not even suitable for the purpose. There is not a single supermarket in the area, no chemist or
other amenities and it's a several kilometre distance to a train station,

Why ruin the quality of life and devalue the homes of hardworking residents?

- I vehemently oppose this proposal.

No, for the commission housing in Lalor Would be better idea if we have retirement village in the area plus there is more than 150 commission houses built in
Epping no point to make the area more busy with traffic and more nolsy cars around There's no much roads around.

| Retirement houses much better and less trouble in the area



41.

"Dear sir

My husband and | live at [street number redacted] Lomond Crt Lalor 3075.

Merle Parker and Robert Parker reside and own house at above address.

| wish to point out that as we only have one way out of court onto Pinetree Crescent we will find extremely difficult to go out onto this road because of the already
traffic which will be made much worse if new houses are built as there is not enough arterial roads for the new housing people to get out of their area except via
Pinetree crescent and/or Barry Rd at other end but mostly people going to Pacific Epping and Costco And station will be using Pinetree crescent much more and
more congestion on Kingsway Drive and near the school in that street.

The same goes for other houses along Pinetree crescent as a lot of them are Courts.

We strongly object to this proposal,

- Yours faithfully

Dear Helen,

| am a resident in the community of the mosalc estate in Lalor. | am writing to you to express my concerns regarding the proposed housing commission you intend to build in
my community, When i built my family home the original planning scheme was for a retirement village for seniors. The plans for the development proposed seems quite
excessive and unnecessary. | do not oppose affordable housing but what | do oppose is a proposed ghetto being set up on my door step, Affordable housing should be
something that Is integrated and scattered throughout the community. The people in need of these homes should be integrated into communities and not plonked in the one
spot.

We should not be building Ghettos in our suburbs where families have worked hard to build their livelihoods. | stress that this proposed development is unessesary. affordable
housing is currently under construction in New Epping. literally a couple of kms down the road.

| ask that the proposal be withdrawn and reconsidered on the grounds of concern for the local community. There are many concerned families in the area who are frightened
at the prospect of this development going ahead

Grounds for withdrawal of your application:

1. Social housing or affordable housing aka commission homes should not be Ghettos in our suburbs. These houses should be integrated into the community seamlessly
without obvious means to ensure the community maintains its prestige and avolds Ghettos being formed.

2, There are excessive amounts of social housing already under construction in New Epping, only 2 km down the road. its unnecessary to also bring another Precinct to
one of the most prestige zones in the suburb of Lalor.

3. The initial planning scheme was for a retirement village. privately owned villas for the elderly. This was on all the marketing for Mosaic and Carlingford estate. Not a
social housing precinct. These are very different. Owners in this area have paid premiums for the land in this suburb based on original planning. If this proposal was in
the planning scheme 1 sense that the success of the sales in the area would have been quite different as would the value,

4. | can 100% uphold that it this planning scheme was positioned in the orginal marketing of this estate i would NOT have purchased my home here at a premium peice
as would a large portion of other home owners in the estate.



T T'Iélen, I strong]v oppose this ptoposalifiot social housing at 50s Gilwell Rd Lalor, Please take the time to respond to my concerns at your earliest convenience. Please advise

what this feedback means and who will receive it and consider it & why have residents not been given ample notice about this proposal? In my Street only a portion of the
residents received a letter regarding the proposal, This seems sneaky and disguised,

- Sincerely

Hi there,

| saw that we can provide feedback to this email address regarding the proposed affordable housing in Lalor mosaic estate.

After paying over a million dollars with stamp duty for my property and also a local business owner | am concerned what the proposed housing estate will do to the property
prices and safety in this area as | have previously lived not to far from these houses in the past and wouldn't have considered purchasing a property near these estates. Nor
would other home buyers.

Also the proposed area s placed between an aged care facility and the local soccer dub where children frequently visit.

Itis also in one of the main roads entering the estate and will not be very appealing/ welcoming to perspective buyers or visitors to the area,

From my experience | haven't yet seen an affordable housing area where the gardens and homes are maintained, | am not suggesting everyone who requires affordable
housing is a bad person however, | feel that this kind housing always portrays a negative image on the surrounding area especially when the proposal ks for 48 dwellings.
Feel free to contact me on [phone number redactad|

' Hey there

Please noooo we dont want commission housing in lalor..

Thnku

| Hi Helen,

I'm emaifing to you about commission homes built in my street,

| don't agree with Baptcare building commission homes _doing so it will devalue our homes / property in selling in the future. Not only that depending on the
people in it can make the area look untidy/ messy looking We need mere retirement villages as they had proposed in the beginning. Happy with having a nursing
home near by.

- Hopefully we can stop them going through with it

Hello Phil & Helen,

My husband and | are writing to you in regards to the Baptcare Affordable Housing Proposal
[redacted name]

[redacted street number] St Naum Terrace, Lalor VIC 3075

[redacted emall)

Redacted phone number|

We are local residents who live in St Naum Terrace (street opposite the development site) and have been living in the Mosaic estate for the last 8 years. Our estate is currently
a very family oriented community that we are very happy to be a parnt of and have grave concerns about how this housing development will affect our community.

Please see the following reasons why:
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 Regards,

1. We purchased in this estate based on the information given in regards to future development in this area. That being a nursing home and retirement village. We are a
hard working young family and now have great concern that the property value in our area will largely decrease the value of our homes due to this development
going ahead.

2. Pinetree Crescent Is currently a very dangerous street, not only to drive on but to cross the road with our children on bikes or even walking. This is due to the amount
of cars that park on both sides of the road, that being both current residents and those from the nursing home. The lack of car spaces in the plans will then further
increase this problem and make it more unsafe for our young children,

3. The amount of housing that is in the proposal in one concentrated area, Is too much for the suburb. Our suburb is very developed and full, this wilf only over populate
the community.

4, Just down the road in Epping's new estate ‘Riverlee’ there will already be 151 apartments for social housing and another complex in Wollert. These should be spread
out over a larger area.

5. Plans are inconsistent after further looking into this proposal.
This is confirmation that we are totally against this development.

We would like to be a part of the upcoming meeting that will be held on the 18th of October. Could you please send us the details.

Hi,
| am one of the resident living on Gillwell Road and i strongly oppose the idea of commission housing getting build on 50s Gillwell Road Lalor.
This Is a very peaceful area and this project will impact the value of this estate and can have impact on our safety.

There are 151 units being developed 1.5 away in epping. This definitely is not required.

Thanks
Nav

| Attn Phil Gleeson & Helen Allison

| am writing regarding the current town planning application being advertised at No, 50s Gillwell Road, Lalor,

After rewiewing all documentation, | have concerns that the proposed development is an over development and does not fit in with the nesghbourhood character of the estate.
The development is visually bulky and fails to provide enough garden area. The development does not demonstrate an integrated approach to social housing within the
community (Proposed social housing defined to one area within the entire estate).

A successful integrated outcome would be to reduce the overall development and provide a 33% mix for retirement living as per the previously approved permit, 33% mix of
social housing and 33% mix of privately owned dwellings. This will provide a greater sense of community one that integrates all status of people and will contribute to the
thriving commaunity that is present within the estate.

Please find below my concernsf/objections:




1. The proposed development does not meet the minimum garden area of 35% and is an over development. There is no plan showing how the garden area has been
calculated. Hatched landscaped areas on the Architectural plans are under 1m and it is unclear if these have been calculated as part of the 35% garden area.




How does the amendment address any environmental, social and economic offects?
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2. With the Architectural plans the development summary states that 60% of the site is developed and 60% of the site allows for deep soil. This does not add up if the
garden area is under 35%
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3. A minimum 25sgm of private open space is not provided to each dwelling on ground floor and does not allow sufficient space for all services and storage within these
spaces.

4. The private open spaces that are under 25sqm are mostly covered by the balconies above and will be shaded for majority of the day.

5. There is not enough space for a medium canopy tree to grow within the private open spaces under 25sqm without shading the clothes line.

6. Storage units accessible from the street can easily be broken into and pose a security risk. The storage units will be more secure within the residence private open space.

6. Storage units accessible from the street can easily be broken into and pose a security risk. The storage units will be more secure within the residence private open space.
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7. Setbacks of the dwellings facing Gillwell road do not reflect the existing neighbourhood character of 4+ meters. The dimension of 2734mm is not taken from the corner
of the building the true setback would be less than 1000mm
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8. All dwellings facing Gillwell road have clothes lines within the front setbacks, which does not fit within the neighbourhood character

6.7. ENVIRONMENTALLY SUSTAINABLE DESIGN

A Bustainabdlity Managemant Plan bhas been prepared by Ensrgy Watar and Environment (EWE]),
demonstrating compiiance with ESD requirements and meeting Industry Benchmarks, in particular

= Al dwellings have been designed to achleve a minimum individeal compliance of 7.5 Slars under the
Mational House Energy Rafing Scheme (NatHERS), impiementing high-pedormance glazing and
insulation measures.

= Al dwallngs will meal the Green Star Homees (Sell Cerlification) standards.

Al dwellings will be installad with waler resiliend appliances, achieving minimum WELS ralings.

= A Minimum 5.5kW [total) solar PY system will be installed per dwelling.

= Daylight largels of 1% daylight factor are achieved for over 2%% of the room area for 6% of living areas.

Faor further detalls on proposed sustainabdity measures, please refer io the report prepared by Energy Water
and Environmant (EWE), dated 16 Seplambar 2021.

9. A minimum of 5.5kw to be installed per dwelling is a great outcome however, with the average size of a solar panel being around 1.7m x 1m and in order to achieve
5.5kw of solar, approximately 24.8 - 27sqm (14-16 panels) of roof space is required. The Architectural drawings do not demonstrate how all these panels will fit as the
dwellings along Gillwell road provide two dwellings under the same roof.

If a minimum of 5.5kw of solar cannot be installed per dwelling this would greatly reduce the dwellings overall energy rating and | question whether these dwelling will
meet the 7.5 stars as outlined in the provided report.



10. The proposed landscape plan does not provide enough details on the mature height and canopies of the trees proposed.

The medium sized trees proposed in dwellings with less than 25sqm private open spaces may not be able to grow or will provide constant shade over the proposed cloths
lines

r— P il e R T
11. Reduced setback to Gillwell road & Pinetree Crescent does not provide enough landscaping opportunity that is prevalent within the estate.

12. The overall 2 story built form massing is excessive along Gillwell road and does not provide varied single storey built form breaks that are prevalent.
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" Hi Phil,

112.71h,86.97t/datan!3m6!1e113mdl1sp2eSIX7xzIlBuFGopM75HAI2£017i1638418i8192

| have a couple of concerns with the housing proposal.

1. Iwould like to know who will be servicing the new road within the complex? [Council)

2. There will be a major increase in road traffic which already impacts us. Not 1o mention notse. The speed hump in front of 44 gillwell rd is a problem. Whenever a bus,
truck or car going faster than usual goes over the bump all the houses in that area get ground movement and thelr houses shake. The residents have told me they get
waoken up by it, Having more traffic will have a further impact to this problem, | have contacted council about it but they have done nothing. We would apprecate it if
this gets looked inta. All the residents are concerned it will damage their homes foundations in the long term.

3. Imwanting 1o know when you're looking into starting to build this project?

4, What happens if we get damage to our homes caused by the build? Will there be any sort of compensation?

5. A huge population growth in a small area.

Looking forward to responses.
[name redacted]

[street number redacted] Cambala av lalor

Attn Phil Gleeson & Helen Allison

| am writing regarding the current town planning application being advertised at No. 50s Gillwell Road, Lalor, After reviewing all documentation, | have concerns
that the proposed development is an over development and does not fit in with the neighbourhood character of the estate. The development is visually bulky and
fails to provide enough garden area, The development does not demonstrate an integrated approach to social housing within the community (Proposed social
housing defined to one area within the entire estate). A successful integrated outcome would be to reduce the overall development and provide a 33% mix for
retirement fiving as per the previously approved permit, 33% mix of social housing and 33% mix of privately owned dwellings. This will provide a greater sense of
community one that integrates all status of people and will contribute to the thriving community that is present within the estate.
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Please find attached a pdf of my concerns relating to the proposed development,

' Kind Regards,

Good Afternoon,
| am writing this email in regards to the proposed development of commission housing within the Mosaic and Carlingford Estate of Lalor VIC 3075, | would ke to

express strongly and believe if this development were to go ahead, it will cause much pain for the existing community. The current Baptcare - age care home will
also be affected as it will cause much ftraffic, congestion and disruption within the larger community. Currently many families within the community are discussing

the proposed development and all are against the idea.
| hope you take our concerns and responses seriously and have a change of heart to the current proposal.
Sincerely,

[name redacted]
Resident Of Mosaic Living Estate

' Lalor VIC 3075

To Whom It may concern
| am writing to you in regards to the above mentioned development, as a concerned resident and | believe | can speak for many others. | will get to the point to
make your reading short.

Al this point you are seeking feedback on your efforts to build 43 social housing units, firstly this ks misleading as there are plans to bulld a further 83 social
housing units. Going off your plans it shows the first part at 53 units and further 83 that are not disclosed, which brings a total of 135 units,

In the meantime further development of this land was listed as an expansion of aged care housing. This was publicly listed for many years whilst many housing
developments were still in progress, and | along with many others were told and had the right to know we were investing in a prestigious part of lalor, as we were
advised social housing is not part of the new lalor development.

| have no objection to helping people in need and hard times, this can be done by spreading out social housing, and if you asked me would be much beneficial to
some families escaping a past and not congregating with troubled families and people as you are planning to house them in the one cramped location, this is
only a fraction of the reason. Not forgetting the social housing development in progress only 1.5km away.

The traffic report is based on 43 units not the further 83 units intended for the near future, again this is misleading to other governing bodies.
Excuse my ignorance it appears many efforts were made to get to this planning stage, by misinforming councils, governing bodies and most importantly the local

people,

Although my say may not make an impact, | ask you to reconsider this development as me and many others are looking into this matter further and other
governing bodies.
Please take the time to visit the petition and peoples concerns,

| https /Awww change org/Stop-bapicare-social-housing-lalor

New petition to you: stop the housing development of 505 Gillwell Road, Lalor

| hitps liwww_change org/Stop-bapicare-social-housing-lalor
Hi



| have just seen this advertised on the local Fbook page and was wondering why this has not been communicated with all residents in the local area. 1 live on Pelister Fairway
which is very close to the proposed site, | would not have know about it hadn't it been for someone else sharing on Fbook.

My questions are:

1. Is this Commission housing ? Or affordable housing for retired people?

2. Has this been approved for construction?

3. What is another proposal you have with this location?

As a home owner in this area | am happy for a retirement complex to go ahead ans expand but there is a difference between retirement complex and commission homes.

It was my understanding when | built my home in the area that there would be a retirement complex but there was no mention of commission or affordable housing. Surely
as a community we would have a say in the matter? Esp when the value of our homes will decrease.

They are already building affordable housing in epping which is down the road | do not think it is necessary in our area.
Why not use the space to enhance your facility for the people living within your organisation?
Please be advised that the community will be taking this forward and making a stand against any commission homes if this is in deed your plan.

Kind regards
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URB'S AT7 mmslg#txlto
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| CONSULTATION FEEDBACK FORM
BAPTCARE AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROPOSAL
NO. 505 GILLWELL ROAD, LALOR

Wpomany Nove. pour SOlamssvt Wil De nciaded i @ feedbach mpast which is regqueed by
Homes Viciane 1o be maos publcly avaabie fakonyig a devasin an e agosa)
Neome

[ Addeess

.bmlal Mm-om
[ Ems Addmes
[ Tetechone Nuvber

| Flease u'u.!)u;.x_aim.l.n.)- o he proponss

Mosac, Lalor 1s @ mew housing estate within an old suburb and the peesexising mbrastructurs
schocls and avadlabie serdoes are curmenty sirelched 1o capadty

The propased 42 hgh cerslty dweling woukd add further sirain and are not sustainabie sihn
the exsting nrasruviure and avaliable services.

| understand and ackndwiedge the need for alfordabie howsing but this need s addressed
with the Riveriea development

The Riverkee atiordabie housing davelopment, sucunded by 2 main roads is within 1.5km
fom the proposed Bapicas Affordiable Housing and will offer 500 ioanbouses and 1500
spariments

Adaitiona afordable housing (Baptcare Aftordable Howsing) is not requined within 1.5km
of Riveries.

How will YU 09 ATHCEE by [he Croposs

- Locy Rands will ba congastad with acditionsl vehicles and acceds 10 Mossic asiye in Lyor
N parbcuar Compeomised

- ACO¥ss and avadabiity 10 oeai publc schodlts mded. Claas si2es incieased with
poterbal for leaming compromsed.

- Laas Actass 1o peivats and putic sanioas in the lncal ares

« Addtonal Aflordable Housing not reguired with Riveriee Affordable Housng opering under
15m wVay

Signstune: Datn

Subject: No to house commission
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} We do not want this to proceed because there are far too many cars on road as is we need more children play centres for all the kids in the area to play and
. enjoy outdoors not housing

| am a resident in the community of the mosaic estate in Lalor. | am writing 1o express my concerns regarding the proposed housing {commission) you intend to build in my
community. When | purchased my property the original planning scheme was for a retirement village for seniors. The plans for the development proposed seems quite
excessive and unnecessary. | do not oppose affordable housing but what | do oppose is a proposed mass soclal housing being set up on my door step. Affordable housing
should be something that is integrated and scattered throughout the community, The people in need of these homes should be integrated into communities and not plonked
in the one spot,

There will also be 1500 afferdable housing options built only 1.5km up the street therefore | stress that this proposed development is unnecessary with a range of affordable
housing currently under construction in New Epping. literally a couple of kms down the road.

| ask that the proposal be withdrawn and reconsidered on the grounds of concern for the local community. There are many concerned families in the area who are frightened
at the prospect of this development going ahead.

Grounds for withdrawal of your application:

1. Social housing or affordable housing aka commission homes should not be Combined in masses. These houses should be integrated into the community seamlessly without
obvious means to ensure the community maintains its prestige and avoids Troubled families congregating, as this allows negativity and distractions towards those who are
trying to put there lives back on track.

2. There are excessive amounts of social housing already under construction in New Epping. only 1.5 km down the road. its unnecessary to also bring another Precinct to one
of the most prestige zones in the suburb of Lalor,

To the parties involved in this proposal, | strongly oppose this proposal for social housing at 50s Gilwell Rd Lalor, Please take the time to respond to my concerns at your
earliest convenience. Please advise what this feedback means and who will receive it and consider it & why have residents not been given ample notice about this proposal?
only a portion of the residents received a letter regarding the proposal. This seems sneaky and disguised.

Planning is already showing cracks by not being able to cater for required car space, and assuming that a percentage will not have thelr own transport | | can already see issues
with off road parking. This to me shows no consideration towards existing residence. But even more concerning is the parking on Gilwell road in the middle of the day on the
street is already busy in the middle of the day. Excess cars could cause issues for larger emergency services vehicles being able to gain access to the nursing home, which sadly
| see there regularly.

THIS IS NOT ABOUT AFFORDABLE HOUSING. WE LIVE IN AN OVER POPULATED SUBURB.

Regards

| Hi there,
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I'm writing to you in regards to the Baptcare Affordable Housing plans, myself and my wife wish to object to these plans. We are a young family and are very concerned about
having commission homes so close to us. We were told this would be a retirement village, Why and how have the plans changed? And why weren't we consulted? We live
700ms away and did not receive a letter.

- Thanks

Subject: NO COMMISSION HOUSES

May u please not build houses there thanks

| Subject: NO COMMISSION HOUSES,

We don't want that i

| Subject: Commission house
' No

No to commission homes an gillwell road Lalor. We don't want commission homes here. It's a small estate with narrow roads. We don't want more traffic congestion and
population growth and besides thomastown and Lalor have become high rental areas attracting people with affordable rent. Our community has done enough to help people
who are struggling. Build them elsewhere,

| Att Phil Gleeson,

| would like to register with your company a “no” from us to develop commission housing at 50s Gillwell Road, Lalor.

The following reasons below are listed to support our decision

1. Additional traffic and congestion will be around the roads where it will create unsafe roads for a estate that predominately the demograph is family with young
?igroe;ajor arterial roads close to the housing 3. Devalue our current home and estate 4. As we live across from the retirement homes, many potential residents
have knocked on our door wanting a spot in the retirement home. Why are we not creating more homes for these people

Kindly reconsider your position and listen to the people of the estate,

Kind Regards,

' To whom it may concern

Firstly | would like to express my utter disappointment in the way the council and Baptcare have gone about trying to hide the fact that affordable houses are
bringing propesed to be built. As a resident of the Estate, | believe that all househelds in the area should have been properly informed about the propesal just as
we were when the nursing home was being built, as this was regularly advertised for many months prior.

| am all for the council and government to purchase or build affordable houses for people who are in need as they are vital and necessary for al-risk people and
famifies. However, | do net support the build of 48 affordable housing in one space, Criginally when we bought our land we were told that 50 Gillwell Rd wouid
have a nursing home and retirement village. Due to a large number of elderly people in this area | thought that this would be very beneficial. With the elderly
people fiving there they would be able to walk and access buses to get around.



| Yet with lots of younger peopie living in the affordable houses, there will be a huge increase of cars driving to work. school and daily living. With the constant
amount of houses in this area, there has already been a large number of traffic issues. This will then be escalated with the additional affordable houses. Also as
there are no other major arterial roads close to the Estate it will mean further traffic on small suburban roads.

. Please reconsider this proposal.
Feedback on the proposal:

Since we purchased across the road from the proposed site, the vacant land has always been advertised and promoted as aged care and caring for the elderly.
Prior to purchasing as part of my research | called the City of Whittlesea and asked what the planning permits were for the site. | was advised by town planning
that the original proposal had an aged care facility on the vacant land, however that was changed and the facility was built where it currently stands today, with
the vacant land in question listed as future aged care refirement living. What you and the developers are proposing dees, by no means, resembles or addresses
that criteria. After having downloaded the proposal for this area from the Baptcare website and reading the criteria this will not be available for the elderly retiring
residents. The website also makes mention to social housing, which | don't believe that is what you have proposed, is appropriate for this area or appropriately
constructed and positioned next to an aged care facility. We often see residents and their carers walking along Pinetree Crescent and | don't feel this is safe or in
the best interests for them.

Traffic will be impacted by your proposal. By adding 48 dwellings this significantly increases the traffic on a residential road which at certain times during the day
is quite busy. There are no traffic lights at the intersection of Gillwell Road/Pinetree Crescent/Mosaic Drive. With only a roundabout this poses as a high traffic
congestion, high risk intersection which impacts all residents and makes it very difficult for the residential houses along Pinetree Crescent to enter and leave from
their driveways.

During the online forum you advised that a traffic survey and report was conducted. How can an appropriate and most concise report be prepared by qualified
consultants who support your proposal, if it was conducted during a period where Victoria is in lockdown. The flow of traffic along Pinetree and Gillwell Road
would not be anywhere near the volume if people were not ordered under current emergency provisions. More importantly children were not at school.
Remote/home learning 'was in place therefore there would have been no school traffic at all. | don't believe the traffic report is at all reflective of the volumes
during a normal day and gquestion their viable recommendations based on the current restrictions.

The proposal has 48 units/townhouses planned, which will € only takes up half of the land at the site will ultimately means there will be more to come. This is of
great concern and will also add to the point around traffic mentioned earlier. During the online forum we were told that there would be no further plans to build
additional social housing on the remainder of the site. We were also told that it was not economically/financially viable to bulld retirement homes. If Baptcare is
true as a not-for-profit organisation wouldn't a retirement village be in the best interests for the people they serve a purpese to?

We were also told that at this stage there are no plans at all for the site. 48 dwellings In the current proposal plus “plans for the remaining site” to be determined
creates a need to understand the development for the entire site which ultimately impacts the resikients of the estate,

All the residents are of the view that there was a lot responses made verbally but not supported with evidence or clarity, which begs the guestion in time as to
what else may be come of the site without transparency or meaningful consultation.

| understand that this development is allowed under the planning guidelines however it is not fair and is unjust to those who have bought in this area when they
were provided with the information that had been submitted to Council that this development would be for a retirement village. When the estate was being
developed, the developer also provided advice to families buying land in the estate what was planned for the site. This is a great deviation from what was
advised.

Also, during the online forum the representative from Baptcare advised that the site is in close proximity to amenities, shopping compiex and public fransport.
This is definitely not the case. The shops at Mosaic Village consist of a gym, convenience store, laundrette, child care and three take-away food stores. The only
form of public transport is one bus stop on Gillwell Road, The closest train station which is not in walking distance is Lalor train station. Therefore this does not



demonstrate that appropriate research has been undertaken to determine that this is the appropriate location for affordable housing, especially in comparison to
the site at Epping which has bus stops, Epping train station, Pacific Epping shopping centre, hospital and direct access to major arterial roads and freeways.

I do agree that the disadvantaged need to be supported but this estate is not the appropriate area. Epping is currently developing an area of affordable living
being constructed so | am unsure why we require it here also. There are more than 151 units proposed for the Epping site which is only 1.5km away.
This type of development brings crime and we do not feel that in a young community this is fair.

Affected by the proposal:

As mentioned in the feedback section we purchased our ‘dream family home’ early last year and prior to purchasing we made sure to look into what was being
proposed for the vacant land across the road. We contacted Whittlesea Council who informed us the vacant land was for a retirement village. What you are
proposed is definitely not this! Your proposal has made us extremely anxious, worried and angry as we would not have purchased the home if we were aware of
this proposal. Homes in this estate are sold in excess of $900,000 with the larger homes in excess of $1 million. Valuations are our homes are based on what is
currently built and its surroundings, to potentially be living across the road from affordable housing which is ultimately privately-run commission housing this
brings a significant impact to the valuation of our homes. This then impacts if families anticipate to sell and people looking to purchase. With our home being
directly in front of the proposal we believe the value our of home will dramatically decrease if we ever came to a point where we need to sell.

We were attracted to living in this community as it consists of young families and nearby facilities that allowed our children to enjoy as they are growing up. This
makes me guestion why you would feel that this proposal is right for this area. | am extremely concerned for the safety of our young children in the area. There
are two bus stops directly in front of your proposal which many school children use and which my children will be using in the years to come. This is now a need
to be concerned of their safety.

The newly proposed “U shaped” street will meet directly with my driveway. It is already difficult on some days to reverse out of my driveway due to oncoming
traffic and the roundabout at the multiple intersection. With 48 townhouses and units being built this will bring a higher with it more traffic which will make our
quiet area very busy and will impact street parking which is already impacted due to the nursing home on some days. As mentioned this is only the first stage of
the development on the site! The traffic report on the website identifies traffic at the proposed number of housing being currently built however there is land that
will not be touched which means there will be more to come. This is of a major concern! A retirement village does not bring with it a high number of traffic
because of the age of the residents.
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To whom that may concern,

| am writing to you regarding the Commission Housing being developed by Baptcare Housing at 50s Gilwell Road Lalor 3075. Our family as well as many other families in this
area very strongly disgree with this development and do not want this development for many reasons. There will be major issues with traffic, congestion and density since
there are no major aterial roads close to the housing. This will immensily affect a lot of families in thedr daily lives. This area have many working families, it would create majos



issues for parents taking their children to school and he?dins to work. Please consider all the people of the community that will be impacted by this dewTopmonl. There are
more than 151 units and more to come being developed 1.5km away in Epping, so why do we really need this? if anything, we need more retirement homes not commission
housing, Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter,

www change.org/Stop-haptcare-social-housing-falor

" To Whom it May Concern,
It has been really devastating to find out that there will be houses developed in an area where we were promised there would be a retirement village. We made the decision 8

years ago to invest and build our dream family home where we could raise our children in a quiet, peaceful pocket of Lalor. We only made the decision after carefully
researching and going through development plans of the area, where it was clearly stated that there would be a retirement village.

We are profusely AGAINST this development of houses and we believe that this is totally unfair and unjust,

We have been happlly ving and raising our family in St Naum Terrace, which is directly opposite Pinetree Crst and we would be highly impacted if the development of these
atroclous houses go ahead. Our children enjoy riding their bikes and scooters up and down our family orlented quiet street trouble-free. Our family would be deeply affected
with the amount of traffic that this supposed development could bring.

Just to state again, | am extremely AGAINST any development of houses on the clearly stated area that was meant to be a retirement village.

your Sincerely,

[name redacted]
| Resident of St Naum Terrace
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Dear Urbis, e
Please note that this email is also being sent to my local MP, Bronwyn Halfpenny.
This is a response to the Baptcare Affordable Housing Proposal letter dated 29 September 2021,

| will note that | did not receive this proposal letter, rather my father happened upon a small board with a "notice of an application for planning consent”, on the corner of
Giliwell Road, whilst an a walk. This came as a major shock to my family, who had been told that this site, not 100 meters from our home, was being prepared for a large Aged
Care facility. We have received no information at all regarding a change to this plan,

Upon seeing this notice, | contacted my nelghbours to advise them. Most were unaware and furlous to hear this, however one neighbour, whose English is extremely limited,
stated that he had recelved a package with information from Urbis, which he stated he didn’t really understand so he had put aside.

From what | gather in this package, Urbis expected this neighbour to further disseminate this information to his neighbours, this being the reasoning for not providing this to
every single household in the immediate area, This expectation is absurd, especially given that many residents here are first generation migrants who do not speak English well

or at all, and during a pandemic lockdown no less. It would not be lawful for these residents to go door-to-door to spread this information, and | find it very disturbing that




anyone would have made the decision to send out information for residents to comment on, in this way. I'm unsure if this was done purposefully to dramatically limit the
feedback submissions from residents. No reasonable individual would consider this approach “community consultation”, to use the wording in your literature.

An explanation here is expected.

| note that this matter has pushed one resident to create an online petition, which has attracted almost 1,000 signatures from residents. The themes in the comments are
consistent,

Many residents, including myself, do support soctal howsing, however this needs to be spread through the community, not all clumped together In one location as is being
proposed. Realistically speaking, due to the low scdoeconomic status of maost of these households, they are assodiated with higher levels of crime, as is evident in
metropolitan Melbourne where social housing is clumped together. As such, residents are rightly concerned for their safety and the affect this will have on the family-friendly
vibe of our area, Further to this, needless to say, large social housing estates such as the one proposed can only negatively affect the value of the surrounding real estate.

| note that none of this has been addressed in any of the literature you have provided. Additionally, to state that this is will help our economy after the impact of COVID-19
seems a stretch, and no attempt has been made to elaborate on this point, any further than insinuating that more residents means more jobs, One could argue that 48
households spread throughout the suburb will have the same economic impact as 48 households clumped together, though without all the negatives stated above

| can state without any exaggeration that if you were to visit all surrounding residents and ask for their opinion on this proposal, not a single one would support it. Many
residents who | have contacted are keen to contact the media regarding the manner this proposal was communicated, and the lack of care given to residents for a matter that
could potentially majorly impact their lives,

68.  Towhom it may concern

Please do not build these commission Housing at Giflwell Road Lalor it will be disruptive to our quiet community and too much congestion we have already got a community
i centre and shops across the road adding the housing to the estate it will make it way too busy
69. | Goof afternoon,

| am the resident of [street number redacted] Gillwell Road Lalor 2075 and | strongly oppose this proposal,
Please see reasons as to why outlined below.
I, Congestion

Already Gillwell Road and Pinetree Crescent are congested. Cars are constantly double parked and you cant get though. Traffic then spills out onto Gillwell Road.
With the additional housing there wont be ample parking for the development and the housing around it.

2. Density
The number of units proposed s way too much. The Mosaic Estate is predominantly single dwellings. The roads are considered as back street and don’t have the capacity to

deal with extra traffic as there is one road out of the estate. The streets are not wide enough for 2 way traffic as it stands and to have the extra deasity in the area will only add
to this.

3. Property Value
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This will dramatically reduce the value of our properties especialty mine being so close to the development. We specifically purchased our home because of the Mosaic
Masterplan which stated that there will be a retirement village in this position not commission housing.

Nowhere in the original master plan did it indicate that commission housing will be bulld. If we had known this, we would not have purchased our property.
It is unfair to those of us that have paid over a million doflars.

As | understand it, there are further proposals being made for affordable housing ln Epping which ks only a kilometre away so I'm unsure as to how necessary this development
is. We need more aged care not commission housing.

After researching Baptcare, | am unsure as to why they would propose this idea, they are meant to be providing services for aged care, in home care and support for mental
health.

If this proposal is submitted to Whittlesea Council, | will be strongly opposing It.

Regards

' Dear Phi,

| am against the proposed commission housing development due to the following concems:

- Increased traffic around the neighbourhood

- congestion around the suburb

- lack of major arterial roads to facilitate with the increase in population on the roads
- local area and age demographic require retirement village

| Regards,

Hi,
| have recelved the letter you have posted. And | support for retirement homes not commission houses.

| do not want commission houses due to the issues with traffic, congestion, density and that there are no major arterial roads close to housing. There are more than 151 units
being developed in Epping so why do we really need this. We need more retirement homes not housing,

Regards

" Hi Helen,

Thank you for your time last week discussing this matter - however after reviewing the information | regret that my initial reservations / concerns on the proposal
have not been alleviated,

My biggest criticism of the plan is the idea of grouping so much social housing together in a single cluster, and the negative impacts this could have on the area

- as a whole. As a concerned resident | don't feel this issue is being adequately addressed, with the proposal appearing to put profits / personal interests ahead of
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| the area's well being (dressed up in a positive political message). No one dispute’s the need for more social housing, however there are much more sustainable

ways to achieve this by integrating it throughout the community rather than clustering it together in a single location.

| would also like to point out the lack of infrastructure around the Mosalc area, with limited public transport options, supermarkets and other amenities all being a
considerable distance away. This type of development is better suited to locations cleser to the train line which are usually already established - such as around
the Epping Plaza / High Street area where there are already significant social housing developments underway.

The original retirement village expansion was a much more suitable option for this area, and | am disappointed that this plan appears to have been changed. |
hope a more balanced solution can be achieved ff this proposal s to proceed.

- Kind regards

Hi Helen,

We have resided in the area for 8 years and would like to submit the following feedback for the proposed Baptcare Affordable Housing project in Mosaic Estate
Lalor,

Although we believe that everyone should have safe and affordable housing, we just don't think this development will work in our small pocket of Lalor for the
following reasons:

1. Limited amenities around this side of Lalor. There are a few lakeaway shops and a convenience store within walking distance and only a bus as means of
public transport. Not ideal for the elderly, vulnerable or low income families who may not drive, There are already other public housing projects underway in
Epping and Wollert much closer to shopping centres, trains etc.

2. The street proposed as main entry to the homes is Pinetree Crescent which is quite narrow and is afready congested, especially during school times.

3. Social Housing for so many people In one area like this may create stigma. Social housing should be spread throughout communities for residents to blend in
and feel like they truly belong. Having social housing set up like this may increase crime in community.

This development will affect us as social housing in close proximity can significantly decrease the value of our home. We were told this was to be a retirement

 village before we bought our land and built our home here. We feel mislead and very anxious.

NO!!II Really don't want commission housing on Gillwell Rd because there is already way to much traffic on this road as it is! Have been a resident on Gillwell

' Road for 32 years & the traffic has become too much already since the new estate got developed! It takes ages to get out of my own driveway as it is! Thanks /&

| am writing to you in regards to proposed Baptcare's Affordable Housing development at number 50s Glllwell Lalor. | am a concerned resident who can speak for other local
residents in close proximity to the proposed development. The plan is to develop 48 new affordable homes in the Mosalc estate which was never in the oniginal plans when |
purchased the land in 2013. The plan was to build a retirement village and not social housing, | believe this is misleading to everyone who bought land in Mosaic Estate

The developer (Phil Gleeson and Helen Allison from Urbss ) is seeking feedback from the residents and Whittlesea councll in regards to the development and have asked
residents within 150 metres to respond by Monday the 25th October 2021, | strongly oppeose the proposed development at 50s Gillwell road Lalor and these are the reasons
why:

¢ There are currently 151 social housing units being constructed within 1,5km proximity in Riverlee Epping so why do we need this? There isn 't any data to support
the need for an additional 48 units in close proximity to Riverlee development. hittps://www riverles com au/news /new-eppings-3Hfordable-housing takes shapa/
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*  During the online meeting with Baptcare on the 18/10/21, Baptcare could not provide any data to suppert the additional requirement for social housing in lalor
Mosaic Estate.

*  The traffic report states that a minimum 0.6 car parks are required for each unit and they have allocated 1. This is not correct, All residential dwellings require a
minimum of 2. This is not realistic.
There isn't sufficent infrastructure to support 48 additional social houses. i.e there is only ONE bus on Gillwell road and no train stations, shopping centres close by,
Both primary schools in close proximity St Catherines and Lalor Gardens are at capacity. Where are the additional Children going to go to school?
The traffic report states that the traffic volumes generated by the proposed development are very low, and are expected to be easily absorbed into the surrounding
road network, | am a resident and don't believe this is correct, | have witnessed a car accident and a number of potential accidents in Pinetree crescent,
especially during peak periods so this development will only create more traffic and potentially more traffic accidents.

¢ The Whittlesea council is in administration so we do not have an elected member that can help and support the local residents. The administrators were appointed by
the state government, This proposal neaeds to be delayed until we have an elected member to support the local community,

¢ Affordable housing should be spread out amongst the community and not crammed into a pocket of land. 1 befieve the development should be reduced anywhere
between 5 to 8 units,

* The planning proposal did not cater for people where English is their second language. The proposal needs to be sent out In various languages so everyone |s given an
equal and fair opportunity to respond, (We have a number of residents that are of European, India, Asian and Arabic background).
There was NO representation from the Whittlesea coundl during the consultation meeting with Baptcare, Urbis and local residents on 18/10/21.
Baptcare and Urbis did not provide minutes from the consultation meeting on thel8/10/21 so anything discussed was not formally captured.
Another meeting should be held with all parties including Local Residents, Urbis, Baptcare, Whittlesea Council and the Minister for Energy, Environment and
Climate Change. Minister for Solar Homes (Lily D'Ambresio) . Minutes, actions and any decisions should be taken and distributed after the meeting.

| understand there is always a need for social housing, but it needs to be done correctly. The proposed development will ostracise the residents from the rest of the
community and potentially create social issues. The 48 units should be spread out in the following suburbs (Lalor, Thomstwon, MillPark, Epping, South Morang, Mernda and
Whittlesea) and not restricted in this small pocket of land.

Please take the time to visit the petition and peoples concerns.

' We oppose Baptcare Hosing at 50 Gillwell Road Lalor. It will cause a lot of congestion and traffic and the quality of life of the residents in the area will be

adversely impacted,
Thanks

~ A resident of Murpy Street, Lalor

Helio,

| am writing to inform you that | strongly oppose to the Baptcare Housing at 50s Gillwell rd Lalor 3075,

This development will cause too much traffic congestion in a quiet part of the neighbourheod and there is no major arterial road ciose by. There should be more
retirement homes for our ageing community.

Please take note there are more then 151 units only 1.5km away in Epping, why do we need more in such close proximity.

Please take note of these concems which are felt by our community.

Kind regards

' Please do not build these commission homes at 50s Gillwell road Lalor, These streets are already very congested and building new housing especially near a
- newly built sports stadium is going to cause not only traffic build up but a big danger around young familles walking to the nearby parks and stadiums. There is
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| only side streets to get to there and will also increase traffic noise in a quiet area. Bullding this near a nursing home Is unimaginable these streets need to be

kept quiet and easily accessible for the safety of everyone here, We have fived in this beautiful quiet streets for 48 years and have close relationships with the
community having these built will change everything about what makes living here great. | appreciate having affordable housing and do not discriminate however
after seeing first hand what my daughter went through when commission homes were built in her area the thought of them being built in such high numbers is
causing a great deal of stress. The local roads are already over populated an influx of such a high number of people vill make it aimost impossible to drive in
peak hour also causing dangerous driving conditions and a rise in aggression.

| Please put a stop to building these commission homes in my street. The streets are already over congested, the traffic with the newly bullt structures such as the

nursing home and sports stadium along with local shops has increase traffic buildup dramatically over the last year. Building these commission homes right next
to nursing home will not only increase traffic congestion causing danger to local residents as it will get harder and more difficult to any emergency services trying
to access the streets, There are a lot of young families here where kids are walking around and going to local parks the traffic has already changed and
increasing that so dramatically will make our streets deadly to young children. The noise will also increase not only from the traffic but from the massive increase
of population, Crime rates in our area will also increase dramatically it wili drive out local residents and also disrupt lecal business, Schoels and everything
around.

| Kind regards

To Whom it May Concern,

It has been really devastating to find out that there will be houses developed in an area where we were promised there would be a retirement village. We made
the decision 8 years ago to invest and build our dream family home where we could raise our children in a quiet, peaceful pocket of Lalor. We only made the
decision after carefully researching and going through development plans of the area, where it was clearly stated that there would be a retirement village.

We are profusely AGAINST this development of houses and we believe that this is totally unfair and unjust.

We have been happily living and raising our family in St Naum Terrace, which is directly opposite Pinetree Crst and we would be highly impacted if the
development of these atrocious houses go ahead. Our children enjoy riding their bikes and scooters up and down our family oriented quiet street trouble-free.
Our family would be deeply affected with the amount of traffic that this supposed development could bring.

Just to state again, | am extremely AGAINST any development of houses on the clearly stated area that was meant to be a retirement village.
your Sincerely,

[name redacted)]
Resident of St Naum Terrace
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To whom it may concern,

Re: housing commission development for Gillwell rd Lalor 3075.

I am a local resident and say NO to this development.

There will be increased Traffic congestion in small an already small community

There are Enough commission housing locally and Space should be used for further retirement housing

There will be Potential of an Undesirable community with increased potential for criminal activity locally

This is a Growing family estate, not fit for commission housing and not wanting families exposed to undesirable associations

This will largely reduce the value of our estate and property in the real estate market.



Hi Helen,
Thank you for your email.
You have stated that 38 of the 48 homes proposed are designed to accommodate single older people from Lalor with affordable housing.

Firstly, the master plan which has always been available on the Whittlesea councils website states that this land space was only ever going to be used as a retirement
village/aged care. The master plan is still current stating this,

A Retwrement village and affordable commission housing are completely seperate things and can have complete opposite effects on the community.

You have mentioned that these homes will only be available to “older people” but baptcare or the government will always have control and management over this and
therefore there Is no guarantee of whom will be allocated to these homes as it will be a needs based allocation regardless of age, espedially If emergency housing is required
eg domestic violence.

If many residents in our estate were made aware of future plans of commission housing then many families would have taken this into consideration and land sale costs etc
should have also been aligned,

| am now curious as to the purpose of the other 10 proposed homes that you have not mentioned. could you please confirm what these will be used for.

| have discussed these concerns wath many local residents and We are all outraged and don’t understand how changes like this can be made under our noses, How can this be
justified and what is our chance of winning this petition?

i Hi Helen,
Thank you for your email.
At the end of the day, this is not acceptable and our estates community in mosaic and carlingford and other local streets will continue to fight for this to be denied,
There is no doubt the negative effects it will have in our community.

Who will be responsible for our substantial property value reduction and cost of living increase due to the risk rise associated to the development?



This also goes against why we moved into these estates and the estate surely has some responsibility over this.

Can you please confirm how likely hood of this development being denied and provide any further information on what eise we can do as a3 community to stop this,

Regards _ _

| am opposed to this development as this will impact prices of houses in the area as well as Increase traffic. We residents already are impacted by heaps of traffic especially
down near Gillwell Park area. In the last 4 years its doubled virtually.

This project would also bring people who might not be socially equipped which would definitely bring the price down in our areal

| We do not want this project to go ahead!
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a3. Good afternoon,



' 1am emailing you in relation about the proposed Baptcare Housing development in Lalor. Given this part of Lalor is surrounded by families with young children and isialrc;wi‘
quite dense, we object to this development. The playgrounds and soccer grounds are already crowded and having more people living in the area will crowd these areas further
and add to congestion on the roads in the estate. Given it appears that there is housing being built in Epping, there is no need for further development in the North,

When we bought this land, we bought it thinking that a retirement village so we are happy to purchase it. We wouldn't have if we had known that this area was doing to be
developed into an area with housing commissions,

| Kind Regards

Dear all,

| raise to you today a significant and exhaustive set of major concerns that the Keilor Downs community (read - Over 1000 petition signatures, both physical and electronic,
noted in Annex A of the attachment) are providing to you regarding the development at 21 Copernlcus Way, Keilor Downs. It is our expectation that gagh of the 1000+
respondents are included as a formal delivery of opposition to this development,

The issues contained in my attached assessment document are exhaustive, ranging from the significant lack of community consultation to unacceptable and worrying non-
compliances with extant planning regulations and Clause 52.20 as well as inconsistencies and inaccuracies throughout the publicly available planning documentation. On this
basis alone the development i requested to be halted.

Above all of this, is the deeply concerning lack of consideration for the local community, including the vulnerable and elderly, who make up a large percentage of the Keilor
Downs residents. These people have been ignored, and it could be suggested that they were avoided, from clear communication on the development intentions discussed.
Further to this, the COVID-19 restrictions, imposed by this State Government, appear to have been absent from the considerations during this process and the inability for the
community to be made aware of this development remain aberrantly evident.

Further concern with the proposed project is the basis of the homelessness data in which the location is recommended. We have found the data at the government's ABS
repository (Ref 2.) shows that Keilor downs, and most of the surrounding suburbs, are resident to very low numbers of homelessness (under 32 records, this is infine with most
surrounding suburbs such as Taylors Lakes, Taylors Hill, Keilor, Keilor East etc), This is not consistent with placing ‘at risk’ residents in a location which & suitable for enabling
them to progress with their lives. Jt {s contrary to the intent of social housing as this will place residents far from their current likely residence (such as Sunshine, Sunshine West
with over 200 records of homelessness) and away from thelr known community and essential services. This appears to be inconsistent with the approach detailed within the
planning documentation and the overall intent of new Social Housing.

The information found is contrary to the local Council of Brimbank Meeting {19 October 2021) in which the Council stated, on multiple occasions, that “this area is subject to
some of the highest rates of homelessness in victorla™. Not only does this show a poorly prepared Council, but an uneducated Coundll which is out of touch with its
community, Further to my concern is the significant lack of review and knowledge of our local council members, specifically Mayor Rasic lack of leadership and Deputy
Mayor Nguyen's incorrect statements. The Deputy Mayor and multiple Councillors showed a significant lack of understanding of the proposed build where questions were
posed to the forum which included but was not limited to;

» Whether the proposal was for 'Social housing' or ‘Affordable Housing';

» How many dwellings were proposed,

* The proposed number of levels which were to be built;

* The location of the build;

* The proposed changes to the surrounding land which retains approvals for further developments; and
* Which housing company was providing the planning documentation and executing the project.



' Due to the above reasons, | have signiﬁcamdoubt that the minutes released at Ref 1. were completed with accuracy and due process given the unconscionable lack of

understanding presented by this local Council,

Note that over 1000 responses have been receved to object to this development which, due to COVID-19 restrictions, excludes many of the vulnerable and elderly as simple
door knocking services are effectively unable to be conducted by this community to support their needs as this development and State Government appears to have forgotten
that their opinion matters.

For these reasons, and the detailed information attached, | request your support to re-consider the development and its purpose in Keilor Downs, These decisions must be
made with the appropriate level of Community engagement, rather than a ham-fisted approach to a solution which is inconsistent with the Keilor Downs regular and well
established planning requirements which are able to be avoided due to the poorly written Clause 52.20.

Regards,
[name redacted] and 1000+ residents of Keilor Downs, Melbourne 3038
Contactable via this emall address or [phone number redacted)

References:
¢ Brlnbank Council Meetms Minutes (19 Octobet 2021)

| To whom it may concern,

We would like to express our disagreement with the Baptcare Housing development proposed at 50s Gillwell Road Lalor.
We are against this development as it would cause traffic, congestion and ssues In the small estate.
There is no major road that would lead to this development and therefore the impact to the area would be extremely negative.

| The are would be better suited to more age care facilities as opposed to commission housing.
Dear Phil,

My name is [redacted] and | live on Gillwell Rd, lalor We are against the affordable housing proposal as it will

- Increase traffic on Gillwell road

- Impact financial values of our properties

- Even ff over 55years old will live in them they will still have dependents or loved ones who will come and visit all the times (if not live with them regularly)

- there might be women who will live in these units that would have escaped domestic violence or alcoholic partners who will follow them and make it unsafe for
us or our kids.

We hope that these concerns will be taken into consideration.

' Dear Phil

As a resident and landowner In the Mosaic estate | am writing to you to express my objection to this proposed development. The proposal raises a number of

| concems as follows:



Neighbourhood Amenity

*  The development will negatively affect and diminish the amenity of the area/neighbourhocd therefore devaluing surrounding properties due to the amount of
units situated in the one area. Affordable Housing should be integrated and scattered throughout the suburb and not densely situated in one area, There is
already a 151 Apartments - 5-7 storey development (New Epping Affordable Housing Apariment Development) in close proximity proposed 1.5km in Cooper
Street, Epping.

Car Parking

« 3 visitor car parking spaces allocated to a 48 unit proposal is insufficient regardless of whether each unit has an allocated car parking spot to it and/or
unlikelihood of all residents owning their own car/ using their allocated car space.

* According to Clause 52.06 the proposal would require 62 spaces which is a a shortfall of 11 parking spaces within the development, according to Urbis
Town Planning Report — Victoria's Big Housing Build, 50S Gillwell Road, Lalor page 20 “it is considered that an additional 11 parking spaces, primarily for
visitors, would aversely affect the amenity of the development by encroaching into areas set aside for green open space and gardens” — what about the impact of
this shortfall in car parking encreaching and impacting residential street parking?!

* We are concerned the increased need for parking In the area due to insufficlent visitor car parking and/or possible two car ownership per unit of the
proposal, will put strain on adjoining properties and street parking, impacting available street parking for residents and their visitors and making it unsafe for cars
to travel throughout the immediate area due to the increased volume.

Traffic

* Increased traffic and congestion due to the amount of proposed units and visitors (o the area requiring additional parking due to insufficient visitor parking
proposed as part of the development,

Noise
* Noise due to increased activity within the area.

| really appreciate you taking the above concems into serious consideration and sharing them with the relevant authorities.

- Kind regards
Dear Helen Allison/ Phil Gleeson' Baptcare,

| am writing to you today with my concerns for the affordable housing which is proposed to be developed in Lalor.
| am a resident of this area and | understand that the need for affordable housing Is important although | do have a few concerns and feel that this project should
not go ahead in this particular area.



My concerns are that there will be too many houses developed in such a small area and increase the density which could include up to 200 people fiving in such
a small space, | believe this will cause issues with parking as each home only has one parking spot available and usually househelds can have up to 2 to 3 cars
each. My question is where would these cars be parked?

Furthermere, with the amount of new residents and hence cars it is inevitable that traffic congestion will increase. The roads are local area roads which are not
very wide especially if most of the roads will be used as car spots. | believe this will cause a lot of traffic which is not something that should be happening in
residential areas that have not been built to cater for this amount of people in such a small space.

| also feel that creating a road through the proposed housing could cause a segregated mindset with the residents which is not good for the people living there or
for us in the surrounding area.

| hope this project can be reconsidered or at least the amount of housing lessened by half.

Thank you for your time

[name redacted)

A Lalor resident
Dear Bronwyn,

| am a resident of Lalor and | am deeply disturbed by the news of the public housing being built in Lalor (Gitwell rd) and in Epping (The New Epping’)

When we bought in this Estate (Carlingford) it was NEVER on the plans - the plans were for an oval, shops (which include a daycare) and a retirement village.
Had this even been suggested, | never would have purchased here.

| am unsure why they are being concentrated in one area and why they are not being spaced out. It is going to have an impact in a variety of ways which | have
outiined below:

-A spike in crime is to be expected and this is when we already pay higher premiums due to the crime rate already experienced in these areas

-A drop in house prices when | paid above market value for my house and now will not see that returned
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| -Traffic in this area is already significant let alone adding an influx of thousands of people 1o already crowded roads, a busy shopping centre and a hospital that |

already has emergency wait times of over 5 hours.
- A fear for safety in an area where young families have chosen to calf home due to naively believing the plans that were outiined to us.

The first | heard of this was from neighbours rather than Baptcare or the government as apparently only 150 people were required 1o be notified by mail. In my
opinion, this is deliberately deceptive and agamnst the values of the community.

- This is a matter of high importance and | await your response.
' Re The above . ABSOLUTELY NO TO COMMISSION HOUSING,

OK. IF ARETIREMENT VILLAGE.
Regards

| HiPhil

Upon further reflection of the consultation period last week | would like to outline my concerns.

Firstly you and your team massively falled in doing your jobs on the evening. As project mangers you failed to answer a single question of concern from the community with
any factual data or information. Your teams politician answers were not up to standard.

Despite having no objection to session being being recorded, you refused to record the session, Why was this? is this because you didn't want a record of how unprofessional
your teams behaviour was? Oy was it because you didn’t want a record of the community dis-satisfaction?

questions that you failed to answer are below and need addressing with REAL ANSWERS not made up fluff.

1. What are the plans for excess land? “we have no plans to build more social housing is not a answer

2. Why isn't the time being extended for people with ESL and what efforts have baptcare made to inform these people? again you have falled to do any research in the
demographic in the area. there are a lot of hard working immigrants who don’t speak English as a 1st language who would have no idea that their efforts to work hard 1o buy a
million doltar home will now be devalued by the project.

3. Your team noted effect on property valuations are not considerad when looking to social housing projects? you failed to answer why not. How is devaluing an area better
for the community? Won't this potentially put more hard working people at risk of losing their homes. One of your team members smirked as he said it as well, I'm sure he
wouldn't be laughing if it was his home he worked hard for that he was going equity in.

4, You blamed COVID-19 as a reason for it being difficult to evict a tenant. You confirmed that you are governed by the same rules as any land lard. So how are you going to
evict a tenant that is causing a nuisance to the community? as a land lord myself who had $10k damage done to my property by a tenant and $10k in rent owing it took over 1
year In VCAT and police to escort them from the property and this was 1 year before COVID. again you failed to answer the question and any land lord know this & not an easy
process, especially now with new rental laws coming In further protecting tenants.
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1'5. You truely under estimate how many people brought into the estate because of the promise of a retirement village. Again if you did any research into the area you would

know that old Lalor and Thomastown has an ageing community of over 65 year olds, Mainly of European and Middle Eastern heritage who's younger family members brought
into the estate to be close to their parents now and in the future with the retirement village and nursing home when we need it. Not having to travel to South Morang or
Bundoora was very appealing to people. You are a non for profit organisation which means you do have to disclose how you money s spent. You kept sating the riremeont
village was not economically viable but failed to prove why it would be and how social hosing would make baptcare more profit long term. We need actual $5S proof becasue
at the moment it looks like you are trying to pull the wool over our eyes and bat care just saw an opportunity to take a big fat tax payer funded cheque from the government,

6, You were asked to show and prove (with so many options being being built 1.5k - 2k up the road) the numbers of people in Lalor and surrounding areas need affordable
housing and why this is a community need. Overall state figures are not an answer.

7. You noted that there was no access to Gitwell road due to making it easier to access schools and the “shopping percent” (I did try not to laugh when you called it that as if
you have been to the area once you would know that it is far from it} along Pinetree, Again no research into the area as you would know that the closest school is a catholic
primary school which starts at $1500 per year for prep and a childcare centre that is so overpriced my sister in law s better off not working. Social housing candidates would
not be able to afford this. the shops have a tiny over crowded Gym, a kebab shop (which to no fault of thelr owner already causes trouble with teenagers hanging around it) a
Pizza shop and a milk bar. again this barely able to service the community that we are in now.

Again | along with a lot of members our community object to this being built, If Batcare truely can not make the project work as a retirement village then sell the land to
another developer.
THIS PROJECT CAN NOT MOVE AHEAD ANY FURTHER UNTIL ALL COMMUNITY CONCERNS ARE ADDRESSED.

Finally do you have a complaints department that | can speak to? | can not believe your teams professional misconduct and | would like to make a formal complaint to Batcare

| management. | have also put a complaint in to my local member of parliament.

To whom it may concern,
| am writing regarding the commission housing being developed by Baptcare Housing at 50s Giltlwell Road, Lalor,

We are opposed to these commission houses being developed. There are already commission houses being developed in Epping, less than Zkms away.
The site in which these commission houses are being proposed for, does not have a main arterial road close to it and would cause traffic and congestion in a
smafl estate,

Itis not an appropriate site for this type of development. It would be more suited to additional age care facilities.

' Helio, Please forward onto State Government:

| am a resident of the Mosaic community. | am very concerned about the proposed 'affordable housing” fo be built on Gitwell Road in Lalor. | understand the
reasons behind the proposal but there are reasons why It should not be bullt too.

There is affordable housing currently under construction in New Epping. This will cater for many of the people who wish to live in the area. Would it not be
reasonable to put them in affordable housing Zkm away in Epping? Close to the Hospital, Shopping Centre and the train station.,

Kind regards

. To whom it may concern,



It has come to my attention that a proposal for a high density commission housing is being considered at this location,
| believe that this is unsuitable and will impact the current surrounding residents in the area, including myself and my family.

The reasons are;

Hearing there will be 48 units, which could house between 3 to 5 tenants each. It will equate to 144 - 240 tenants in that small space. Such a large influx and massive increase
in people will cause chaos with Infrastructure and lack of immediate resources for current residents, let alone with the extra people. Lack of parking, only bus route and no
train station that cannot be accessed by foot.

The community area is not designed with plans to accommodate such a volume of people, There are town houses in the estate and none of the clusters have a magnitude of
what is currently being proposed.

Current plan of bullding a loop through the cluster houses will create an Internal community which will cause segregation to locals who are currently residing in the area.

There are other similar designs that have failed in this type of development to which had created an unwelcome setting for locals, | personalfy had worked in Broadmeadows
and there is a community housing development, similar to this proposal. it has a poor reputation and servicing these clients, | was unable to enter the housing estate as | have
been told | will not be safe and if | was to enter, | either go in with someone who lives there or be escorted in with the Police. So you have to understand, | have some concerns |
with a development such as this to go ahead.

If it must go ahead, | would like the design to reduce the number of units in that area, In addition, to implement a screening process with reviews of tenants living there. The
ease of stress for the local neighbours and akso the aged care facility behind knowing that the tenants are there in geodwill, in good faith that they will be part of the Lalor
Community.

Having moved into this area 7 years ago, there was never a mention of a commission housing development in the pipeline in the future and this would have certainly been a
decisive decision in my purchasing a home in this area. | am now almost certain that if this is to go ahead and procead, housing prices in this area will be dramatically affected
and will also be a problem to sell in the future,

| personally and with other concerned Jocals would prefer the area to be used for other purposes than what has been proposed.

Thank you for your time.

’ | am writing regarding the commission housing being developed by Baptcare Housing at 50 Giltwell Road Lalor which | strongly oppese as there are already

commission houses being developed in Epping which is less than 2 kilometres away.
The site in which these commission houses are propesed for does not have a main arterial road close to it and would cause traffic congestion in a small estate, it i

is not appropriate site for this type of development. It would be more suited to additional age care facllities.
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Addtonal Afordabie Howsing not regquired with Riverise Affordatie Housing opening under
1. 5km sy
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APPENDIX D PETITION

A petition was set up online and gathered over 803 signatures at the time of finalising this report. The petition
can be accessed at:

26 PETITION COMMUNITY CONSULTATION REPORT
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Consultation strategy

Clause 52.20
No. 50s Gillwell Road, Laior — Baptcare Affordable Housing

Requirement Response

Provide a written description of the - 48 dwellings, including 24 single storey dwellings, and
development proposal including, but not 24 dwellings contained within double storey forms
limited to: located fronting Pinetree Cres and Giliwell Road.

- One car parking space per dwelling totalling 48 spaces.

- Single storey dwellings have a maximum height of 4.8m,
double storsy bulldings have a maximum height of

8.3m.
- The access road connects to Pinetree Cres in two
places and loops through the sife.
- Landscaping throughout the site.
Detail any consultation that has already Pra-application meeting held on 23/08/2021 with Whittlesea
occurred (if relevant) and attach supporting City Council (Robert Cobolli, Sammi Xu), plan reference
docmnnuuon 210014(TRQOTTP15 datod 13/08/2021
Indicate the type of consultation that is In accordance with Table 1 of the Homos Victoria
required by the Guidelines Consultation Guidelines, the proposal is subject to the 30-
- B 99 mmngs consuitation stream.
Identify relevant Council Whmlosoa City Council
ldentlfy rolofral authoduos (Il mlevant) Ym Valley Wgnor
Anachamapolmlghbotﬂngandmarby See attached showing which properties are required to be

properties, indicating those properties whose  notified under the Guidelines.
owners and occupiers will receive letters and

the location of site notices on property
ftonlagos

Attach a current set of design plans, including Amh!todura! plans prepared by CHC Architects

landscape plans, to be used for consuitation
aiod prowie a antiten rafersnce I this tabla.. | - aecape plais prepared by FFLA Landacape Archiects

See page 6 of the Guidelines for required plan

detail
Attach a wmn( sc('of supponihg Planning Report prepared byUbes
documentation (i.e. Planning Report, Sustainability Management Plan prepared by Energy Water

Environmental Impact Report, etc.) to be used ;
for consultation and provide a written Endiment

reference in this table Transport Impact Assessment prepared by OneMileGrid
Stormwater Management Plan prepared by FMG
Engineering
more homes for 'h home
more victorians \' o

OFFICIAL



URBIS

LEVEL10
477 COLLINS STREET
MELBOURNE VIC 3000

URSIS,COM AL
Urbis Pty Ltd
ABN 50 105 256 228

27 September 2021

[Titie] [First name] [Surname]
[Company]
[Address]

Dear [Name),

CONSULTATIONLETTER - BAPTCARE AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROPOSAL
NO.50S GILLWELL ROAD, LALOR

INTRODUCTION

This letter is provided to advise you of the Baptcare Affordable Housing project which is proposed
nearby at No. 50s Gillwell Road, Lalor, as part of Victoria's Big Housing Build Program. The Big
Housing Build Program seeks to deliver new homes for Victorians and create new jobs to assist
Victoria's economic recovery from the impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic.

To facilitate the Big Housing Build Program, the Victorian Govermment introduced a new clause into
planning schemes across Victoria, including the Whittlesea Planning Scheme. Clause 52.20 - Blg
Housing Build streamlines the planning assessment and approval process for social and affordable
housing projects. Under Clause 52 20, applicants must first seek feedback from the community and
from Whittlesea Council. This feedback is then considered before the application is finalised and
submitted for assessment by the Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning on behalf of
the Minister for Energy, Environment and Climate Change. This streamlined process is different from
the normal application process as feedback Is sought before submission of the application, rather than
after an application is submitted. This allows for feedback to be incorporated inte the final design
before it is submitted for assessment.

The streamlined planning provisions under Clause 52,20 include development standards which ensure

appropriate car parking and access arrangements are provided, and which limit amenity impacts on

land surrounding the development site. Mere information on the Victoria’s Big Housing Build Program,

Including all requirements of Clause 52.20 can be found at www.planning.vic.gov.au/permits-and-
lications/big ing-build .

Lalor - Consultation Cover Letter



URBIS

THE PROPOSAL

Baptcare Affordable Housing seeks to develop No. 50s Giltlwell Read, Lalor with 48 new affordable
dwellings, comprised of 24 single and 24 double storey dwellings. These homes will be accessed by a
new loop road through the site which connects to Pinetree Crescent. Each home is provided vath one
car parking space, and landscaping is proposed across the site in front and rear yards and within new
nature strips, Baptcare Affordable Housing seeks your feedback on this proposal

= The proposal is supported by the following information:
* Architectural Plans

= Landscape Plans

* Town Planning Report

=  Transport Impact Assessment

» Sustainable Management Plan

These documents can be accessed online at:

are.org.auw/services/housing/affordable
HOW TO PROVIDE YOUR FEEDBACK
Baptcare Affordable Housing seeks your feedback on the proposal at No. 50s Gillwell Road. Laler.

This feedback should be provided before the consuitation closing date DATE, A feedback form is
provided with this letter. Please provide your feedback via:

« Post, to:

Phil Gleeson or Helen Allison
Urbis

Oiderflest Building

Level 10, 477 Coliins Street
Metbourne VIC 3000

« Email, to Phil Gleeson at Urbis — pgleeson@urbis com.au or to Helen Allison at Urbis -
hallison@urbis.com.au

v aly

AL

* [|f you wish to attend an online consultation forum, please register your details with Phil Gleeson or
Helen Allison (email address above and phone number below). An invitation and meeting link will
be issued to you so that you may attend the online consultation forum and discuss the project
further with Baptcare Affordable Housing and the project team. The online consultation will occur
on 5" October 2021 between 6:00pm and 7:00pm.

Lalor - Consultation Cover Letter 2
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Following the conclusion of the consultation period, feedback will be considered and included in a
report which will be submitted with the application to the Depariment of Envirenment, Land, Water and
Planning. This report will detall how the feedback has been considered and any changes made lo the
proposal as a result. We note that as required by Homes Victoria, the feedback repert will be made
publicly available once a decision on this project is reached.

If you have any queries about the project at NO 50s Gillwell Road, Lalor, or the consuitation process,
please contact Phil Gleeson on 03 8663 4948 or Helen Allison on 03 9617 6632.

il -

Phil Gleeson

Director

03 8663 4040
pgleeson@urbis.com.au

Enc: Consultation Feedback Form

Lalor - Consultation Cover Letter 3
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CONSULTATION FEEDBACK FORM
BAPTCARE AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROPOSAL
NO. 505 GILLWELL ROAD, LALOR

Important Note: your submission vill be included within a feedback report which Is required by Homes Victorla
to be made pubiicly avaiable following a decision on the proposal.

Name:

Address:

Postal Address:

Emall Addrass:

Telephone Number

Please provide your feedback on the proposal:

How will you be affected by the propossal

Signature: Date:

Lalor - Consuttation Cover Letter



LEVEL10

URBIS 477 COLLINS STREET
MELBOURNE VIC 3000
UREIS.COM AL
Urbis Pty Ltd
ABN 50 108 256 228
5 October 2021

[Titie] [First name)] [Surname]
[Company]
[Address)

Dear [Name),

BAPTCARE AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROPOSAL NO. 50S GILLWELL ROAD,
LALOR

REVISED COMMUNITY CONSULTATION DATE-MONDAY 18TH OCTOBER, 6-
7PM

Followang our previous letter provided to you regarding the proposed Baptcare Affordable Housing
project at No. 50s Gillwell Road, Lalor, we wish to advise that the online community consultation vill
now take place on Monday 18® October, 6 ~ 7pm. This date change is occurring due to postal delays
which delayed the arrival of our previous letter {o you.

We trust the revised date of Monday 18" October, 6 — 7pm allows sufficient time for all nelghbouring
residents to be advised of the online community consultation, and to access and review information
about the proposal ahead of the online session, if desired

If you wish to attend the enline community consultation, please email Phil Gleeson at Urbis -

paleeson@urbils com.au or Helen Allison at Urbis — hallison@urbls com.au and a link to the online

community consuftation will be issued to you

We also advise that the date by which written feedback on the proposai should be recelved has been
extended to Monday 25" October

If you have any queries about the project or the consultation process, piease contact Phil Gleeson on
03 8663 4549 or Helen Allison on 03 S617 6632

Yours sincerely,

xv'- i
il ¢
Phil Gleeson
Director

03 8663 4549
paleeson@urbis.com.au

Lalor - Consultation Date Change Letter



NOTICE OF AN APPLICATION FOR
PLANNING CONSENT

Consent is sought pursuant to Clause 52.20 — Victoria’s Big Housing Build

The land affected by the
application is located at:

50s Gillwell Road, Lalor VIC 3075

The application is for:

Affordable housing development comprising the
construction of 48 dwellings, including 24 single storey
dwellings and 24 double storey dwellings. One car parking
space will be provided for each dwelling. A new road is
proposed to connect to Pinetree Crescent.

The applicant is:

Baptcare Affordable Housing

You may look at the
application an any
documents that support the
application at:

www.baptcare.org.au/services/housing/affordable-housing

Should you require physical copies of plans and supporting
documents, please contact:
Phil Gleeson — pgleeson@urbis.com.au

Helen Allison — hallison@urbis.com.au
Phone: 03 8663 4888

An online information forum will be held on Tuesday 5" October between 6:00pm and 7:00pm. If
you wish to attend, please contact Phil Gleeson or Helen Allison (contact details listed above)

Any person who may be affected by the approval of this proposal may make a submission

via:
Post Phil Gleeson or Helen Allison
Urbis
Olderfleet Building
Level 10, 477 Collins Street
Melbourne VIC 3000
Email Phil Gleeson — pgleeson@urbis.com.au

Helen Allison — hallison@urbis.com.au

Online Submission

To be submitted to pgleeson@urbis.com.au or
hallison@urbis.com.au

The closing date for
submissions is:

INSERT DATE

Following the conclusion of the consultation period, feedback will be considered and
included in a report which will be submitted with the application to the Department of
Environment, Land, Water and Planning. This report will detail how the feedback has been
considered and any changes made to the proposal as a result. We note that as required
by Homes Victoria, the feedback report will be made publicly available once a decision on

this project is reached.
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COMMUNITY CONSULTATION SESSION

slarke Baptcare
I.AI.OR Fopidn:  URBIS | Lz

October 2021




AGENDA

BAPTCARE AFFORDABLE HOUSING
WHAT IS PROPOSED?

PLANNING PROCESS

HOW CAN YOU PARTICIPATE?
NEXT STEPS

QUESTIONS / DISCUSSION

bre | Bapte
ot T




BAPTCARE
AFFORDABLE HOUSING

\m@(/ « A subsidiary of Baptcare, Baptcare
=) Affordable Housing (BAH) is a not for
profit organisation providing affordable,
well-located, and well-built housing for
people on lower incomes who are at risk
of, or are experiencing, homelessness.

« Providing a home to over 170 residents,
we currently manage 100 apartments,
units and houses across communities in
Victoria and Tasmania.

Pe | Bapte
opidoe RIS | Dapicare




WHAT IS SOCIAL
HOUSING?

Social housing is an umbrella

term that includes both public
housing and community housing.

It generally indicates housing that
involves some degree of subsidy —
source — Homes Victoria

The proposal is not public housing.
For this project, all dwellings will
remain in the ownership of BAH
and rented to tenants

Bapteare

Affandabd:
q‘l"ln lm'l: 1




WHAT ROLE DOES BAH HAVE IN THE
DELIVERY AND MANAGEMENT OF
SOCIAL HOUSING?

zééz‘ « Own and develop the proposed

social housing
= Maintain the development

- BAH manages its tenancies in
accordance with the Residential
Tenancy Act

= Council will maintain the internal
road as with any other public
road

H Baptecare
o L T




HOW ARE TENANTS
DETERMINED?

(o}
é‘ « BAH determines residents from the
Victorian Housing Register. This is a
waiting list of people who qualify as in
need of social housing and who have

expressed a desire to be housed in
the locale

= These are residents who currently
reside within the City of Whittlesea -
they are existing members of the
community

ot L T




WHAT IS THE TARGET
DEMOGRAPHIC FOR THE SITE

These homes are targeted at:

Single older people in

38x one bedroom homes

this site focuses on older people given it seeks to be in
harmony with Baptcare’s aged care home next door.

Young mothers and small families in
6x two bedroom homes

Low income working families in
4x three bedroom homes

Baptcare Affordable Housing is contractually bound to accept
residents from the Victorian Housing Register.

This proposal adjoins the Baptcare residential aged care home to
the east. It is important that for the broader community and the
residents of the residential aged care home, the proposed use and
development does not impact the amenity of the area.




WHAT ARE THE KEY
OBLIGATIONS OF TENANTS?

« Look after the property

= Let their neighbours live in peace

- Pay the rent




WHAT IS
PROPOSED?
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WHATIS
PROPOSED
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ﬁ 24 single storey homes
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Design Narrative

“Creating healthy commmunities for today and the
future, where every person is cherished.”

Streetscape Rhythm Engaging and Sustainable Murtured by Nature with Raw, Simple and
Inspired by Local Context Community for Everyone Walkable and Cycling Refined Palette
Realms

bie | DBaptcare
o L T B
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EXISTING AGED CARE
AND RETIREMENT
VILLAGE APPROVAL

» Baptcare acquired the site in 2012

» Planning Permit No. 715018 issued 7
October 2015 - “use and development of
a retirement village and aged care facility”

= Allows for 82 independent living units, 53
independent living apartments and a 120
bed aged care home

= The proposed social housing is located within
the area of the site previously approved for
independent living apartments

= All landowners, including Baptcare Affordable
Housing, have discretion to change their
views on how their land should be used and
developed
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EXISTING APPROVAL VS
PROPOSED APPROVAL

LAND USE 1 BEDROOM 2 BEDROOM 3 BEDROOM
(DWELLINGS) DWELLINGS DWELLINGS DWELLINGS DWELLINGS CAR SPACES

Existing Approval

— Assisted Living

Apartments — 53 11 35 7 53
Planning Permit

No. 715018

Proposed 48 38 6 4 A8

Social Housing

o—
m“ Bapttare
wheld Uﬁﬁ I’”-‘.’r.*u";:x




PLANNING
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PLANNING
PROCESS &
CONSULTATION

Clause 52.20 - Victoria's Big
Housing Build

Clause 52.20 includes design
standards similar to normal
planning applications, including
around site design, building design,
landscaping, car parking, and
amenity on site and off site.

Consultation guidelines provided
by Homes Victoria — written
notification to owners and occupiers
within 150m of the site, notice
erected on site and information

Bapteare
Aopidne URBIS | DBapicare

A draft proposal is put together by a project team including
architects, planners, traffic engineers, landscape architects,
stormwater and service engineers.

The draft proposal enters a community consultation
period to gain feedback from the community, Council,
Homes Victoria and the Department of Environment, Land,
Water and Planning (DELWP).

The feedback is reviewed and incorporated into the draft
proposal where appropriate. This is where submissions
received from the community and Council will inform the
final application pack.

The proposal is finalised and submitted to DELWP for
review and a decision on behalf of the Minister for
Environment, Energy and Climate Change.



HOW CAN YOU
PARTICIPATE?

Provide written submission via email or post:

Phil Gleeson or Helen Allison,
Level 10, 477 Collins Street,
Melbourne VIC 3000

03 8663 4888

pgleeson@urbis.com.au

hallison@urbis.com.au

Further information on the proposal can be accessed at.

hitps.//Mwww.baptcare.org.au/services/housing/affordable-housing

Submissions to be received by 25 October 2021
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NEXT STEPS

Collation and assessment of
submissions by BAH and the
project team

Finalise and submit application
to the Minister for Environment,
Energy and Climate Change
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QUESTIONS /
DISCUSSIONS

Pic | Bapteare
el onis | Dopiar
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" NOTICE OF AN APPLICATION FOR |
| ~ PLANNING CONSENT |

Consent s sought pursuant to Clause 52.20 — Victoria's Big Housing Build
‘The land affected by the | 505 Gliwell Road. Laiar Vie 3075 W
application Is located at:

Affardable housing development comprising the
construction ol 48 dwellings, Including 24 single storey
dwellings and 24 double storey dwellings. One car parking
space will be provided for each dwelling. A new road is
| Proposed o connec! to Pinetree Crascent,
The applicant is: Baplcare Affordable Housing

Youmay lockatthe | www baplcare org & -
application an any

documents thal suppart the | Should you require physical copies of plans and supporing |
application at: documenls, please contacl: |

‘ Phil Gleeson - pglaeson@urhis com al |

wssrviceshousing/afiordabie-housing |

Helen Alllson — hallison :ﬁ":ur_l_:nl:l_-'. T AL !
Fhone! 03 8663 4888

An online infarmation forum will be held on Tuesday 5™ October between 6:00pm and 7-00pm I |
you wish Lo allend, please contact Phil Gleeson or Haelen Allison (conlacl delails listed above)

-m'l'f FIEI'_EEI'I who ma",' Iié_é:iiﬁcleﬁgjﬂ l.h;:‘JEIF-I'Fﬂ;."EI of this proposal may make " 5;Jh-m|-_=smn '
yig:

Post Ph II'G'Iéersnn or Helen Allisan

Urbis

Olderfieet Bullding

Level 10, 477 Callins Streal
Malbourne VIC 3000

Emall | Fhil G-|.L"Et';il'1l'l - riEasonml U e com. ay

I ‘ Halan Allison = Rbgondaurbis. com au

| Online aubmission To ba submitted o' pglesac EDurty.
P s LG TR Gy, (L

| Tha closing data for
| submlssions s

20 OChobher 202 )

Foliawling tha conclusion of the consultation pariod, feadback will e considered ang
includad In a repon which will be submibied with the applcalicn o e Dopantment of
Enviranmeant, Land, Waler and Plannlng, This reoort wiill dstsll o the feedback hat bean |
continemd and any changes mada to the proposal as o resull, We notie that as FeqLilresd
by HMomes Victorn, the leedback report will e made pubicly svalnbs once
{hieproject s reached
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PLANNING CONSENT -

\ Consenl is sought sursuant fo Clause 52 20 - Victoria's Big Hnusfng.Eﬁﬂd

| The land affected by the 50s Gillwell Road, Lalor VIC 3075

application Is located at:

The application is for: Affordable housing development comprising the
construction of 48 dwellings, including 24 single storey
dwellings and 24 double storey dwellings. One car parking
space will be provided for each dwelling. A new road is
proposed o connect lo Pinetree Crescant.

The applicant is: Baptcare Affordable Housing

You may look at the
application an any
documants that support the ‘Should you require physieal copies of plans and supporting
application at: documents, please contact:
Phil Gleeson — pglessoni@urbis com au z

Helan Allison - hallison@urbis com.au

Phone: 03 BGE3 4888
An onling infarmation forurm will be Teid on Tuesday 5" October between 6:00pm and 7:00pm. If
| you wish 1D altend, please contact Fhil Gleason or Helen Allison (contack delails listed abova)

| Any person who may be affected by the appraval of this proposal may make & submissian

Wi

Phil Gleeson or Helen Allison

Urbis
Olderleat Bullding
Lavel 10, 477 Collins Slrasal

Malbourna VIC 3000

I P U [ =~ e o7
Emall hil Gleeson — paleesoniliurtns cam.ayg

Helen Allison — hallisaniRurbis comay

 Fosl

—  |Joba édbnilﬁgd_tnﬁilqﬁmm}rlrhls CoIrLaL or

| o
Online Submission
h_.glll'_;::-r:l@umi!i COMML.aY

The closing data for 20 -ﬁ:t::-!-ab e 2020

submissions |8 SN i,

Following the conclusian of the cansultation period, ruunl::l:]i:!t will ba considerad H.ru;!r
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