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Item 4.1             
 
20 Duncan Street, Sandringham 
 

Objector (O)  
Supporter (S) 
Applicant (A) 

 
Requests to Speak  
1. Mr Michael Dann (O) 

 

Item 4.4              
 
51 Cromer Road, Beaumaris  
 

Objector (O)  
Supporter (S) 
Applicant (A) 

 
Requests to Speak  
1. Mr Nigel Garson (for InForm Design & Construction) (S) 
2. Ms Rachel Evans (A) 

 

Item 4.5       
 
59 Abbott Street, Sandringham 
 

Objector (O)  
Supporter (S) 
Applicant (A) 

 
Written Statements 

Page 5 
 

1. Ms Rosemary Raffaele (O) 
 

Item 4.6              
 
1 Norwood Avenue, Brighton 
 

Objector (O)  
Supporter (S) 
Applicant (A) 

 
Written Statements 

Page 9 
 

1. Mr Roget Tyler (O) 
2. Mr Peter Fogarty (O) 
 
Requests to Speak  
1. Mr Roget Tyler (O) 
2. Mrs Sara Hennessy (O) 
3. Ms Suzanne McCourt (O) 
4. Mr Stephen O’Connor (A) 

 

Item 4.7             
 
32 Hotham Street, Beaumaris 
 

Objector (O)  
Supporter (S) 
Applicant (A) 

 
Written Statements 

Page 12 
 

1. Mr Peter Linnane (O) 
2. Ms Cath Graham (A) 
 
Requests to Speak  
1. Mr Lee Ingram (O) 
2 Mr Rob Weaver (O) 
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Item 4.8            
 
17 Gramatan Avenue, Beaumaris 
 

Objector (O)  
Supporter (S) 
Applicant (A) 

 
Written Statements 
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1. Mr Panos Nickas (A) 
 

Item 4.9             
 
1/153 Martin Street, Brighton 
 

Objector (O)  
Supporter (S) 
Applicant (A) 

 
Written Statements 
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1. Mrs Christina Rearick (O) 
2 Mr Mark Rearick (O) 

 

Item 4.10         
 
10-12 Railway Walk North 
 

Objector (O)  
Supporter (S) 
Applicant (A) 

 
Requests to Speak  
1. Mr Paul Little (for Dingwall Investments Pty Ltd) (A) 

 

Item 4.11     
 
4 Rosemary Road, Beaumaris 
 

Objector (O)  
Supporter (S) 
Applicant (A) 

 
Written Statements 
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1. Mrs Monica Cabrita (A) 
 

Item 4.13       
 
182 Beach Road, Sandringham 
 

Objector (O)  
Supporter (S) 
Applicant (A) 

 
Requests to Speak  
1. Mr Garry Williams (S) 
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WRITTEN 

STATEMENTS 
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Item 4.5       
 
59 Abbott Street, Sandringham 
 

Objector (O)  
Supporter (S) 
Applicant (A) 

1. Ms Rosemary Raffaele (O) 
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Item 4.6                 
 
1 Norwood Avenue, Brighton 
 

Objector (O)  
Supporter (S) 
Applicant (A) 

1. Mr Roget Tyler (O) 
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2. Mr Peter Fogarty (O) 
 
I object to the roof top proposal It will severely impact on the privacy and use of the 
common area outside the unit where I reside. That common area is very quiet and 
frequently used for social gatherings with other unit holders, with my family, and my 
friends. Recent VCAT cases suggest that the bulk and overlooking consequences of 
rooftops are, when viewed in context of neighbouring properties, to be closely 
examined against the quiet enjoyment entitlements of those affected neighbours. 
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Item 4.7             
 
32 Hotham Street, Beaumaris 
 

Objector (O)  
Supporter (S) 
Applicant (A) 

 
Written Statements 
 
1. Mr Peter Linnane (O) 
 
Dear Madam / Sir, 
 
RE: PP 5/2022/70/1 - 32 Hotham Street BEAUMARIS, Proposal – Variation / Removal 
of Covenants 
 
Please accept this statement to my Objection for Application PP 5/2022/70/1 for the 
property 32 Hotham Street BEAUMARIS for the proposed Variation / Removal of 
Covenants. The grounds for my Objection are based on the following reasons: 
 
Legal: 
 
• I purchased in the area just over five years ago.  
• I purchased my property for a range of reasons including the fact that my property 
and many others in the area, have the benefit of a single dwelling covenant. 
• My Land is identified as Lot 90 on Plan of Subdivision 010277 the Parent Title of 
which is identified by Volume 05559 Folio 753 which was created by instrument 
1431688 1/10/1929. 
• My Land is subject to the same Covenant (covenant 1431688 created 01/10/1929) 
as the Applicant (‘The Covenant”).  
• As outlined, My Land was the product of a Plan of subdivision of a Parent Title 
lodged at the time which placed The Covenant on some of the sub dividend Lots. I 
also know that some of the subdivided lots do not have The Covenant on Title 
however still benefit from The Covenant (eg Lot 44 – Hume Street). It is clear that the 
wording of The Covenant is such that all subdivided lots benefit from The Covenant 
whether on title or not. 
• At the time of purchase there were still 13 Lots (including mine – ie , Lot 90) which 
still have the covenant on title and still hold the right to benefit from the covenant. 
• For The Covenant to be removed all beneficial owners including myself have to 
agree. 
• In the absence of agreement from all beneficial owners, an application will have to be 
made to the Supreme Court for the removal of The Covenant on the basis it is not 
relevant - which is clearly not the case. The Covenant was a key reason underpinning 
the purchase of my property just over five years ago. The Covenant is relevant, and is 
something I will never agree to remove. 
 
Impact on Character of the Area 
 
In addition to the legal position outlined above, I also object to the variation/removal of 
The Covenant for a range of other reasons.  
 
Assuming The Covenant is varied or removed, Council will need to understand that 
any planning permit allowing multi dwelling will change the character of the street and 
area. Land owners will inevitably subdivide as this is the “highest and best use” of the 
land from a profitability perspective. Planning applications for townhouses will become 
the new norm and Council will be inundated with such applications for multi dwelling 
permits. 
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There are currently no multi dwellings in Hotham Street aside from the corners of 
Dalgetty Rd and Reserve Rd. Removal of this Covenant will create a precedent 
allowing other Land Owners to apply for the same. The impact of such a change will 
be profound in the form of: 
 
• Environmental Impact – naturally trees will be removed, wildlife reduction 
• Infrastructure – sewers and power will need to be upgraded 
• Traffic Volume - will increase  
 
Hotham St and Beaumaris are well known for being a quiet, family friendly area with a 
large green footprint. This will change progressively over time should the Applicant’s 
proposal be permitted.  
 
As outlined above, aside from the issues associated with increased density, I remain a 
beneficiary of The Covenant and I have not agreed to any variation or removal of it. 
Therefore, in the absence of any agreement on my part, I cannot understand how any 
variation or removal can be lawful. If Council vary or remove the Covenant, legal 
proceedings will be issued against Council and I will actively engage all land owners 
impacted to participate in such proceedings.  
 
In closing, I strongly object to any Variation or Removal of The Covenant. 
 
Regards, 
Peter Linnane 
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2. Ms Cath Graham (A) 
 
Proposed restrictive covenant removal - PP5/2022/70/1 - 32 Hotham Street, BEAUMARIS 
In response to the 11 objections against the proposed restrictive covenant removal on my 
property which have been shared with me I’d like to state the following: 
The existing dwellings consist of the original single-storey, 3-bedroom house which was 
built by my parents in 1956. A 3-storey, 3-bedroom extension was added in (approx.) 1975, 
with bathroom and living area. (My father wanted to add a 2-storey extension, but Bayside 
City Council suggested that he excavate and build a 3rd floor, half-above and half-below 
ground, creating a 3-storey dwelling). A kitchen and laundry were added to the extension in 
1997, thus creating two separate, self-contained dwellings.  
Since then, the two dwellings have been home to two separate “families” – my parents and 
niece in the original house, and various renters in the 3-storey dwelling at the rear of the 
property. At any given time since 1997 there have been a minimum of 2 adults (sometimes 
3) living in the rear dwelling and until my fathers’ death in 2013, there were 3, sometimes 4 
adults living in the original house. My family and I moved into the rear dwelling in July 
2017 after my mother had a bad fall and needed me to live closer to her. There were, at a 
minimum, 5 cars at the dwelling during most of that time. 
Many of the objections to my proposal are on the grounds that it may set a precedent for 
dual occupancy in Hotham Street. There are already dual occupancy properties in Hotham 
Street, including my property. There is also at least one other property that had its 
restrictive dual occupancy covenant removed in the mid-1990’s, but still has a single 
dwelling on it. The granting of the covenant removal to these properties in the past has 
clearly not “opened the floodgates” to dual occupancy in Hotham Street and there is no 
reason to think that removing the restrictive covenant from my property will encourage 
others to do the same, going forward. One objector says that there are “currently no dual 
occupancies in Hotham Street”, and another states, “All properties in Hotham Street are 
single dwelling” – both statements being incorrect and misguided. 
The new dwellings that I propose will be shorter in both length and height to the existing 
dwellings. This will leave more room for larger gardens than currently exists on the 
property, as well as the buildings being less invasive on the neighbourhood due to their 
smaller size than what currently exists. 
Some objectors note their worry about increased traffic and on-street parking. The new 
dual occupancies should make no difference to the number of cars that have been here in 
the past in the existing dual occupancies. (Please also note that some of the existing 
neighbours are parking their cars on the street, even though they have abundant off-street 
parking on their properties. I have documented, photographic proof of this taken over the 
past 12+ months). 
Four objectors state the extra pressure they believe will be placed on council services, such 
as storm-water drains, rubbish removal etc, are a concern to them. As the property has 
effectively been operating as a dual occupancy since 1997, I do not believe there will be 
any change to the existing requirements of those services, other than the extra supply, and 
collection, of rubbish bins. 
Six objectors are concerned for the native flora, fauna, and general habitat. I was born and 
raised on this property, and I have a deep affinity to the actual block, to Hotham Street and 
to Beaumaris in general. I have a deep and true desire to maintain the amount of vegetation 
on my block and to this end, among other intentions, I plan to retain the dead tea-trees on 
my property to be used in landscaping for the provision of habitat for native wildlife. I have 
also propagated seedlings from many native plants on my property and I fully intend to 
provide a more beneficial habitat for the local fauna and birds than most other yards in 
Beaumaris currently provide. I was raised to appreciate nature and aesthetics and I will not 
erect a concrete bunker with little to no garden. I intend to build two tasteful dwellings in 
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keeping with the Beaumaris aesthetic, with indigenous gardens, using what I can of the 
existing plants, rocks etc.  
In a nutshell, I am hoping to build 2 x two-storey dwellings that will replace the 1 x single 
storey and 1 x three-storey dwellings already on my property. I am completely, 100% 
sympathetic to the flora and fauna in Beaumaris and the local vibe of buildings here and I 
fully intend to replace the existing two dwellings and garden with smaller dual occupancy 
dwellings and bigger and better gardens.  
I am a passionate supporter of the Beaumaris “vibe”, of retaining the local, indigenous 
plants of Beaumaris, and of providing a safe home for the native creatures in the area. 
Warm regards, 
 
Cath Graham  
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Item 4.8            
 
17 Gramatan Avenue, Beaumaris 
 

Objector (O)  
Supporter (S) 
Applicant (A) 

1. Mr Panos Nickas (A) 
 
Dear Councillors 
 
Nickas Legal acts on behalf of the Permit Applicant seeking a variation to the covenant 
that applies to the land at 17 Gramatan Av, Beaumaris. 
 
My office is a local law firm that specialises in town planning law. I am acutely aware 
of the range of town planning matters that residents in Beaumaris hold dear, in 
particular managing increases in multi-unit development.  
 
If approved, this permit application to vary the covenant will ensure certainty, i.e. no 
more than two (2) dwellings would be allowed in future. However, it is not a removal of 
the covenant which (were it successful) would allow consideration of a proposal for 
more than two dwellings in future.  
 
As emphasised by Council’s planning officer, an application for planning permit would 
be required to be lodged with Council in future to seek development permission for two 
dwellings. This would then require notification to residents by mail and a sign erected 
along the site frontage, meaning that objections based on neighbourhood character, 
amenity and/or traffic can be clearly expressed based on a development proposal.  
 
As with all covenant matters, the intention of those that drafted it needs to be 
considered. The relevant covenant was registered in 1931 (during the depression) and 
was arguably to establish an area of low density development of a high standard. 
 
As an aside, an increase in density by one dwelling is a minimal increase in yield 
consistent with the Neighbourhood Residential Zone that applies to the land and is 
consistent with successive State governments’ imperatives to address the housing 
need / shortage that presently exists by consolidating existing residential land. 
 
Beaumaris has experienced great change since 1931, notably dual occupancy is a 
part of its urban fabric today and is evident in Gramatan Avenue and streets nearby. In 
terms of any future permit application for development, it will be required to adhere to 
local planning policy and ResCode standards relating to neighbourhood character and 
amenity, while having regard to consolidation, diversity of housing and affordability.  
 
The Council's planning officers have carefully considered the proposal and objections 
lodged and concluded that a Notice of Decision should be granted subject to 
conditions.  
 
I commend this proposal to Council and thank it for the opportunity to lodge this 
submission. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
Panos Nickas 
Nickas Legal  
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Item 4.9             
 
1/153 Martin Street, Brighton 
 

Objector (O)  
Supporter (S) 
Applicant (A) 

1. Mrs Christina Rearick (O) 
 
While we enjoy having the Winelarder as a trader in Martin street . The owners are 
lovely people, the wine choices are phenomenal , and we don’t even object to the 
music we can hear from our house. However , we are objecting to the proposed 
extension of the hours to 1 am. Our house sits directly behind their business and the 
customers often park in front of our house. When we first moved to our house four 
years ago, the winelarder closed at 9 pm, then it was extended to 11 pm . Those of us 
who live nearby, who are not drinking at 1 am and have to work the next morning will 
not appreciate the noise, music and patrons walking to their cars at that late hour. This 
is not chapel street , it is a place of residence and none of the restaurants are open 
past 11 pm in Martin street . Additionally , it seems logical that the later a drinking 
establishment is open, the more intoxicated and loud the patrons attending become. If 
this proposal does go through , we are requesting the public service patrol at the 
gardenvale train station make regular passes past the wine larder and along the 
laneway between the bar and our house. The trains do not even operate at 1 am so 
the police will need to be on the lookout for people driving after drinking for hours .  
I might add that the current patrons tend to be fairly quiet . Our concern is that the later 
the evening goes and the more alcohol is consumed , this level of noise is likely to 
escalate . The bigger concern is if the current owners sell the business and the new 
clientele are not as courteous . Once the 1 am is granted we residents have no 
recourse  
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2 Mr Mark Rearick (O) 
 
I attended the planning meeting, as was struck by the information that was provided by 
the residents who live in what is described as the "nearby apartments" and thought it 
was necessary to bring this to the attention of the council. I believe that "nearby" 
means that these apartments are located directly above the wine bar, in what is 
effectively a mixed use building (commercial on the ground floor, residential on the 
floors above). 
 
I was disappointed to read the following in the recommendation: "These are 
reasonable hours for a business within a commercial area. The level of residential 
amenity that can be reasonably expected in a Commercial zone should not be 
assumed to be as good as the amenity expected in a residential zone." 
 
I did not feel that this accurately describes the situation, where residents live directly 
above the bar. Council has an important role to play in defining what is "reasonable", 
even in a Commercial zone. The residents shared that the noise from the bar at night, 
even when music is not playing, is loud enough to make it difficult to sleep. I don't 
believe that any of our Bayside residents would find it "reasonable" for this noise (in 
the same building) to continue to 1:00am on any night -- including on Thursday night, 
when the residents would have work commitments early the next morning. 
 
Its important for Council to recognize that the limitations must be different in a mixed 
use building than they would be in a single-use building (or in a building that is entirely 
commercial). There are several new developments underway on Martin St that will add 
to the number of mixed use buildings. If Council shows a willingness to extend 
operating hours of the businesses to 1:00am, who would be willing to purchase or rent 
the new residences? 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
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Item 4.11     
 
4 Rosemary Road, Beaumaris 
 

Objector (O)  
Supporter (S) 
Applicant (A) 

1. Mrs Monica Cabrita (A) 
 
Dear Council Members, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity for us to respond to the feedback received by the residents.  We would 
like to begin our response with firstly saying, as the homeowners of No. 4 Rosemary Road Beaumaris, 
our plan is to build a home for our family, specifically we will live in Unit 2.  Our children go to the local 
Beaumaris Primary School and this home will be walking distance to their School.  We also both work 
in the local area and with limited family support, being in close proximity to our children means greater 
flexibility to support them.   
 
Having said this, we would like to respectfully address each point in turn, as detailed in letters received 
from No. 5 Rosemary Road (Sue Raverty) (“Resident 1”) and No. 7 Rosemary Road (Patrick & Meagan 
Brody) (“Resident 2”).  We aim to provide as information to clarify the current development and alleviate 
the concerns raised by Residents 1 and 2.  
 
 
Resident 1 
Resident 1 (5 Rosemary Road) does not have a property that is immediately adjacent to the proposed 
development site (4 Rosemary Road). 
 

1. Representative Character 
Resident 1 suggests that the proposed dwelling is “not representative of the neighbourhood character of the 
dwellings Rosemary Road”, however the resident does not explain what this character is, or which time 
period of architecture that she wishes to maintain. We note that Rosemary Road has the following 
variation in dwelling types: single and double storey dwellings, brick, weatherboard, and rendered 
façades, and with architecture ranging in time period from 1970 to as recent as 2021.  From our survey, 
there does not appear to be any one specific house character in Rosemary Road, thus the Resident’s 
objection is not grounded on clear evidence. 
 
We can only speculate that the Resident’s apparent objection lies in the development of modern 
dwellings which are consistent with urban Melbourne.   
 

2. Removal of tree 1, Melaleuca linarifolia 
We respect Resident 1’s commitment to environment concerns, and it is a view that we share. The 
Resident raises three points: (1) the general removal of street trees, (2) the maturity of the existing 
trees, (3) and the cost to biodiversity.  The presence of street trees is essential, but as very often the 
case, the species are selected but they do not take into account the growth of urban areas or indeed the 
challenges associated with upkeep (destructive root growth, leaf mess, trip hazards) faced by residents 
and pedestrians alike.  In keeping with our point, these trees we believe were planted with no provisions 
or considerations for future urban planning.  The Resident also reflects on biodiversity, but does not 
specify what she defines as biodiversity or indeed what the cost in biodiversity may take place; we note 
that there is no particular species of animal that is specific to Melaleuca linarifolia 
 
Our plan is to remove the tree to permit development, however, in its place, we will plant six additional 
trees as included in the landscape plan. These species have been selected because they maintain the 
aesthetic, and are more conducive to the urban area. We are thus not removing street trees, but simply 
replacing them to permit reasonable development of a property.   
 

3. Design concerns 
a. Overdevelopment 

It is not clear from the Resident’s objection regarding “overdevelopment” of 4 Rosemary – the object 
itself is not supported by any independent metrics or data. Resident 1 cites a similar side-by-side 
development at 10 Rosemary Road which is on a larger block of land (911m2).  We can assure the 
resident that a side-by-side dwelling planned for the 606.24m2 (frontage 15.24m) has been carefully 
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designed by our architect in consultation with Council Planning Department and meets all the regulatory 
standards consistent with a side-by-side dwelling.  
 
 

b. Narrow rooms and Extent of Sunlight 
It is not clear what the Resident defines as a ‘narrow room’ and equally, what modelling procedures she 
has undertaken or her professional expertise that has enabled her to comment specifically on the 
measurement of the extent of direct sunlight that will enter the individual rooms of the property.  In 
consultation with our architect and the Council Planning Department, we can assure the resident that 
adequate sunlight is possible for the property.  There thus is no foreseeable risk to health (as also outlined 
by the resident).  The properties comply with current building regulations, as such are well lit and with 
all mitigating measures in place to ensure that the dwellings are developed at the highest of specifications 
and thus the highest standards of living.  
 
The Resident reflects on how the orientation “does not reduce fossil use”, however has not provided 
any information on how this is typically defined, nor how any current building standards are in place to 
mitigate this.  

 
c. 2-vehicle crossovers 

The Resident objects to a 2-vehicle crossover because it “does not fit with the neighbourhood character”, 
yet she also cites the presence of 2 crossovers at 10 Rosemary Road (frontage 22.9m).  As outlined in 
Point 1 above, there is no defined neighbourhood character. Secondly, as cited by the Resident, there is 
an existing precedent for a 2-vehicle crossover in the street already (10 Rosemary Road). Thirdly, as 
outlined in Point 3(a), the narrower frontage in 4 Rosemary Road (15.24m) has been carefully considered. 
Thus, despite the 7.66m difference relative to 10 Rosemary Road, the 2-vehicle crossover permits family 
sizes vehicles to reasonable access the proposed garages. 

 
d. Perception of design 

The Resident states that the development “does not provide an articulated and interesting façade to the 
street” and “the garages dominate the façade of the building”; with all due respect, this is a judgement based 
solely upon the Resident’s subjective taste. We also note that the Resident’s opinion may not be shared 
by others, for example, as the aesthetic appearance of the frontage of their property, which may for 
example, be perceived as not keeping with façades or colour schemes along the street. 
 
The Resident also suggests that the development does not create the appearance of space between the 
buildings.  This also appears to be subjective judgement. As detailed in the plans, the development is well 
within the building regulations. 
 
The Resident claims that “there is not sufficient space on the boundary side of either unit to plant substantial 
vegetation”.  The Resident has not defined what is meant by “substantial vegetation” and is thus not a 
well-founded opinion. As detailed in the plans, the dwellings meet the Council’s requirements for site 
coverage and open space. 

 
e. Final comments by the Resident 

The Resident also states that the advertised town planning report and c55.PDF has a number of spelling 
mistakes and inconsistencies.  The Resident is correct in that “3 Dalgety Road” should have read “3 
Coreen Avenue”. The Resident however, does not detail the instances of spelling mistakes or 
inconsistencies, yet infers that the rest of planning document must contain errors. This conclusion has 
no basis and is incendiary in its nature. 
 
 
 
Resident 2 
Resident 2 (7 Rosemary Road) does not have a property that is immediately adjacent to the proposed 
development site (4 Rosemary Road). 
 

1. Neighbourhood Character 
a. The proposed development does not integrate with the neighbourhood character and is considered 

out of context for the locality.  
b. There are no instances of narrow residential properties on Rosemary Road. These proposed 

dwellings are not visually sympathetic to the local area and undermine the street integrity.  
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The Resident does not define what is a “narrow dwelling” nor have they outlined what is perceived to 
be “visually sympathetic”. As we note in Point 1 in Resident 1, there is no defined “character” in 
Rosemary Road.  The Resident also does not mention the existing precedent of a side-by-side dwelling 
at 10 Rosemary Road. 
 

2.  Covenant Query 
a. Our property, which we purchased in 2013, has a covenant restricting it to a single dwelling. We 

purchased in full knowledge of this because we hoped this would extend to surrounding properties 
that would remain as single dwelling houses.  

The Resident’s Covenant restriction to a single dwelling has no bearing on any covenants that may or 
may not existing for adjacent properties. The Resident state that they purchased their property in 2013 
and “hoped” that such a covenant may be extended to other surrounding properties.  There is no single 
dwelling covenant on No. 4 Rosemary Road.  
 

3. Building Materials 
a. The raw concrete finish material proposed to the 2nd floor of both residences is 

unsympathetic to the neighbourhood character where there is a predominance of wooden, 
brick or rendered painted external finishes. 

This appears to be a subjective opinion based upon the Resident’s personal preferences, and does not 
reflect the actual neighbourhood character which is varied in its nature. 
 

b. The proposed designs conflict with that of adjacent and surrounding properties as they are 
visually dominated by garage doors from the street. 

This appears to be a subjective opinion based upon the Resident’s personal preferences, and does not 
reflect the actual neighbourhood character which is varied in its nature. 
 

c. The upper story overhang combined with the visual dominance/bulk of the proposed 
residences is not sympathetic to the architectural language of the local area.  

As we noted in Resident 1, Point 1, there is no defined neighbourhood character. Resident 2 has not 
defined what is meant by the “architectural language” or indeed, what expanse of area is encompassed 
with the definition of “local area”. If by the local area, Resident 2 is commenting on Beaumaris as a whole, 
then their point is unfounded; there are many examples of varied architectural designs throughout. 
 

4. Car Parking:  
a. We do not believe the required number of car parking spaces of four (4) spaces for the 

proposed development are provided on the site.  
b. Whilst at the legal minimum, the proposed internal width of the Unit 2 double garage is 

5.5m which will make it difficult to park and exit from 2 average-sized cars that are parked 
within it. A measurement of 6x6m is typical of the dimensions of a double garage. The lack 
of width of this garage will inevitably mean that residents will choose to park on the street.  

It is not clear what the objection is being raised by the Resident.  Commenting the “difficulty to park” in 
a 5.5m garage is solely a subjective judgement. Moreover, how many cars the new resident may have, or 
indeed how they will choose to use their garage is completely at their discretion.  On-street parking is 
permitted throughout Beaumaris.  We also note, we meet Council’s planning requirements for onsite 
car parking spaces for each dwelling. 
 
 
 

5. Traffic:  
a. We believe there will be a major change to the traffic volume in our street which will impact 

residential amenity by substantially changing residents’ ability to access/exit their properties.  
The Residents do not state with the current traffic volume is and what they anticipate will be the new 
traffic volume. 
 

b. The creation of 2 crossovers will leave no parking space outside the proposed residences 
by a medium length car which will in-turn create further competition for street parking in 
front of other surrounding residences. These 2 crossovers do not visually respect the 
neighbourhood character as there are no instances of such close crossovers on a standard 
suburban block on Rosemary Road.  

As stated above, it cannot by foreseen how many cars an incoming resident will choose to have. Similarly, 
the Resident cannot foresee how the habits of the surrounding residents may or may not change in the 
future. It is also not clear what “competition” currently exists or how this will be enhanced by the 
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creation of 2 crossovers. The presence of one additional crossover will not impact the parking space 
outside the residences, there will still be the ability to park one car between both crossovers. 
 

c. Street parking from residential and visitor vehicles from these proposed properties will 
create congestion at the end of Rosemary Road creating an adverse effect on traffic flow 
and congestion from Charlotte Road especially during school times due to heavy vehicle 
and pedestrian traffic. The increase in street parking may also extend to the extreme 
corners of the Charlotte Road intersection which will impede driver and pedestrian safety.  

As stated above, street parking is allowed in Beaumaris. The Resident has not commented on whether 
extra flow was created when 10 Rosemary Road was built; we anticipate that traffic flow will not be 
adversely affected, as there is dynamic road use (include street parking) across different times of the day 
(as is the case across Melbourne as a whole). The Resident also comments on general traffic flow and 
congestion from Charlotte Road. This is an entirely separate issue that should be considered by the 
Council, but there is no reasonably defined impact on the activities of Charlotte Road as a result of the 
development of 4 Rosemary Road.  
 
From the objections raised by the Residents, we note the majority reflect either personal taste (e.g, 
“neighbourhood character/aesthetic appearance”), personal preferences (e.g., 5.5 vs 6m garage, “planting 
of substantial vegetation”), and personal ideology (“reduction of fossil fuels”).  We note that both 
Residents share two common concerns (1) “neighbourhood character”; (2) 2-vehicle crossover.  As 
stated, neither resident has defined what the current “neighbour character” is, or how they feel this will 
be altered.  Additionally, both Residents raised objections regarding the 2-vehicle crossover but there is 
no common overlap in what major concern is, how it personally affects them, or other residents.  
 
We would like to add that we have worked very closely with our architect and the Council’s Planning 
Department to develop these plans, and where we have adhered to the stringent building standards to 
develop dwellings to the highest specifications, and where we have mitigated every foreseeable impact 
on the environment (e.g., street trees), and considered the perceived living standards in Beaumaris. 
 
On balance, we respect the input of our fellow neighbours but we are of the opinion that the objections 
raised by the Residents solely reflect their personal biases and are not wholly representative of Rosemary 
Road residents.  Indeed, we highlight again, that no objections were raised by neighbours adjacent to 4 
Rosemary, and who, arguably, would be most directly affected by the proposed development. 
 
Thank you for your time and for consideration of our response. 
 
Kind regards 
Monica and Chris 
 

 


