
RESIDENTS RESPONSE TO THE OFFICER’S REPORT FORWARDED TO COUNCIL 
 
3 Rigby and 2 Newman Avenue, Carnegie 
 

1          Why do the recommendations go against principles outlined in the GE 
planning documents? 

 The recommendations contradict key principles outlined in: 

 GE Planning Scheme 

 GE Draft Carnegie Structure plan 

 GE Design Guide Principles  

 They also contradict the reasoning given by the planning department, GE council 
and VCAT for some recent planning decisions: 

 Previous and very recent GE planning decisions (since VC110) examples 
include: Plunkett Ave, Blamey St, Anne St McKinnon, Thomas St, Brighton 
East 

 Recent VCAT decisions – reading through and the details included in the 
council’s position or the VCAT decision  

I can document all of these, but it makes us wonder what other agendas are at play. 

  

2 Why is there misleading and factually incorrect information in the 
recommendation?  

 An example of this, on page 65 of the GE meeting agenda and Page 8 relevant to 
Rigby Ave: 

 “The subject site is significantly larger than adjoining properties (it is in fact, the 

largest  block in the street) “ 

 This is factually incorrect!!!  

No 3 is exactly the same size block as 1 Rigby (1100 sqm) It is not the largest 
block in the street. 

No 5 RIGBY is 860sq m, as are many other blocks.  

The 2 other adjoining blocks that back onto 3 Rigby from Newman Ave are both just 
short of 1000 sqm. It is therefore NOT significantly larger than adjoining properties. 

  



“The subject site is clearly in an area predominately characterised by multi-unit  
development. Rigby Avenue contains 20 residential blocks of land, of which only 6 
are single dwellings. The remaining sites contain a mixture of three-four dwelling 
developments of apartment buildings (containing 6-8 dwellings). “ 

 1)   There are actually 6 single dwellings, not including this property 

2)   The units are between TWO - 4 and are all ‘downsizer units’ – they are small, 
mostly 2 – 3 bedrooms and almost all are single storey units. 

3)    They are not APARTMENTS – they are all older tiny walk up flats!!!!!  

 This is all positioned to give a misleading impression completely.  Presenting 
factually incorrect information is totally inappropriate for council officers.  

Town planning must be technically very accurate.  It is very poor that inaccurate 
information is used to support recommendations and misrepresent the situation. 

  

3 Why does the report totally ignore and exclude the range of reasonable 
objection issues submitted?  

 What about the issue of precedence?  
 This property is the thin edge of the wedge for multi-townhouse development 

through NRZ1 in Glen Eira. There are clearly enough guidelines and a strong 
case to refuse or amend and reduce this development, on many grounds. We 
are certainly not alone in these concerns. 

 What about the mention of basement parking and neighbourhood character? 
The property is 2 doors from Leila Rd, one of the most coveted streets in the 
area! This has been used as a reason for GE to refuse several developments 
in NRZ1 VC110. 

 What about the rear of the property having double storey townhouses, which 
has been declined in recent GE and VCAT decisions? 

 What about the cumulative impact of increased density in tiny streets away 
from the transport hubs and activity centres? 

 Are these not of concern to the council? 

Why were these not raised by the report? 

 Many recent GE and VCAT decisions in NRZ1 cited basement parking as a major 
reason to refuse a permit, as it was inconsistent to the neighbourhood – such as at 
10 Blamey St, Bentleigh East.  

Why are the same reasons used to recommend refusal of a permit in Thomas St, 
Brighton East, the first reason given is unreasonable amenity impact, and in our 
situation, this is totally ignored. 

  



4          Concerns: 

 Honestly, the report gives more emphasis and detail on protecting the old street tree 
outside of 3 Rigby than our rights to amenity as residents. 

Of course, we are concerned about the personal impact on our home.  

 We are seriously concerned as are SO MANY RESIDENTS in GE about the 
unnecessary, accelerating pace of development. We bought in NRZ1 believing we 
would be protected from the intense development of the other less protected zones.  

 We are aware from the latest stats that GE is advanced way beyond need and state 
planning requirements in terms of increased and intensive development. 

 Now we sadly have personal experience of how inconsistently the rules are applied, 
and it is totally obvious that decisions are made on things other than the stated 
policies. 

 I’m not sure what more to say, other than I hope you and the council will address 
these issues and at least be asking the right questions.  

Glen Eira needs people like us, who love the suburbs to live in, raise our families and 
grow old here, to nurture it and contribute to it.  

I run a business in GE as well as having lived here for 43 years, and it is devastating 
to be so impacted by greed and unnecessary development. The only winners are the 
developers. 

 


