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Dear Ms Cook 
 
Gladesville Planning Proposal - Gateway Determination PP-2025-859 
 
The Hunters Hill Trust wishes to lodge an objection to the Gladesville Site Specific Plan prepared 
by Hunters Hill Council. 
 
The Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure (DPHI) approved the public exhibition of 
the above Plan through its Gateway process on 22 September 2025 subject to a number of 
conditions.   
 
Only some of those conditions have been met prior to Hunters Hill Council’s approval of the 
Planning Proposal at an Extraordinary General Meeting on 6th July 2026. 
 
Two documents DPHI said required updates were not completed prior to public exhibition and 
only appeared in the final report presented on 6th July.  These are the updated Traffic Impact 
Assessment (dated 26 June 2026) and further work on Solar Access by Gyde.  This delay resulted 
in the public not having the full picture about the impact of what was being proposed. These 
documents revealed flaws that were not evident previously or did not address the full scope of the 
concerns raised in the DPHI Assessment Report. 
 
In DPHI’s approval you indicated that:  
 
“It is noted that the area surrounding the Gladesville Town Centre is likely to undergo a built form 
transition due to the Low and Mid-Rise Policy. This presents a different landscape to when the 
2011 controls were introduced, and the master plan was prepared. As detailed in the Gateway 
Assessment Report, Council should consider uplift to the remainder of the Gladesville Town Centre 
in the context of the built form on the western side of Victoria Road. This may encourage 
redevelopment with minimal heritage and overshadowing impacts and reflect the change in 
circumstances. Council may then wish to consider progressing a new planning proposal for the 
surrounding areas”. 
 
We note that Council chose not to do this, instead focussing all its attention on this one specific 
site, owned by one developer. This is a reduction in footprint compared to the previous version of 
the Gladesville Master Plan with the result that all of Council’s objectives for Gladesville are  
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concentrated on one small site.  Had it chosen to do as you suggested, it may have resulted in a 
plan where the proposal for this specific site would be more in keeping with a graduated approach 
to the heights of buildings in Gladesville Town Centre and in line with developments along Victoria 
Road and the developments further to the northwest such as the proposed Woolworths site. 
 
We would like to draw your attention to the lack of resolution of serious flaws in the proposal. 
 
 
1. Height 
There is considerable confusion as to the eventual heights of the two towers on this site. Council’s 
report on consultation with the community continues to state that the towers will be 70 metres tall 
containing 19 storeys with an FSR of 4:1. 
 
Your own Gateway Assessment Report noted significant discrepancies in FSR and achievable 
GFA when using standard efficiency rates and concluded that to achieve the proposed 4:1 FSR a 
height limit of 77 metres would be required.  We have been advised that the towers might be 22-23 
storeys tall and meet the conditions for an FSR of 4:1. 
 
The developer, Thirdi has expressed a preference that 26-27 storeys be constructed, while Council 
claimed that ensuring approval of their Proposal ie the Site Specific Plan, will prevent the 
developer from achieving this outcome.  Yet only two days after Council approved its own 
proposal, the developer was canvassing community opinion about 26-27 storeys on the site.  
 
Community consultation which elicited 730 unique submissions, with more than 90% objecting to 
the proposal in its entirety or approval with conditions, demonstrated conclusively that one of the 
biggest objections to the proposal was its height.    
 
We suggest that to leave unresolved the issue that causes this level of consternation ie the height 
of the towers, is a serious flaw. 
 
 
2. Solar Access and Overshadowing 
We consider that the further work you required on solar access does not address the issues you 
raised and lacks validity.  It does however confirm that one of the designated open spaces in the 
proposal won’t meet minimum standards for overshadowing. 
  
We believe the additional work on solar access is inadequate in its consideration of overshadowing 
of Gladesville Public School and Trim Place.  Gladesville Public School is an OOSH centre which 
operates from 7.00am to 6.00pm.  The accompanying solar studies to the proposal claim that 
overshadowing will occur up until 9.30am, which means that children arriving from 7am, and using 
the play space and facilities, will have no access to sunlight.  In addition, the specific location within 
the site of the two proposed towers has not been fixed and the heights are subject to confusion, so 
it is difficult to determine whether the solar studies are accurate. 
 
The solar studies have not sufficiently considered the impact on residents in adjoining streets 
including Cowell and Junction Streets and Batemans Road where residents have raised concerns 
about the impact of the towers on sunlight in their backyards.   In your Assessment Report you 
asked that further work on Solar Access be conducted for Cowell and Junction Streets. The 
updated solar study only considers Cowell Street.   Many aspects of the development are still not 
yet finalised, and are likely to change depending on the specific location of buildings and design 
aspects of the final DA. 
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3. Traffic and public transport 
The Gateway Agreement specifically required that the Traffic Impact Report clarify the impact of 
the proposal on existing trips as well as new trips. 
 
The updated Bitzios report (only completed in late June, after the closure of the public exhibition) 
contains SIDRA modelling and identifies that there are concerns particularly about the intersection 
of Cowell Street and Victoria Road.  This applies to traffic travelling northwest along Victoria Road, 
and entering Cowell Street and traffic attempting to turn out of Cowell Street.  These difficulties 
would require significant realignment of lanes along Victoria Road which requires Transport for 
NSW to prioritise this work.  
 
The Bitzios Report also confirmed that Victoria Road is already significantly overcrowded.  In the 
meeting that led to Council approving the proposal, Councillors heard that queues wanting to turn 
right from Victoria Road could be estimated to be up to 1km long in the future, with traffic backed 
up to Gladesville Hospital.  
 
Even in the short term, queues are estimated to be backed up for several hundred metres.  Under 
these circumstances it is likely motorists will choose to use surrounding streets to avoid 
bottlenecks and Victoria Road thereby creating other problems for residents.  The lack of resolution 
for traffic problems along Victoria Road is a major flaw.  
 
It is concerning that Councils and the Government may be viewing each new proposal for 
increased apartments along Victoria Road in isolation, when in reality each approval is worsening 
an already untenable situation with traffic particularly in peak hours.  We believe that better 
methodology should be employed to shed light on the cumulative impacts of approvals on traffic 
issues.    
 
While the M52 bus route has recently been reinstated with much attention, the reality for bus 
commuters is that, despite this regular service, public transport in peak hours is still insufficient, 
with long queues for buses during peak hour and many buses at capacity by the time they reach 
Gladesville.  Unless there is a better public transport solution, it is inconceivable to think that 522+ 
apartments with cars and commuters can be added to this site without having a drastic impact on 
already pressured road and public transport systems along Victoria Road.  
 
 
4. Number of housing units required to meet NSW Government targets 
We note that Council has already achieved approximately half of our LGA’s target of 400 new 
dwellings by 2029, with existing housing approved or built (more than 60) plus the likely addition of 
around 144 units of seniors housing on the Montefiore site.   
 
In its Local Housing Strategy, Council has foreshadowed precinct plans for Gladesville, Hunters 
Hill and Boronia Park which will further create an uplift in housing numbers.  This means that this 
site of 522 new units has 122 more new dwellings than the target for the whole LGA and more 
than twice the dwelling numbers now needed to fulfil that target. 
 
The Hunters Hill Trust supports the increased provision of housing supply in Hunters Hill LGA, 
particularly where this results in a diversity of housing types that meet the needs of residents who 
already live or who aspire to live in the municipality.  We support medium density reforms and an 
increase in housing supply in Gladesville but consider that this proposal concentrates too much 
housing in one small site.   It is unsympathetic to the heritage shop frontages that Council says it is 
trying to retain along Victoria Road and is significantly out of keeping with other newer medium rise 
buildings along Victoria Road.   
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We note that until now the developer has resisted calls for the inclusion of affordable housing and, 
when it approved the proposal, Council voted down amendments that would have resulted in 
affordable housing being required within the height and FSR they say are achievable under this 
Proposal.  
 
 
5. The use of a Voluntary Planning Agreement 
Council proposes to negotiate a Voluntary Planning Agreement with developer Thirdi as part of the 
DA process.  We understand that a figure of $20m has been discussed with the developer and has 
been included in forward estimates in Council’s Long Term Financial Plan. 
 
This $20m has been hypothecated to the construction of a library and council offices in the Hunters 
Hill Village.  Our understanding is that Voluntary Planning Agreements were meant to enable 
facilities and infrastructure that would enhance the lives of residents directly affected by 
developments.  However, the plan for the library and council offices will not be in Gladesville Town 
Centre.  Council’s own Infrastructure Study pointed to a need for Gladesville residents to have 
access to a branch library in Gladesville, regardless of whether a new library is built in Hunters Hill. 
 
Ryde Council noted in its submission that it would like to see facilities included in the development 
that would serve the people of Gladesville, such as childcare, library facilities and other services.   
 
However at its meeting on 6th July, the majority of Councillors voted down an amendment that 
would have required the developer to provide 1000 square metres for community facilities in the 
development itself that would create opportunities for the above services identified by Ryde 
Council. 
 
The proposal for a library and council offices in Hunters Hill Village has been progressing in 
tandem with the negotiations with Thirdi and it is possible to see that part of the attraction to 
Council of this site specific proposal, is that it is a way to fund a building that it cannot achieve 
otherwise.  Council’s Long Term Financial Plan indicates that there aren’t alternative viable 
sources of funding for the new building, aside from high numbers of very contentious asset sales.  
 
 
6. Hunters Hill Council’s unwillingness to consider alternatives to this proposal 
As noted in your Gateway Assessment Report this site has had a history of failed proposals. 
Hunters Hill Council decided to develop a Masterplan for Gladesville (at an estimated cost of well 
over $1m) in response to a range of concerns about the long-term viability and appearance of 
Gladesville shopping centre and to avoid the continuing proposals that originated from successive 
owners of the complex occupied by Coles.   
 
In 2021 Council resolved to reject an option of 19 storeys for Block 4 (the current site covered by 
this proposal) in response to feedback from residents.  Council now claims that to deliver the open 
space residents said they desired, other options of a lesser height are no longer feasible.   
 
Your Gateway Assessment Report indicated that if Council were to take advantage of changes in 
planning that resulted from the LMR reforms, it may be able to achieve a scheme with graduated 
heights across a broader area than the site in this proposal.   More graduated heights across a 
range of sites would be a better planning outcome for the residents of Gladesville and generate a 
more acceptable solution. 
 
As you correctly predicted in the Report, a proposal was put forward by the Massey Street 
residents who jointly offered their land to allow for additional FSR and reduced tower heights.  This 
demonstrates that acceptance of this proposal is not the only way to achieve Council’s objectives 
for Gladesville and residents should not have to accept an “all or nothing’” Site Specific plan as 
the only solution. 
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This Site Specific Planning Proposal gives one developer favoured treatment, to the detriment of 
surrounding residents, students who attend Gladesville Public School and the wider community 
who use Victoria Road, already one of the busiest thoroughfares in Sydney. 
 
In light of the above, the Hunters Hill Trust urges DPHI to reject this plan for Gladesville.  The 
Proposal has significant flaws and does not resolve the issues that you raised through the 
Gateway process.   
 
The Hunters Hill Trust supports a transition for Gladesville to a more viable centre but believes that 
an alternative to this scheme is achievable.  We want to see a revised Masterplan that revives the 
shopping centre, creates vibrant spaces that encourages community interaction and takes 
advantage of changes in planning laws to improve supply and provide housing choice.  This 
requires design excellence and a broader footprint than a single developer-owned site.  Although 
Council’s objectives for Gladesville deserve support, they cannot all be achieved within this one 
proposal. 
 
We look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Annette Gallard 
President 
The Hunters Hill Trust 
www.huntershilltrust.org.au 
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