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Section 1 – Introduction 
  
1.1 Background 
  
The City of Stonnington has received a request from Vivas Lend Lease to prepare an amendment to 
the Stonnington Planning Scheme to rezone 590 Orrong Road / 4 Osment Street to a Mixed Use 
Zone, to introduce a Development Plan Overlay – Schedule 2 and an Environmental Audit Overlay 
over the site.  The total site area is 2.5 hectares and it is identified as a ‘major redevelopment site’ in 
the State Government’s Urban Development Program. 
 
The applicant entered into a joint venture with the owner of the land (Larkfield Holdings Pty Ltd) to 
redevelop the site for primarily residential use. 
 
The proposed amendment includes approximately 480 dwellings and approximately 730 car parking 
spaces.  The proposed building heights include seven apartment blocks ranging from 5-16 storeys 
as well as approximately 14 townhouses at 2-3 storeys.  The proposed amendment includes some 
commercial/retail uses.   
 
 
1.2 Council Resolution – Stage 1. 
 
Stonnington Council unanimously voted to defer consideration of the application by Vivas Lend 
Lease at a Council Meeting on Monday 4 October, to ensure the community has the opportunity to 
provide their input before any formal consideration on whether the proposed Amendment should 
proceed to the next stage of formal consultation. 
 
The resolution was: 
That Council  
 
• Defer consideration of the Amendment C114 to the Stonnington Planning Scheme applying to 

the land at 590 Orrong Road, Armadale and 4 Osment Street, Armadale. 

• Arrange a community meeting(s) between interested residents, other stakeholders, Council 
Planning Officers, the applicant and Councillors prior to any further consideration of the 
proposed amendment referred to above. 

• Notifies all owners and occupiers in the areas bounded by Williams Road, Dandenong Road, 
Kooyong Road and Toorak Road, identified stakeholders groups and the applicant of the 
community meetings.  Additionally an advertisement be placed in the Leader newspaper 
advertising the meeting.   

Council officers have assessed the material submitted by the application. 
Key areas if concern include: 
 
• The location and height of the proposed buildings; 

• The changes to access through and around the site, and to Toorak railway station; and 

• The impact of the development on the adjoining open space. 
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1.3 Why Undertake Consultation with the Community    

 
Council makes the following commitment to residents of the city, “We will keep you informed, listen 
to and acknowledge your concerns, and provide feedback as to how your input has influenced the 
decision, process or outcome.” 
 
Councils 590 Orrong road Community Consultation is consistent with the flowing Council Plan 
Objectives. 
 
Community  
 
• Stonnington will be a city where all people can be happy, healthy and safe and have the 

opportunity to feel part of and contribute to the community. 

• Improve the effectiveness of community engagement and participation to facilitate community 
involvement in decision-making. 

1.4 Methodology  

Council Consultation:  

Council organised a range of preliminary consultation opportunities including a Public Meeting which 
attracted over 500 people, two feedback sessions at the Malvern Town Hall, documents and 
feedback forms available on the website, and displays at the Prahran and Malvern town halls. 
Information was advertised through the Stonnington Leader and brochures with feedback forms 
were sent to all owners and occupiers in the areas bounded by Williams Road, Dandenong Road, 
Kooyong Road and Toorak Road, plus identified stakeholder groups and the applicant. 
 
The 590 Orrong Road consultation report was informed by a survey done by both post and online.  
Two drop in sessions was also conducted on the 25th and 26th of October 2010 which offered 
further opportunities for residents to note their concerns. 
 
Survey data was collated on Excel spreadsheets.  Where possible, data was analysed quantitatively 
and put into a graph.  These graphs relates to the percentage of comments made under each theme, 
not the percentage of respondents.  When analysing the qualitative data from open-ended questions, 
attention was given to identify the range and variety of responses, as well as giving on overall 
ranking of popularity of responses.  
 
Orrong Group Consultation: 

The Orrong Group Collected 212 feedback forms at a public meeting held on Wednesday 27 
October to discuss the Vivas Lend Lease proposal for 590 Orrong Road, Armadale.  The Orrong 
Group received 22 additional feedback forms, provided to Council during the week of 22 November.  
Council officers have conducted an analysis.   
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Section 2 – Summary of Results from Council Consult ation 
 
Respondents were asked to give feed back under four main topics Transport and Parking, Height 
and Scale, Amenity, Facilities and Open Space, Design and Pedestrian Access and General.  The 
majority of comments had issues with Transport and Parking and Height and Scale (see figure 1).   

 

Figure 1: Percentage of comments that identified a topic as a key issue  
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Section 3 – Results in Detail from Council Consulta tion 
 
Amenity, facilities and open space 

 

Figure 2: Percentage of comments that identified a theme as a key issue  
 

  Theme Summary of Feedback Form Comments 

1 Amenity  • The amenity of existing residents in a wide area will be severely 
and very adversely affected. 

• The impact of such a massive development on the surrounding 
existing facilities especially parks. 

2 Open Space  • The tower block will over shadow Toorak Park  

• The number suggests it would have a negative impact on the 
green spaces and other landowners. 

3 Beatty Avenue/Rose 

Street  

• Beatty Ave will be lost to all who appreciate & patronise its village 
culture. 

• The Beatty Ave precinct has only recently been rejuvenated and 
would be affected by this development. 

4 Facilities  • The infrastructure including schools and shops will be pressured 
by its presence. 

• Armadale Primary School cannot handle the additional 
enrolments demanded by this development. 

 
Drop in session’s summary 

 

• The increase in number of people using the public parks and the possible overshadowing will both 
contribute to deterioration in the condition of the parks.    

• The impact of higher numbers of children on schools and playgrounds. 
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Design and Pedestrian Access 

 

Figure 3: Percentage of comments that identified a theme as a key issue  
 
  

  Theme Summary of Feedback Form Comments 

1 Style/Design  • No 'cheap' looking development going on in this area 
neighbourhood. 

• No overshadow other dwellings. 

• Design needs to allow adequate pedestrian access, landscape, 
open   space, access/egress to and from roads. 

2 Pedestrian Access  • Easy access to Toorak station needs to be maintained.   

• Improved, safe, well-lit access to Toorak Station from Orrong Rd. 

3 Open and Green spaces  • Do not reduce parklands.   

• The surrounds should be landscaped with plenty of green spaces 
and trees between buildings and plentiful parking should be 
included. 

4 Light and Noise • Light and noise pollution emanating from the development in the 
form of 24 hours building lighting and traffic and people 
movement will be detrimental to the current residential dwellers 
within a broad surround.   

• Wind Tunnels- the adverse affect of wind tunnelling between the 
buildings of the development and the impact this has on 
pedestrians and locals. 

 
Drop in session’s summary 

 

• Proposed character of the buildings is out of character with the Armadale residential area.   Maintain 
walkway between Orrong Rd and Toorak station.    

• The high rise proposed will increase wind effects. 
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Height and Scale 

 

Figure 4: Percentage of comments that identified a theme as a  key issue  
 
 

  Theme Summary of Feedback Form Comments 

1 Height • The current height limits should be retained.   

• The current residential ambience of the area will be adversely 
impacted by building 16 storey structures totally dominating the area 
and skyline. 

• The size of this development, the height should not exceed 5 floors. 

2 Scale • The scale of the proposed development is excessive – too high, too 
many people, too many cars. 

• For the sake of the local residents this proposed development must 
be drastically reduced in size and scale. 

3 Overshadowing • Too big and too dense.  The nearby buildings and parks will be 
overshadowed. 

4 Privacy • These taller buildings will be able to look into my home and onto my 
balcony depriving me on my current level of privacy. 

5 Wind • Effects of wind tunnels caused by the construction of multiple towers 
making it unpleasant for pedestrians to walk and making parklands 
undesirable to recreate. 

 

Drop in session’s summary 

 

• The height of the proposed development is felt to be far too tall, and not in keeping with the other 
lower buildings in the surrounding area, suggested limits are around 3-5 storeys.    

• In relation to this, overshadowing of the surrounding area is also a key concern if the buildings are too 
tall. 
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Transport and Parking 

 
 
Figure 5: Percentage of comments that identified a theme as a key issue  

 

  
Feedback Form Summary 

  Theme Summary of Feedback Form Comments 

1 Public Transport  • The scale of this development puts far too much pressure on the 
already overfilled local trains at Toorak Station. 

• Existing train/tram/bus services do not meet resident’s needs.  
Transport problems will be made worse. 

2 Traffic  • The volume of vehicles this development will bring to the area and 
the resulting traffic congestion. 

• It will cause huge problems with traffic jams around the area. 

• Increased traffic flow would exacerbate the already intolerable 
situation in Toorak Road. 

3 Parking  • Parking in the area is now at full capacity. 

• There is minimal on street parking. 

4 Walking/Cycling • Pedestrian Access to the station along the south west side of the 
railway line must be retained. 

• Walkers and cyclists who are using the track beside the railway at 
present will definitely be disadvantaged. 

 
Drop in session’s summary 

 
• Major concern felt for the increase in number of cars in the area – causing traffic congestion and 

parking difficulties to worsen considerably.    
• There are already overcrowding problems on trains to/from Toorak station at peak times. 
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General 

 

 

Figure 6: Percentage of comments that identified a theme as a key issue  
 

  Theme Summary of Feedback Form Comments 

1 Opposition  • I wish to register my opposition to the proposed amendments and 
development. 

• Object to the proposed amendments to the planning scheme and 
development 

2 Support/Positive 

Feedback  

•  Support of higher density housing. 

• Strong support for the development proposal which utilises a vast 
area of strategically significant land located next to a train station 

3 Property Values  • This would affect property values in Toorak, Armadale considered 
to be our best suburbs. 

• This will significantly devalue nearby properties. 

4 Environment • This will have an adverse effect on the environment and the local 
infrastructure. 

  

• Stonnington should be considering sustainability more seriously in 

future developments and use them to promote a 'greener' 
council. 
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Section 4 – Orrong Group Consultation: Analysis 
 
The information below is the analysis of the survey results conducted by the Orrong Group.  Council received 
212 feedback forms and an analysis of the results conducted by the Orrong Group on the 8 November 2010. 
 
“590 Orrong Road Armadale: Request for a Planning Sc heme Amendment – C114 
 
The Orrong Group Collected 212 feedback forms at a public meeting held on Wednesday 27 October to 
discuss the Vivas Lend Lease proposal for 590 Orrong Road, Armadale.  
 
The feedback forms are attached to this letter. 
 
To assist Council in the community consultation process we have summarised the information from the 
feedback forms.  
 
The message from the community is loud and clear – we oppose the current Planning Scheme Amendment 
and the current Vivas Lend Lease Proposal: 
 
1. Height, scale and bulk (10 towers – 16 to 5 stor eys). It is TOO HIGH, TOO MANY, TOO BIG 

• 99.5% of respondents agree with this statement 
 
2. 1500 extra residents and 1000 extra vehicles wil l stress local services and infrastructure to 

breaking point and further diminish our ‘livable’ c haracter and ‘village’ feel. 

• 99.5% of respondents agreed with this statement 
 

3. Create a damaging precedent for further excessiv e density developments in Stonnington and other 
inner city areas. 

• 99.5% of respondents agreed with this statement 
 

4. Expose the community to unspecified commercial a nd industrial uses on the site if ‘mixed use 
zoning’ is permitted.  

• 88.1% of respondents agreed with this statement 
 

5. Diminish the heritage status of the Toorak railw ay station and surround heritage overlay areas. 

• 89.8% of respondents agreed with this statement 
 

6. Reduce the amenity of the adjoining Public Open Spaces (Toorak Park and Victory Square Reserve) 
and reduce the amenity of the area generally. 

• 94.4% of respondents agreed with this statement 
 

7. Strain existing community services, especially s chools, child care, health and welfare. 

• 91% of respondents agreed with this statement 
 

8. Strain the existing Public Transport system, esp ecially the overcrowded trains. 

• 95% of respondents agreed with this statement 
 
9. Increase on-street parking and increase traffic congestion in surrounding streets. 

• 98.9% of respondents agreed with this statement 
 

A number of other concerns were also raised by the respondents, including: 
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• Loss of local amenity, particularly open green spaces 
• Damage caused to the habitat of native birds and wildlife by removal of trees 
• Social issues caused by high density population 
• Lack of available school places 
• A precedent for other similar developments 
• Lack of community consultation about the proposal 
• Impact on privacy of surrounding properties  
• Strain on existing infrastructure 
• Over shadowing of Toorak Park 

 
We trust that this feedback from the community is of value to you in your future consideration of this Request 
for a Planning Scheme Amendment, and we look forward to meeting with you soon to discuss the best way 
forward for the local community.  

 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Margot  Carrol 
 
The Orrong Group”  
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The Orrong Group Additional feedback 
 
The Orrong Group received 22 additional feedback forms and provided it to Council.  Council officers have 
conducted the following analysis.   
 
1. Height, scale and bulk (10 towers – 16 to 5 stor eys). It is TOO HIGH, TOO MANY, TOO BIG 

• 100% of respondents agree with this statement 
 

2. 1500 extra residents and 1000 extra vehicles wil l stress local services and infrastructure to 
breaking point and further diminish our ‘livable’ c haracter and ‘village’ feel. 

• 95% of respondents agreed with this statement 
 
3. Create a damaging precedent for further excessiv e density developments in Stonnington and 

other inner city areas. 

• 86% of respondents agreed with this statement 
 

4. Expose the community to unspecified commercial a nd industrial uses on the site if ‘mixed use 
zoning’ is permitted.  

• 86% of respondents agreed with this statement 
 

5. Diminish the heritage status of the Toorak railw ay station and surround heritage overlay areas. 

• 91% of respondents agreed with this statement 
 

6. Reduce the amenity of the adjoining Public Open Spaces (Toorak Park and Victory Square 
Reserve) and reduce the amenity of the area general ly. 

• 77% of respondents agreed with this statement 
 

7. Strain existing community services, especially s chools, child care, health and welfare. 

• 82% of respondents agreed with this statement 
 

8. Strain the existing Public Transport system, esp ecially the overcrowded trains. 

• 82% of respondents agreed with this statement 
 

9. Increase on-street parking and increase traffic congestion in surrounding streets. 

• 95% of respondents agreed with this statement 

 
Further feedback received via the Orrong Group  
 
The Orrong Group received 62 additional feedback forms and provided these to Council on Monday 13 
November 2010 after completion of the analysis in this report.  The themes are generally consistent with 
feedback provided earlier.  Additional issues raised include: 

• Site should be looked at for a new secondary school in Prahran 
• Impact on traffic and car parking 
• Concern about public transport capacity 
• Impact on the townscape 

 



 

City of Stonnington |Corporate and Community Planning | November 2010 
 
 

13 
 

 

Section 5 – Appendix 1: 590 Orrong Road Feedback fo rm 
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Appendix 2: Full Responses to Feedback Forms                     
 

Amenity, Facilities and Open Space  

Do you have any feedback on Amenity, Facilities and  Open Space   
 
(For example this could include on and around the site, open space, existing and new facilities and Beatty 
Avenue Shops). 

Amenity  
• This development will also have a major impact not only visually on our local amenity due to the 

height but will put an extra strain on our already struggling public transport in the area, the local 
schools capacity, traffic, parking problems for residents and businesses and other local facilities. 

• The quiet amenity of this area, which has been so highly valued by residents, is in danger. 

• I am concerned about the high rise nature of the development which will consequently increase the 
number of persons in the area placing pressure on the use of the park, the local shops etc and 
particularly on parking. 

• The areas amenities are at full capacity now ie.  pre-schools, kindergartens and schools. 

• The sheer number of proposed apartments will also have a significant impact on the amount of 
congestion through the immediate area.  Beatty Avenue and Toorak Station, while busy, is not 
overly so and is a very attractive corned or Armadale and I believe its ambience will be destroyed 
by the surge in population in the immediate areas as a result of the proposed development.  I ask 
the Council to carefully consider these issues in reviewing the permit as once these special aspects 
of our community are lost or altered beyond recognition, there is no way of getting them back. 

• I think the proposal has too many apartments in the one area.  It will mean that amenities in the 
area will have a much higher demand out on them.  I am against this proposal. 

• Conservatively this redevelopment will create a density of some 185 persons per acre, as opposed 
to an average density of say 16 to 18 persons per acre.  This is not Hong Kong, the amenity of the 
area will be ruined. 

• Too many people. 

• I am very concerned at the scale of this project and the impact on the amenity of the surrounding 
community. 

• The buildings will detract from all amenities in an area with historical and private living. 

• I am opposed to the proposed development on the grounds that it will adversely affect the amenity 
of the area by causing the following - adverse impact on the 'village' atmosphere of the Beatty Ave 
shopping precinct.  Too many people will come into the area.  Next there will be a Safeway 
supermarket in the area to cater for people's 'needs', thousands of garbage and waste bins, traffic 
noise and pollution, over population of an already densely populated area. 

• I strongly object as I have purchased in this area specifically for the village environment. 

• Stress on amenity, facilities and open space in the area. 

• Prime position for outdoor living would suffer – tennis, football, cricket and dog walking. 

• The existing areas amenities will be destroyed if this goes ahead with a multi-tower development, 
parking will be impossible - DONT LET IT HAPPEN. 

• I do not think intensification of the site and 16 storeys appropriate & would adversely affect the 
amenity of the area in its village perspective, overlooking or overshadowing dwellings. 
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• Amenity, facilities and open space both on and around site severely affected. 

• The amenity of existing residents in a wide area will be severely and very adversely affected.   

• The worry is that once one development of such high density is permitted, the neighbourhood could 
well be swamped with such giant projects.  This would certainly detract from the amenity of the 
area.  Please consider that the development foes not set a precedent for developers to destroy the 
Malvern/Toorak milieu. 

• As an owner and resident of 620 Orrong Rd I would expect the council would be standing up for its 
residents.  This development is completely out of character for the area. 

• The whole attraction to this neighbourhood is the lack of high rise developments blocking out sun 
and skyline.  Don’t ruin our quaint neighbourhood! 

• This area prides itself on being green, leafy and family friendly and we believe this development will 
put unnecessary pressure on existing residents, the community and its council. 

• The area cannot sustain this large increase in population, we should not have to put up with tall, 
ugly buildings which are not in keeping with the area. 

• Great to have more shops and create a little village like place.  More job opportunities. 

• It will be a crying shame if we lose our parklands and open space and our infrastructure.   

• Also very concerned it will impact via too many residents on amenities in area including public 
transport, parking and ambience of Beatty Ave. 

• This entire area is a low rise and single homes suburban environment with existing shops, 
amenities and playgrounds comfortable serving the local community.  The low rise village style 
appeal, parks and local amenities are all enjoyed by the residents.  As such there is a prevailing 
pride of ownership, strong social fabric and meaningful cohesion between the area and its 
residents.  This proposal will result in crowding, destroy the ambience and usability of this area and 
cause the alienation of its residents/ 

• The amenities, rights and social cohesion of existing residents will be severely affected by the 
disruptive presence of these tall multi-storey building.  Preserving the amenities of the existing 
residents and preserving and protecting the environment, character and heritage of the locality 
need to be the ultimate determination of the council. 

• The site is well served with 3 types of public transport, open spaces and is an area that can 
accommodate high density living. 

• This development will grossly impact on the amenity in this area.  Traffic, noise, congestion will all 
increase exponentially.  An already busy area will become extremely congested. 

• The impact of 480 new dwellings and their occupants will have a detrimental effect on the amenity 
of the surrounding area, including Victory Sq and Orrong Park. 

• Will the development invest in existing local amenities or will the cost be borne by local rate payers?   

• The unacceptable height and size of the proposed buildings will impact severely on the precious old 
areas around this site.  The charming old 'workers cottages' in the area will lose their privacy and 
amenity, and the suburb will be destroyed.  Is this what we want for Stonnington?  Refuse the 
proposal. 

• Were this development to be approved in its current form, these quaint two storey buildings would 
be shadowed by frightful sky rise towers - filled with perhaps transient residents.  There is nothing 
wrong with development - but it must be tasteful and in keeping with the existing environment and 
heart of an area.  I am strongly opposed to any sort of high density development such as we are 
seeing grow at the Chapel/Toorak Rd precinct of South Yarra, being bought to Armadale.   
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• Adding to my already submitted feedback - Beatty Avenue has a Wine bar, Convenience store, 
several boutiques and food outlets, if Stonnington was to allow a 7Eleven or like tacky takeaway 
store to open on the site it would immediately cheapen the area and bring unsavoury types or an 
unsavoury feeling to any development in the area.  Keep the area exclusive. 

• The height of the development will adversely affect the amenity of Orrong Park - the park is 
pleasant and relaxing, giving the quiet enjoyment of a village feel.  In addition, the park would have 
to accommodate too many additional users if the current overall size of the development is 
maintained.   

• Potential overcrowding of streets, shops and shopping centres. 

• The two parks on Orrong road between Malvern and High streets are busy as they are.  Adding 
1000+ people will materially add to the congestion.  Moreover, parks are meant to be a place that is 
relaxed and not crowded.  If these developments proceed this will no longer be the case. 

• While the increase in local residents is likely to present a valued increase in custom for the local 
shops.  The inclusion of commercial tenancies is likely to create unfair competition and prevent 
much of the potential benefit from flowing to current local shops. 

• Leave more open space.  We do not have to have a docklands in this suburb.  How will 
infrastructure cope with an additional, say 1500 people in one area such as this?  

• No.  of people and effect on local public transport, resources and safety.  Changing the character of 
the area/precedent with huge tower buildings in the area.   

• This development is surrounded by council imposed heritage overlays on designated streets and 
buildings within the area.  This development is inconsistent with this council town planning strategy.  
Even if this area had no heritage overlay, this development is still inconsistent with the aesthetic 
character of Armadale.   

• The impact of such a massive development on the surrounding existing facilities especially parks 
(like Romanis reserve) and roads is also of concern.   

• This type of development is more in keeping with the density in the city precincts, 16 storeys 
residential buildings in the suburbs will impact on the sky-line, put extra pressure on the amenity 
and parking facilities in the surrounding villages.  Don't turn our suburbs into cities. 

• Inappropriate, doesn't reflect neighbourhood character - East Prahran has a village atmosphere 
rather than main roads with multi-storey apartments.  An ugly precedent, should this development 
proceed.  Loss of amenity, overshadowing, invasive height and bulk will severely limit the activities 
in surrounding parks and sporting grounds. 

• Height, number of cars and people will take away the peace and quiet that now exists. 

• Concerned the increase in population will impact on my enjoyment of park/tennis courts/playground. 

• The loss of park amenity and sporting facilities opposite will be tragic. 

• Awful and for great majority of people in the area is detrimental as far as the loss of light, loss of a 
view. 

• Serious damage to heritage and small Beatty Ave shops and all over environment. 

• Long shadows will impact the environment negatively on sunny days. 

• I believe that this development is more likely to monopolise the public space and amenities! 

• School overload, park overload, lack of own public space. 

• They would also place too much pressure on existing amenities and facilities, including parks and 
open spaces. 
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• It will ruin parks and amenities. 

• Whilst I can appreciate the need for increased density, I believe that should be happening in inner 
city areas.  Armadale is a suburb that offers a good quality lifestyle for families, if we start altering 
its character and make up with high-rise buildings, we do so at the expense of these qualities.  
Such density will impact on the neighbouring community and infrastructure. 

• Don’t be greedy and rob us of our amenity. 

• Armadale has an inner city charm and sophistication that has enabled it to become one of 
Melbourne’s most desirable suburbs.  It is for this reason that I selected to live in the area, and not 
somewhere like Richmond, that has large amounts of commercial property and light industrial 
buildings in the midst of residential zones. 

• Redevelopment is welcome but not at the cost of the pleasantness of the neighbourhood. 

Open Space  

• I am concerned at the impact the development will have on Victory Square.  I want it to remain a 
fenced off-lead dog park where I and my neighbours meet in the morning and evenings for a 
relaxed chat.  In recent times we have been invaded by cricket matches and other sporting activities 
that take over the park and this impacts on our ability to socialise.  I fear the development would 
intrude greatly on what is a lovely local spot that contributes greatly to our sense of community.   

• The tower block will over shadow Toorak Park where my son regularly plays football. 

• The number suggests it would have a negative impact on the green spaces and other landowners. 

• Lived in Molesworth Street for 7 years and have had permits changed to cope with existing over 
use of park. 

• Victory Square should not be seen as a backyard for this development.  It should remain a fenced 
off park for the safety of those who bring children and dogs to the park for relaxation.  Pedestrian 
paths should not direct strangers to these areas, this park should remain fenced and be a place 
where people gather for recreation, it should not be a pedestrian thoroughfare. 

• The small green area including Victoria Park will become 'backyard' for these residents and no 
longer able to cope with the number that will now use this park. 

• The landscape which is currently peaceful, will be considerably changed and disturbed, very likely 
damaged.  I am strongly against this development going ahead. 

• In general I am not opposed to high density development - In regard to the large amount of land - it 
is imperative that a large area of open space be provided for the following reasons.  1/Sport 
facilities are under extreme pressure (as ex president of a junior soccer club I have seen this every 
year) and when obesity is a major concern this area is one that could be partly utilised.  2/When 
'global warming' carbon concerns are added to the equation it screams out that trees and grassed 
areas help the state/world solving -an area should be set aside for native reserve with walkways 
through for the few native species left in our area.  My ideal for this site is to have maybe 1.5 
hectares for park and playing field. 

• Open space is very precious in the inner city and its protection should be given a high priority. 

• Plus we have a dog and use Victory square regularly, there is no way the park will stay the same no 
matter what Lend Lease or the council says, if this site is developed to this extent. 

• Orrong Park is already in high demand by cricket clubs, Rugby and Football clubs, people from the 
Netball courts, tennis courts, Footy Oval, and locals just walking their dogs.  These facilities are 
already overcrowded and a tower development over the road would create further ridiculously 
crowded areas that would no longer be enjoyed by anyone. 

• I understand that there will be no new green space associated with the development.  This increase 
in density of population will only put additional strain on existing parkland.  It would appear that the 
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environmental needs of the community are being undervalued at best and ignored at worst. 

• Many locals use Orrong Rd Park for various activities.  It is a well used green space and badly 
needed for families to relax.  It will lose so much by this development. 

• ENCROACHMENT OUT TO PUBLIC SPACE (Orrong Romanis, Toorak Park, Victory Sq) to 
provide a 'front yard' to the 590 project. 

• There is a nice park opposite that we don't want spoiled.   

• There will be inappropriate overshadowing of the public open spaces that surround the site, this is 
not acceptable. 

• It will negatively impact the park opposite as it can’t manage what will surely be a huge influx of 
activity and dog poo. 

• Use of adjacent parks - to what extent is the thousand or more increase in population going to add 
to the usage of the adjacent parks. 

• I walk my dog at Victory Square.  It is already over-crowded with dogs and owners.  It will be 
unbearable with the new proposed development and thousands of extra people.  We are also 
concerned about how dominating the towers will be.  The area has virtually no high rise dwellings 
and this is completely overbearing.  It will also cast a huge shadow over the surrounding area. 

• Will this development provide adequate provision of parks and gardens or will it rely on usage of 
Orrong park and the local football ground? 

• The open space around this proposed development will be degraded enormously by the proposed 
towers and buildings which will tower over Armadale's parks and sports grounds.  The buildings will 
impact too much on the lives of the residents and their open space. 

• There is no way that this development will not overload the nearby park facilities.  I use the 
Romanis reserve for exercise and the occasional BBQ, the impact of several hundred new park 
users will be chaotic!  Furthermore, I reject the assertion in the SIA that the development will add to 
the public space.  When looking at the development I struggle to see how the public will use the 
area, only residents will. 

• The applicant is required to provide adequate green space as part of the development.  The 
applicant’s response to this is unsatisfactory and inadequate as it relies on the use of public 
parklands to deal with the issue.  This is public land therefore not Lend Lease's property to assert 
the rights of use. 

• Concerns here would be the extra competition for space on Orrong Romanis reserve. 

• Open air public spaces with gardens and public bbq's.  To be used by immediate residents and 
other local residents that are significantly impacted upon by the development. 

• Open space essential, plus toilet facilities, no access to toilet block on railway station. 

• Green space lacking- the proposal does not respond adequately to the requirement of the 
developer to provide its own green open spaces.  Lend Lease are ignoring this requirement by 
wrongly appropriating Victory square and Toorak Park as designated green open spaces for the 
development.  Also, the adverse affect of shadowing on public parklands and impact of the quality 
of enjoyment of those public spaces. 

• Insufficient open space in design-will rely on maximising use of victory square to detriment of all. 

• Proposed development has not provided any green open space surrounding development but relies 
on public parks as green open spaces.  Overshadowing of public park lands and adverse affects of 
shadowing throughout most part of the day.  Reduces enjoyment of these public spaces.   

• It will have an unacceptable detrimental impact on adjoining public open space. 
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• Other issues such as shading of Toorak Park and the existing parks are already under stress due to 
the high usage, what will happen with another 2000 people using them? 

Beatty Avenue/Rose Street   

• I am horrified at what could happen to the charm of Beatty Avenue.  This street has become the 
envy of all the suburbs around, a huge amount of work and time and money has gone into creating 
the ambience it has-this would be ruined. 

• Beatty Ave will be lost to all who appreciate & patronise its village culture. 

• The whole charm of the Beatty Ave shops will be destroyed.  It cannot be allowed in this form 

• I believe the additional number of residents will be beneficial for the local community, especially 
Beatty Ave shops which seem underutilized (there is an old squash court that is derelict) 

• Overshadowing for Armadale residents and Beatty Ave. 

• It would have a devastating effect on Beatty Avenue and the lower end of Rose St.  Over the past 
couple of years, Beatty Ave has been considerably developed in the form of shops, restaurants etc 
and there is not really call, or need, for further expansion of that kind.   

• The Beatty Ave precinct has only recently been rejuvenated and would be affected by this 
development. 

• Beatty Ave at the moment is hopeless to park in but I do think Beatty Ave could have a better 
variety of shops, not all coffee, children’s clothes and hairdressers, maybe the development might 
bring some trade to Beatty Ave? 

• We are also extremely concerned that the 'village' feel of the Beatty Av shops will be lost forever 
with the abnormal and rapid influx of new residents. 

• The outlook from Beatty Avenue will be totally destroyed by the monster buildings. 

• Beatty Ave and Rose street shops - overlooked and adversely affecting village feel. 

• The Beatty Ave area is a hidden treasure to be in the shadow of the towers would be a disaster. 

• Council also needs to give real consideration to the feel and community that the Rose Street 
precinct has.  Armadale has a unique feel and this development would ruin it. 

• The old squash courts on Beatty Ave - 15years old and no action, just an eyesore - smelly, 
dangerous environment 

• Consider derelict building in Beatty ave - squash courts in a community plan. 

• A great concern is the effect of the development on the Beatty Avenue shopping precinct - as I am 
sure you will agree a "treasure" in Armadale and a rarity in Melbourne.  This is another reason I 
choose to live in the area - for boutique stores and an exclusive environment without pedestrian 
more vehicle congestion.  Where children feel safe on Beatty Avenue and Rose Street - a rare thing 
these days. 

• The village atmosphere of Beatty Ave area should be retained as much as possible to current 
status. 
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Facilities  

• Your estimate of the number of school children (15) who would need to enrol at Armadale Primary 
School is much lower than population trends in Armadale indicate (80 primary school children is 
more accurate).  Armadale Primary School is already having to build additional classrooms on its 
crowded site to cope with overcrowding, and cannot handle the additional enrolments demanded by 
this development.  The scale of the development must be severely reduced so that the public 
facilities in the area can cope. 

• P26 of the Impact Statement says existing facilities could absorb the additional population.  Untrue.  
Sewerage system, electricity infrastructure etc are old and already have problems with overloading 
and breaking down.  Stonnington area desperately needs more retirement housing/living options.  
Nothing is proposed for this in this development. 

• This development is terrible for Prahran, Armadale.  The infrastructure including schools and shops 
will be pressured by its presence. 

• 1500 new residents would cause enormous pressure on already inadequate infrastructure. 

• Toorak Primary is already overcrowded and some additional children would be enrolled here and/or 
in Armadale Primary.  Armadale Primary already has a split lunch hour because there are too many 
children.   

• Indoor public spaces - multiuse specifically a public space which could be hired out to local youth as 
a music performance space, or other small group activity spaces. 

• Considering the existing commercial facilities, I see no reason for further provision which would 
certainly impact negatively upon existing businesses. 

• Primary school and comparing demographics to E.  Melbourne makes no sense (no state primary 
school in E.  Melbourne).  Primary school already at near capacity no spaces.  3) Kindergarten at 
near capacity already.  500 apartments - only 2000 in Armadale in total, way too many for local 
infrastructure 

• What measures will be taken to ensure the local primary school can manage the increase of school 
aged children?  Armadale primary school is already facing challenging times trying to accommodate 
an increase of children in 2011.  The school can not fit another 50 children.   

• Can local schools take many more pupils? 

• Consider the kids from nearby schools, football, rugby, netball and tennis.  The current sports 
facilities are not maintained adequately look at Romanis football fields - pathetic.  The increase in 
population will only destroy what facilities exist. 

• Huge stress would be placed on the transport facilities and shopping facilities to the detriment of the 
area. 
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Design and Pedestrian Access 

Do you have any feedback on Design and Pedestrian A ccess 

(For example this could include paths through the site, buildings, roads, landscaping on and 
adjacent to the site and accessibility). 

Style/Design   

• Design needs to allow adequate pedestrian access, landscape, open space, access/egress to and 
from roads. 

• This development must be limited to single and double storey townhouses with parking and with 
their own recreational facilities (green open spaces). 

• Make it a mixed use of offices and residences. 

• What does concern me is living in a shadow, not enough air flow and light, large internal spaces in 
apartments that have no natural light and overcrowding on the site with not enough surrounding 
garden/outdoor living area.  All of which may be envisaged in this development.  In other words I do 
not want slums of the future built with an overcrowded site of dark, shadowed housing.  This 
development needs to contribute developed recreational space for the benefit of the whole 
community. 

• This development does not concern me personally, however the building does need to be of high 
quality and appearance, 16 stories seems to be too high. 

• Everyone needs a share of sunlight and not to live in the shadow of some monster.  I would be 
happy for the site to include commercial enterprises and proximity to Toorak Station is an 
advantage.  I imagine there would be a social mix in the prices charged, cheaper housing should be 
able to be provided with larger rooms than are often seen.  The units should be pleasant to be in. 

• There should be 2 car spaces p/unit with no greater than 5 storeys - less buildings with more public 
areas. 

• Please ensure there is no 'cheap' looking development going on in this area neighbourhood. 

• Not in keeping with streets where homes are predominantly period, including heritage Toorak 
bowls. 

• The buildings will be totally out of keeping with its surroundings. 

• Stonnington Council's zoning of a 'large redevelopment site' seems more reasonable providing that 
any redevelopment is low density and that no building is more than 2-5 storeys high.   

• If it doesn't overshadow other dwellings and is well designed - something good for the eye - go 
ahead, I say. 

• Surely it should be learnt that the mistakes of the planners of these hideous buildings should not be 
replicated.  Surely the Stonnington council of 2010 is more savvy, community focused and in-tune 
with modern urban planning, environmental impact and dare I say it, good taste, than their 1970’s 
cowboy predecessors. 

• Developed into uniform height, residential towers and do away with the small town houses and 
commercial area - Beattie Ave/Hawksburn and High St commercially would adequately serve the 
area and extra residents would make the existing traders more viable. 

• Buildings should be of such a quality to attract good tenants/buyers.  Large scale developments in 
Asia often have supermarkets etc. 

• Development not in keeping with the immediate residential areas buildings and homes. 



 

City of Stonnington |Corporate and Community Planning | November 2010 
 
 

22 
 

 

• Tall towers will cause overshadowing and darken the skyline and block out the view to the 
Dandenong’s. 

• Minimum of 25 metres from 3/4's of boundaries.  Maximum of 280-300 apartments. 

• Loss of privacy - multi storey buildings will look straight into windows, backyards and private open 
spaces of all houses in the area.  Is inappropriate for Armadale and is suitable for Docklands or 
CBD precincts.  Will ruin the suburb and create cheap 'ghetto' accommodation.   

• The development does not 'respect the neighbourhood character' as per requirement of mixed use 
2 one planning provision.  council must not sell or grant east-west rail access pathway to Larkfield 
property holdings for purpose of expanding site coverage of '590 Orrong' access to this pathway 
area allows developer to control access to station by public, and enables construction of 
massive/ugly sound barrier alongside heritage rail station and neighbourhood.   

• Existing public pathways to be retained.  Setback buffers in Orrong Rd, Osmet St and public 
pathways at least 10 metres.  Open park squares for resident recreation.  Children’s playground. 

• Stonnington has an opportunity here to create something unique.  A benchmark for future 
developers to take notice of.  Wouldn't it be ideal if the development was thoughtful to the environs, 
measured and considered and a win / win for everyone - including the developer.  Rather than just 
an eyesore designed to line the pockets of the developer at the expense of the community at large. 

Pedestrian Access (to Toorak Station etc)  

• I am very concerned about pedestrian access to Toorak Station from Orrong Rd.  Myself and my 
children regularly use the current public access both for the station and shops and when they visit 
their friends. 

• A large number of people use the present laneways beside this development to access Toorak 
Station, the Beatty Ave shops and the Parks.  I would expect these to be kept, improved and still be 
outside the development.  It would be unpleasant for the residents and the through traffic if we were 
expected to walk through the complex. 

• Proposal seeks to destroy Toorak station and its heritage character by building plaza walkway to 
access the site. 

• My concern would also be safety and proposed changes to access to Toorak station and Beatty 
Avenue, as my 8 year old child and I pass through this cut-through everyday - safety, lighting and 
appropriate path width are of prime concern. 

• Improved, safe, well-lit access to Toorak Station from Orrong Rd. 

• We are also concerned that the access to Toorak station from Orrong Rd be maintained.  In 
addition a number of high rise buildings in a compressed area would not be in keeping with the 
ambience and style of the area.   

• I have not seen the plan but I would like to comment on access to Toorak station.  I live on High St 
and catch the train from Toorak station to Flagstaff station and back every day for work.  I only 
bought my property in November last year.  I chose this location for several reasons, one being the 
easy access to Toorak station.  The walk currently takes under 10mins.  I would like to keep walking 
from Orrong Rd to Toorak station.  Please ensure that any development still allows this access.  
Thanks.   

• Easy access to Toorak station needs to be maintained.   

• Too many buildings and I don't believe an overpass to the railway station is necessary.   

• Public walkway at Toorak Station - this walkway is an historic station with heritage charm and 
character, any concept of a 'plaza' will denigrate the value of this locality. 

• Access through the site and the removal of the walkway from Toorak station to Orrong Rd is 
unacceptable.  We regularly use this walkway and do not see why it should be removed or 
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changed. 

• We own a property in Ashleigh Rd and we are really worried that it will become a crowded 
pedestrian thoroughfare to the new development and the station beyond. 

• What consideration is given to the massive increase in pedestrian traffic into Beatty Ave, Rose St 
and Toorak Railway Station? 

• The area should be used for more community open space, and certainly to help improve access to 
Toorak station and surrounding shops. 

• Access for pedestrians, prams and bicycles should be available from Orrong Rd to the railway 
station and from the railway station to the parks. 

• Access on the south side of Toorak Station will be upgraded, I expect! 

• To consider building a large, tall and wide structure would cast a shadow over the landscape, slow 
down access to Toorak Station which only has one entrance and cause major congestion for years 
(building and further settlement). 

• I would be vehemently opposed to any part of this proposal that would subsume and/or remove 
access to any current areas of public access, including all current parklands and the current 
footpaths to Toorak Station from Osment Street and Orrong Road. 

• Over development of the site adjacent to the local parks.  Access to Toorak Station, Beatty Ave and 
Rose St already heavily populated. 

• I consider it important that provisions are made for pedestrian and cycle access be included into the 
design. 

• I have heard they want to take over the public walkway and have the entrance at the light - that is 
completely unreasonable - the public walkway should stay as citizens we should not be forced to 
walk through a private construction site for 5 years while they build the project (assuming they 
complete it) and the light and entrance should be moved down to Sydney street near the football 
oval, this would reduce the impact on the homes on Orrong road. 

Open/Green spaces   

• Dangerous too many pedestrians.  Open space in this Toorak/Armadale/Prahran area needs to be 
protected.  Stonnington Planning Scheme should not be altered - open slather for others. 

• I believe it is imperative to include a certain amount of garden to each building to ensure it is 
compatible to this surrounding area. 

• This should not be allowed to be an imposing building/development.  The area has been a 'clear 
space' fitting in with other buildings.  The main building was compensated but the open space left. 

• This is a leafy area and there is no reason for it not to stay that way.  The developer must not rely 
on the surrounding parks alone, they must keep space.  More townhouses (up market townhouses) 
would enable the developer to maximise the return.  The design of Toorak Station is undeniable, 
please do not let this be tampered with. 

• More landscaping, for more parks/cycling/open space. 

• Don't reduce parkland area either.  Don't impact on our area's liveability with density, cars and ugly 
buildings. 

• Do not reduce parklands. 

• The Council and State Government have a great opportunity to be pro active with providing an area 
of 'lungs for the city' an opportunity for human outdoor activity and developing urban density.  The 
three things all major cities of the world are trying to do. 
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• Has consideration been given to communal spaces/amenities with the complex such as community 
gardens, children's playgrounds etc? 

• The fact that the development has not accounted for any green space of its own and providing 
access to Victory Park amazes me.  You go down to Victory Park at 4pm every day and it is a buzz 
with young local kids, the development will ruin the park and MUST accommodate its own 
recreational space within its boundaries. 

• This development proposal is repeating all the errors of Bolte era public housing policy.  Too many 
dwellings without adequate (significant) open spaces around it will result in social problems which 
will mirror those of inner Melbourne 1970/1980's, which have barely been brought under control. 

• Minimum 35% green spaces inc.  Piazza’s, trees and drought resistant grasses.  2 parking spaces 
p/unit of habitation inc.  commercial sites.  Max setback from roads/paths, buildings no higher than 
4 levels, excl.  underground parking.  No more than 4 apartment blocks, and no's of site 
construction to be definite not approx! 

• The surrounds should be landscaped with plenty of green spaces and trees between buildings and 
plentiful parking should be included. 

• Having taken the time to inspect the site, I believe there is no justification (other than maximisation 
of profit) for the proposed density and over building.  If the development is to have high rise towers, 
then it must provide significant open space between them - much more than has been proposed.  
Obviously this would mean fewer buildings. 

Light/Noise/Environment   

• Light and noise pollution emanating from the development in the form of 24 hours building lighting 
and traffic and people movement will be detrimental to the current residential dwellers within a 
broad surround.  Wind Tunnels- the adverse affect of wind tunneling between the buildings of the 
development and the impact this has on pedestrians and locals. 

• There is absolutely no mention of the 'green' standards of this development.  Will it provide onsite 
water treatment and recycling combined with low water consumption by design?  What proportion of 
the total water demand and supply will be handled by the water treatment and recycling systems?  
Will the development embrace modern energy designs to optimise the use of solar, thermal and 
wind energy sources along with passive design elements to minimise energy consumption?  What 
degree of energy savings will be realised by these design features? 

• Sound barrier that may protect 590 Orrong Rd from train noise but reflect it onto Beatty Ave.  More 
than adequate commercial spaces for retail already exist in Beatty Ave/High St/Malvern Rd. 

• Light pollution will radiate from windows, doors, balconies from all night lighting.   
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Height and Scale 

Do you have any feedback on Height and Scale? 

(For example this could include building size, setbacks and building separation and preferred 
heights). 
 

Height  

• The proposal has, I understand, at least 11 towers ranging from 16 stories to 7 stories - a major 
increase in height compared to the current building footprint as well as a major increase in capacity 
of the site and therefore people and traffic to the area. 

• Buildings of no more than 5 levels should be the absolute limit for this development. 

• We believe the development should comprise townhouses (which have been removed from original 
plan) and apartment blocks up to only five storeys. 

• Yes, the site needs to be redeveloped but not with such enormous buildings, esp, height wise and 
no.  of buildings. 

• The idea of high rises and a densely populated area for this site is totally inappropriate for this 
community. 

• I live nearby in Florence St and oppose large development where infrastructure cannot cope.  It is 
difficult to define “too large” but in this case I think 4 stories would be the maximum. 

• A development project of such height and magnitude is totally inappropriate for this part of 
Stonnington in particular or any other Stonnington location I can think of. 

• I live at 595 Orrong Road Armadale and I have real issues with the proposed height and increased 
traffic flow that the 590 Orrong Rd Development will bring.  I can understand towers up to 6-8 
storeys but 16 storeys’ is not conforming to the local landscape.   

• I believe the current height limits should be retained.  As a frequent user of the parks in the area, I 
believe an increase in the current height limits would be detrimental to the enjoyment of the current 
parks. 

• The current residential ambience of the area will be adversely impacted by building 16 storey 
structures totally dominating the area and skyline. 

• The building height should be in keeping with the local area.  I feel 16 storeys are way too high for 
Stonnington.   

• The height is offensive - but if height of any sort is to be considered, ONE skyscraper with 
landscaped surrounds, within the property boundary, is preferable to pyramid clumping. 

• The proposed apartment building heights of up to 16 storeys is manifestly excessive.  No building 
should exceed a height of 3 storeys at maximum. 

• The Tower Project is GROSSLY INVASIVE of neighbours - indeed of a wider district of residential 
family homes - via a PYRAMID tower structure up to 16 storeys, essentially old-fashioned, clumsy 
architecture.. 

• Buildings for the area should be in keeping - no high rise 

• No 16 storey buildings, too high!!  No high rise buildings!!  Maximum height 3-4 storeys. 

• I personally do not like the thought of a 16 story tower but I would like it even less if the developer 
was allowed to recreate a 'Chapel St' style of development where there are more blocks of a lower 
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height with no space around them. 

• I object to the size of this development, the height should not exceed 5 floors. 

• This development is far too large, they must restrict the height to max.  5 floors. 

• The tallest building on the site should be only 5 stories or less, in keeping with the surrounding 
area.  A higher building would be an eye sore as it will stand out too much.  The number of 
apartments in the development should be severely reduced according to the lower height of the 
buildings. 

• It seems to me that allowing buildings of the proposed 16 storey height sets an unwelcome 
precedent for the area.  Once built, the argument for similar developments becomes irresistible and 
the character of the area will be lost.  Building heights should at most, be no taller than existing 
buildings in the immediate area.   

• The height of the buildings fronting Orrong Rd should be no higher than the buildings in the vicinity 
for example the apartments in Sydney Rd Prahran East.  This is an issue of fairness (the Sydney 
Road apartments should be the standard now it has been set and there should be no creep towards 
taller developments); one of visual impact along Orrong Road which will be adversely affected by 
any building taller than the ones in Sydney Rd. 

• I am extremely concerned about the proposed height of the buildings.  The proposed size of 
between 5-16 storeys is completely out of character for the area.  While I acknowledge that there 
are some apartment towers nearby, I believe these are no more than 6-8 storeys.  The height of 
any towers in the 590 Orrong Rd development should be limited to the same height as others in the 
immediate vicinity. 

• I am not, in principal, opposed to higher density residential developments, because I believe they 
are necessary for the over-all sustainable growth of Melbourne.  However, I am concerned about 
the proposed height of 16 storeys for some of these buildings.  Given the relatively low-rise 
residential nature of the area at present, I believe that 16 stories would be far too tall.  Perhaps a 
better solution would be for the buildings to be no taller than 5-7 stories. 

• I wish to object to the proposed amendment to the planning scheme and proposed development. 

• The flats next to Orrong Park are 10 stories high, and a single development.  They should never 
have been given approval to, but they were.  This should certainly not be used as an example for 
the 590 site, as everything about the planned development is gross, one only has to look at, and 
listen to the locals as to what EVERYONE things of the Tooronga village development- Yuk! It will 
date, has no style, no character, and adds nothing to the suburb-this site could become something 
we are all proud of, so let’s work towards it. 

• Low rise townhouses would be more appropriate. 

• 16 storey towers are out of keeping with our neighbourhood and would set a precedent for other 
developers.   

• This project is terrible.  No building over 3 storeys should be constructed.  The towers will obscure 
the light, be an eye sore, and overlook rate payer homes.  The building will create a slum 
environment.   

• As a resident within the 400m radius of this development I am very concerned about the 16 floor 
height of the Orrong 590 proposal.  I look from my balcony and lounge window directly at the 
proposed site and a 16 story development would not only sour the outlook, but transport me into a 
city skyline hell.  This is not a purely selfish reason either as I know there are 100’s of other 
properties faced with the same proposition.  I have spoken with many local owners at length and 
they share the same views.  While I am a realist and do not disagree with the proposal to develop 
the area, careful concerns need to be made about the type of buildings that are erected as they will 
have a very real impact on the environment and thousands of private and commercial residents for 
decades.  There are already plenty of eyesores of only half the height nearby.  A compromise on 
height must be led by council with the same zest of your current clearway fight.  Therefore I am 
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requesting that a maximum development of 6 floors be the absolute maximum height allowed and 
Stonnington council resists the developer’s incentives and oh-so polite demeanour (and when this 
predictably fails their union led thuggery and bullying).  We rest in your capable hands. 

• I have looked at the proposal pictures and think the buildings are far too high for the area.  In 
particular the view from Orrong Park makes me shudder.  Please do not allow them to build this 
high.  They should be limited to 8 storeys maximum.  Let's not destroy the beauty we have in this 
area. 

• I believe the proposed development is extremely excessive, not only in terms of the height of the 
buildings, the building size and the total number of buildings.  The development is just not in 
keeping with the surrounding building forms and would substantially change what is essentially a 
low to medium density area to high density.  Please reduce the building height (maximum of 6 
levels), the number of buildings (maximum 4), and size.   

• The proposed height and number of building towers proposed is out of character with the area and 
inappropriate for the area. 

• The large number of dwellings and the height of the towers is totally unacceptable and out of 
keeping with the area.  I do not object medium density developments but VCAT and the Labour 
government chooses to totally disregard the current residents and choose to allow developers to 
make huge profits.  A reduced number of dwellings and height of buildings would be a good 
compromise. 

• Far too high and dense and out of character for the area. 

• The height is an issue - 5 stories seem reasonable but 16 seems too high for this area!!  I consider 
5 stories is enough given the location and landscape. 

• The height of the development (anything over 5 storeys) will be a disproportionate blot on the 
skyline over the surrounding area.  The current building, visible from my street, is certainly an 
eyesore. 

• Height and scale totally inappropriate to the area and will create an eyesore. 

• I think 5, 16 storey apartment buildings is too much.  This is not a high density area and I do not 
want to be like Beacon Cove in Port Melbourne which I believe has become an eyesore and spoilt a 
beautiful area. 

• Major concern with proposed height and overall size of development.  Existing height of 5 stories 
should be exceeded.   

• We are concerned at the height of the proposed 16 storey building which is out of scale with the 
area.  Allowing this type of proposal to be built will fuel others like this to be built. 

• Multi-storey and years of construction is not going to be an enjoyable experience.  Up to 5 storeys 
high I am comfortable with. 

• Height of planned building development out of character and aesthetics of the area. 

• We strongly object to a 16 story building anywhere or too many densely populated complexes 
within the Prahran precinct.  Traffic has become a major problem in this area for some years with 
Orrong Road, High Street & Malvern Road so congested at times, traffic is at a standstill.  Will the 
walkway from Orrong Road to Toorak Station remain?  Consider building parking under Orrong 
Park, look to the future and don't clog up the present.   

• Current height restrictions should not be exceeded. 

• The proposed development is far too large and out of character with the area.  The height should 
be no more than surrounding buildings. 

• Happy for the area to be redeveloped, although question the height of the proposed scale as it is 
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not in keeping with the area - I strongly question why the council is even discussing the matter! 

• This is an unacceptable development of our neighbourhood.  The height of the towers and scale will 
over power the Toorak Park precinct. 

• inappropriate for the area. 

• 5-16 storeys is ridiculous - are we trying to recreate errors of the 50's/60's when we built those high 
rise commission flats in South Yarra near the Jan factory? 

• The height of the proposed development is not in keeping with the Armadale area.  The tallest 
buildings are 11 storeys on Orrong-Reserve.  The existing 5 storey building already dominates the 
local skyline,  Such a concentration of tall buildings as proposed would overwhelm the surrounding 
area. 

• The height of the development is totally inappropriate in a residential area characterised by many 
heritage houses.  In order to protect the heritage features of the neighbourhood, there are 
restrictions on what home owners can do by way of changing the appearance of their houses.  Why 
then should a large development be imposed on residents? 

• Do not think it is appropriate to have 5-16 storey apartment buildings in this area.  Maximum 4-5 
storeys would be acceptable. 

• The height and amount of apartments put forward in this proposal will only create more problems: 
extra cars, people, traffic and visitors etc. 

• The units are going to be FAR too high. 

• The height limits of the building are outrageous. 

• We note that the buildings on the present site are a maximum of 6-7 storeys.  Might we humbly 
suggest that the new development be restricted to this height rather than the proposed 16 storeys. 

• As a Stonnington resident for many years, I am deeply concerned with this development request.  It 
is far too high and will be unsightly and not in keeping with the area. 

• I am completely opposed to any multi-storey developments in our neighbourhood.  5 storeys are 
acceptable but absolute MAXIMUM. 

• The scale and height of the buildings will destroy the 'village' atmosphere in Beatty Ave. 

• Limit the height to 8 storeys. 

• I feel the height of these apartments would be a problem for residents in the close proximity to 
them.  They would/could block out sunlight or have houses be in shade for an inappropriate amount 
of time. 

• Height and scale totally inappropriate. 

• In keeping with the area, height is a major concern.  Anything over 3 storeys is totally inappropriate. 

• 16 storeys - too high. 

• The height and quantity will a blot on Stonnington Council and will resemble housing commission 
development.  Unacceptable. 

• The height and scale of the proposed project is disproportionate to the existing buildings in the 
locality. 

• Please ensure the building will not go over 10 stories (no! and nothing like the giant development 
near South Yarra station). 
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• Height of the buildings should not exceed the height of the present structure. 

• I am very concerned with the height - 16 storeys is too high and out of scale of neighbourhood.  
Four storeys is the highest I would accept and in keeping with European ambience. 

• The height and scale of the project is my main concern.  Regardless of the design, and large set of 
buildings will dominate the area and impose the streetscape.  10 storeys is too high for the vicinity 
let alone the 16 storeys proposed. 

• I am totally against the redevelopment - height and scale, dwarfing residential homes. 

• The number of apartments and height of the buildings are a concern - will it end up being a housing 
commission development? 

• Not to mention ugly for the skyline - 16 storeys is too tall, 4 storeys is plenty. 

• This development is inappropriate for this site as sixteen storeys is completely out of character with 
the area. 

• The height is grossly out of keeping with the surrounds and will look like we've got 'council flats' in 
our midst that all other suburbs have regretted since they were built. 

• The surrounding area has no high-rise buildings apart from one unfortunate unit development in 
Sydney Street opposite the tennis courts in Orrong Romanis Park.  We strongly object to any 
buildings over 5 storeys high as they would totally change the ambience of the area. 

• 5 storeys is the maximum height that should be allowed for obvious reasons. 

• The height of these buildings will alter the visual landscape and also the look horrible.   

• It is much too high and too dense.  It is out of character with the neighbourhood, too high, too big. 

• We believe the current building height of four stories should be the limit on this site.  This would 
cater for a large number of town houses.  16 stories is a completely horrible idea. 

• The proposal is of a height and scale that is out of keeping with the area.  It is just too big.  If 
allowed to proceed we will open our back door and look at a series of high rise towers.  This is not 
acceptable to us. 

• 16 storeys is much higher than any other building in Toorak or Armadale, do we want what will 
appear to be sky scrapers on our skyline towering over the nearby areas? 

• Though the projected building heights are not offensive to me, suspect that this will be an issue with 
a number of those commenting on the proposal.  Suggest therefore that the scheme be reviewed 
with the objective of reducing the maximum height to say 8,9 or 10 floors and eliminating all of the 
proposed 16 floor dwellings. 

• 15 storeys are completely excessive for the proposed towers in this area.  We have no high-rise 
and this is just totally out of proportion to the area.  I would have thought 2/3 storey dwellings would 
be more suitable. 

• The mind boggles at the need for 16 story towers in what is effectively a suburban area.  I am not 
adverse to development and actually support the development of this site into a residential zone, 
however, the proposed height and number of towers is in complete conflict with the fabric of the 
local area, this is not inner city Melbourne CBD.  Low rise development is the way to go, but no 
more than 4 storeys.   

• I have real concerns about the height of some of the buildings in this complex.  I know we have to 
go up rather than building on our arable land, but 16 storeys seems more than a little excessive.  I 
would like the building height to be limited to that of the buildings in the surrounding area, or at least 
a maximum of 6 storeys in height for all buildings in the complex.   
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• I am totally against the height of this development.  It will stand out and block the light to the parks 
nearby, as well as look totally out of place.  This is not the city and I think that none of the 
councilors would like this huge development next to their property.  This is just a grab for cash by 
the developer and he has not considered anyone in the surrounding area.  I have lived here for over 
45 years with my family and have seen how Armadale has grown and developed but this would be 
out of character.  The Height and amount of apartments is too much.  I would be very upset if this 
was not scaled back and the height reduced to the current height for example.  Or better still a 
whole new development was redrawn up that better suited the area.  We are not in the city that is 
why I brought my property here.  Please look at other options rather than this one for the site.  It will 
create more noise and kill the quite surrounding streets. 

• The building size of the proposal is unsuitable for this special and historic area.  Nothing in this 
unique little area should exceed 2 stories with perhaps an underground basement.  WHY are we 
not developing attractive and suitable town houses to fit in with the surrounding area?  Why are 
developers trying to change the face of Stonnington?  High rise flats are discontinued even for 
'public housing' developments.  Why are we putting greed ahead of common sense? 

• I am concerned that the 15 storey towers proposed for the project are too high and will impact the 
sight lines and village atmosphere of the Beatty Ave, Rose St precinct - which is currently protected 
by a strict heritage overlay.   

• Quite ridiculous to even consider putting such an enormous development in this residential area.  
Particularly the height is so wrong. 

• Please consider the aesthetics of the neighbourhood and reject the huge towers and limit the 
number of dwellings. 

• The VLL proposal is appalling in size, height and proposed land use.  The SPS is in place to limit 
and control designs of this matter.  As a resident I totally oppose/reject their application as it stands. 

• The height and scale of the building site is inappropriate. 

• Concerns regarding height of development. 

• The buildings are far too high. 

• Way too many apartments.  This is a giant, monstrous proposal. 

• I believe the density of the development is too high.  Too many storeys are proposed (should be 
limited to 3 or 4), too many car spaces are provided, and there are already ample commercial 
tenancies available in the area. 

• It would be most unsuitable for this neighbourhood.  Far too big, far too dense, far too intrusive for 
the adjacent ovals and playgrounds. 

• The excessive size and height of the buildings is not in keeping with the area and we oppose such 
a huge development which will overpopulate the precinct. 

• Yes, I strongly oppose any development within the boundaries of Armadale being more than 5 
floors high.  When I bought into Armadale, with a direct view of the proposed development site, I did 
not expect to find I am living in an environment not dissimilar to Docklands/Southbank within 4 
years - I firmly oppose any development on this site whereby the buildings would be over 5 floors 
high.  There should also be reasonable space between any buildings to allow sunlight, healthy 
living and lifestyle - fresh air and trees.  A blend of parkland and low rise buildings is preferable.  I 
am also concerned that council might approve say 5 floors as the maximum height, and then as 
building begins, the developer might ask for an increase and council will agree - I am 100% 
opposed to anything over 5 floors.  I DO NOT believe in a BIG Australia, I like us just the way it is. 

• I believe buildings up to 16 storeys would be out of character for the area when one considers the 
existing surrounding buildings. 

• 16 storeys is way too high, half of it would blend in a bit better considering there are no other tall 
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buildings around.  Imagine having 16 storeys of people looking into your garden next you have a 
bbq.  Redevelop ok, height an issue for us and a lot of people around us by the sound of things. 

• Absolute maximum height of 5 storeys, 3 storeys preferred. 

• Building size too big!  Reduce greatly!  Ridiculous! 

• Towers far too big. 

• I would like to see the height of the building capped at 10-12 storeys as there are no taller buildings 
in the area than this. 

• As a neighbouring resident and owner I strongly object to this proposed development.  My key 
areas of concern include: 16 storey buildings (up to 7) which is 3 times the height of the current 
building. 

• Not in proportion to existing surroundings.  High rise development is completely inappropriate for 
Armadale and will set precedent for further inappropriate multi-storey, multi-tower developments in 
the area.  High rise development is only appropriate in dense urban areas such as Southbank, 
Docklands and the CBD - not appropriate for Armadale.   

• The proposal is overdevelopment of the site, there is too much mass of building.  It is not in keeping 
with its surrounding neighbourhood.  If a permit is given for the current height proposal there will be 
too much bulk of building, overshadowing and overlooking. 

• Concern regarding the height and number of new buildings and the impact this will have on the 
environment, landscape and additional people in an already over populated area  

• Worried about setting a precedence with the heights of the development and losing the character of 
Armadale and Surrounding areas(other developments of similar heights spreading in the area). 

• As I look from the 45th Floor of a building in the city out over Stonnington, I can see the towers 
appearing in South Yarra.  I look further over towards where I live and the landscape dramatically 
changes to that of a more suburban outlook.  Stick multiple large towers on Orrong road is so out of 
character for the area, it’s not even funny. 

• The proposed height of these buildings is unacceptable is this primarily residential area.  Even half 
the height would be extreme and out of character of the surrounding environment.  If this proposal 
gets through as it stands, we can all say goodbye to suburbs like Armadale where heritage is 
considered an asset. 

• Should be no higher than existing buildings to maintain ambience of suburb.  I am concerned about 
the height of 17 storeys.  I believe any residential development on that site should not be higher 
than the current buildings. 

• Too many levels - will be out of keeping with the environment. 

• 16 storey building is far too high for this site - overcrowded design for this site. 

• In doing this, feel height should be restricted to 7 storeys. 

• Totally object to this proposal.  Building height and scale simply far too high and poses severe 
imposts on current residents and working people. 

• 16 storey buildings are not appropriate for this area. 

• Height limit should be absolute maximum of 8 storeys. 

• My objection is to the height of the towers - anything over 8 storeys absolutely inappropriate for 
predominantly small scale residential area. 

• I believe a maximum height limit of 5 storeys.  There is completely insufficient infrastructure to 
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handle the proposed number of residents. 

• The proposed fifteen and sixteen story buildings are far too high in such a relatively low rise 
suburban area, being visually intrusive, shadow casting and unnecessarily resident dense.  
Something of say, 8 stories would be much more in keeping with the surrounds. 

• I believe that properties over the current building height will be a significant detriment to the 
neighbourhood.  We no longer put public housing tenants in high rise complexes because of their 
acknowledged negative impacts on mental health, social structures and personal safety.  Seems 
just plain stupid to encourage those problems in developments of this sort. 

• Totally disagree with the high rise apartment buildings.  They will be towering on Orrong Road and 
impacting on the open space and sky.  The two lots of commission flats in Prahran - 12 storeys high 
(at approx 2.5m each floor) are high enough and set back from the road.  These new high-rise 
buildings will be 3m each floor level.  It makes me distraught.  Townhouses set back - would fit 
within a garden landscape.  I also believe there will be too much development on this land.  Why is 
it that all available land has to be built upon? 

• I am concerned about high buildings in this character precinct of Melbourne.   

• The scale of this development is out of line with the area.  16 storeys is ludicrous.  I cannot fathom 
how council could approve a development of this scale-mostly because of the height of the 
proposed buildings.   

• 16 storeys is far too high.  5 storeys should be the maximum.   

• Whilst residential is a suitable use the scale and heights of buildings should be carefully monitored.  
Its current proposal is not what the area needs.   

• We are most concerned by the size and height of the proposed buildings which appear to be 
completely out of character with their surroundings.  The style of architecture does not seem to be 
sympathetic either.   

• All new buildings onsite should be no higher than five levels.  Property boundary of 590 Orrong 
must not merge with public reserves-Toorak Park and Victory square so that open access between 
private and public land leads to physical destruction of established natural parkland and trees that 
predominate at the boundary fence line.   

• I object to the development on Orrong road.  The height and scale are far too big and not in line 
with this area.  They are not suited to this area of Melbourne. 

• The height and the scale proposed are totally unacceptable for Toorak and the location specified.  It 
will change the landscape of Toorak forever in the most negative way possible.  The increase in 
population density, the unsightly buildings, the enormous number of cars and pedestrians are NOT 
the way of life in Toorak.  The applicant should be held to shame for even contemplating such a 
development in Toorak.  For the council to make the requested zoning change would be to let down 
the residents of Toorak.  Nothing above the height of 2 or at most 3 stories should be considered by 
the Council with separations and setbacks that are customary for Toorak.  Nothing more can be 
allowed for such a scale of proposed development!  Furthermore, the Council must ensure that 
should any changes to the zoning be allowed, that it would not open the door for the applicant to 
take the matter to VCAT and make further changes.  Any changes should incorporate strict Section 
173 contracts that would ensure that further changes would not bypass the Council!!!  This is the 
most critical decision the council faces in living memory and it must not let down its constituents.   

• We are not adverse to re-development of the site - it needs it, but he proposed height is 
unacceptable.  5-6 levels would minimise effects on neighbouring properties. 

• I believe that a height ranging up to 16 storeys is not appropriate for this site. 

• Existing height limitations on residential zone to be retained i.e.  maximum 2 storeys with 1 storey 
set back. 
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• Unit limitation, 100 high class units, no overlooking of existing residencies. 

• The height of the building should conform to the area - much lower! If it is wise to go ahead in a 
much lower form, less people to be catered for - extra parking around Rose St/Beatty Ave would be 
necessary.  Fewer buildings, much lower. 

• There need be no height limit, think big.  World class design is essential - a competition? 

• I violently oppose the redevelopment of this site on the scale proposed.  There is absolutely no 
need to build seven mid-rise apartment buildings - my preference is to reduce impact by allowing 
buildings to 5 storeys - much more in keeping with the open space and existing urban development. 

• The development could enhance the site but I have reservations about the 16 storey building. 

• 16 storeys out of harmony - No.  4 Sydney Street is only 9 storeys, why was it restricted? 

• Concerned that the height and scale of the buildings will impact on nature of the area. 

• The proposed development (if passed) is an over use of the site.  We in the neighbourhood do not 
need 15 storey towers of units. 

• If we have to have redevelopment, keep it low rise and small. 

• No towers please, completely unsuitable for this area. 

• These plans would be disastrous for the area, overdevelopment at its worst.  These towers are far 
too big. 

• This proposal must not be allowed to go ahead - too big and too high and too dense. 

• Do not allow this plan to go ahead.  The height and scale is completely over the top. 

• Having lived in a crowded Asian city for 13 years where residential buildings can be 30+ storeys I 
consider this development (though maybe smaller due to residents’ concerns) to be appropriate for 
this relatively large site.  Note - there is a 10 storey block of flats on the corner of Orrong and 
Dandenong and also Wynstay Rd with no detrimental impact. 

• Tower apartments should be left to non established areas such as docklands.  Development should 
be restricted to single level or two level dwellings in keeping with the existing established 
neighbourhood. 

• The proposed development is very distressing.  Such a mammoth new development will disrupt the 
fabric of the local community.  And it will blight on our landscape for 100 years as these things can 
never be reversed. 

• The buildings are too high and there are too many apartments creating a headache for existing 
residents. 

• This only leaves the question as to whether the development is too intensive.  I can understand a 
mix of buildings of different heights, but 16 storeys may be a too high - why not 5, 7 and 10 
storeys?  I wish the planning officers the best of luck with this one. 

• There are high rise apartments across the road in Sydney Street, next to the park.  I believe there is 
a fear of tall buildings, but if designed well they are not a problem. 

• I am totally in favour of this project.  Land in this area is too valuable and scarce to build low-rise 
accommodation.  The high rise 'commission flats' in Prahran do not cause congestion 'etc' 
problems.  Vancouver has recently built 30 storey apartment buildings in the city centre and the 
people are proud of them - we should do the same. 

• We are opposed to the proposed amendment because of the number and height of buildings, the 
density, the loss of open space etc. 
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• High rise, 16 level ghettos would dominate the area ' an unnecessary eyesore'.  The local 
community and council must band together to limit height and limit plans to a low-rise development 
that compliments '590'. 

• The development should be capped at 6 or 7 storeys as an absolute maximum and the scale of the 
project should be reduced. 

• However, the proposed height of some of the apartment buildings will stand out like a "sore thumb" 
hovering above the surrounding rooftops.  I believe that a maximum height of any of the buildings 
should NOT exceed 5 storeys. 

• Sixteen storey buildings should not be permitted. 

• 16 storey buildings will change the skyline, streetscape. 

• Too high, too dense.  If this goes ahead with more than 4 levels, it will set a precedent and the 
suburbs will lose their value turning into housing commission areas - no one’s home will be safe 
from a huge building going up next door or across the road. 

• The number of floors (16) for the towers is excessive in?  Precinct 1 should be at a similar level to 
the other buildings. 

• It is not appropriate in terms of the height of the towers.  Armadale is not a high rise area.  The 
towers are totally out of keeping with the character of the suburb.  Indeed the towers would be an 
eyesore.  We don't need the space to be turned into tomorrow's slum. 

• A maximum of 16 storeys should apply for this site but this height would be perfectly suitable at this 
address. 

• Due to the height and scale, it will change the nature of this part of Armadale – traffic, access, 
parking, light an visual dominance. 

• I do hope this huge project will be greatly reduced in size in keeping with what the Stonnington rate 
payers advise. 

• All I can say is I have lived in the area for over 20 years and I think the building of high rise 
buildings has spoilt Stonnington.  These are not counterbalanced by trees and open spaces, little 
cottages sit next to over towering blocks of flats or other developments.  The area will one day 
become a slum 

• Please, please stop the greedy high-rise 16, 12, 10 storeys are too much and certainly do not 
respect the surrounding community structure. 

• 5-11 stories, with circa 5 buildings, will for an indeterminable amount of time, remain an eyesore. 

• The size and scale of this development is ridiculous and does not belong in this area.  I can 
understand towers up to 6-8 storeys but 16 storeys is not conforming to the local landscape. 

• Let Lend Lease build those towers in their backyard and not on ours.  We urge the council to not 
allow the towers are built. 

• We need housing/mixed use but not the tower of 16 storeys in the suburb. 

• Limit to 5-7 floor height. 

• Height no higher than 5 storeys. 

• I believe a maximum of 8 storeys for no more than 4 apartment buildings. 

• I believe the height should be limited to no more than height of buildings in Sydney Street (across 
the road) these are high enough. 
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• I also think that the residents are quite right in that it would block out the sun at times during the day 
to their homes.  Prahran has always only built 3 storey buildings although the building already there 
is more that 3 storeys, and there are too many high-rise buildings. 

• Why not have all 3 storey townhouses - let’s have some style.  This is a Toorak address, I say NO 
to 16 storeys. 

• The height of the proposed development is out of scale with the surrounding area. 

• The proposed site should not be allowed build beyond max.  5 storeys.  The proposed height will 
have a detrimental effect on Toorak Park – a major recreational facility in the area. 

Scale  

• Completely out of character with the existing streetscape and scale. 

• The proposed scale of the development is absurd as it is totally out of character for the area and 
would dominate the area.  Such a high density development belongs in areas such as 
the Docklands or inner CBD, not in Stonnington. 

• The scale and height of the proposed development; 440 or more units will generate impossible 
pressure on the surrounding streets in terms of both parking and traffic. 

• The scale of the development is gross and hugely inappropriate  for the site and will create 
significant problems in the future for the site and its surrounds namely; 

• The scale and density is totally out of proportion and out of character with the inner suburban 
setting.   

• The size and scale of this development is out of proportion and character for the suburb, and 
amounts to a relocation of St Kilda Road and Docklands towers to Armadale. 

• I believe that a development of this size is totally out of character for the area and would set an 
unhappy precedent  for the future of the municipality. 

• The scale and density is totally out of proportion and out of character with the inner suburban 
setting and is only appropriate for a CBD, Docklands or central activity district location.  The scale 
and visual bulk of the 10-plus towers will totally dominate the surrounding low-rise neighbourhood.  I 
believe the development should comprise townhouses (which have been removed from original 
plan) and apartment blocks up to three storeys.   

• I most definitely DO NOT support the scale and height of this proposed development, and I most 
definitely do not support a ghetto on my doorstep. 

• The scale and visual bulk of the 10-plus towers will totally dominate the surrounding low-rise 
neighbourhood and will completely destroy the wonderful and significant heritage nature of this area 
and all associated property values for residents. 

• The scale and density is totally out of proportion and out of character with the inner suburban 
setting and is only appropriate for a CBD or Docklands location.  The scale and visual bulk of the 
10-plus towers will totally dominate the surrounding low-rise neighbourhood. 

• Quite stupid to contemplate such a large development on such a small block on a busy road. 

• The maximum number of dwellings should also be capped at around 120 apartments for the whole 
site. 

• We are totally opposed to this development, the scale of the development is far too big for this area. 

• A much smaller development is needed to be acceptable. 

• Less apartments, more townhouses. 
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• We believe the scale of the proposed development is excessive – too high, too many people, too 
many cars. 

• Scale the thing town to a much smaller size. 

• The issue is that the development is way too large for the area.  Please rescale to something which 
is in keeping with the surrounding area. 

• This development is far too big for this locality.  The enormous bulk of the towers would dominate 
the surrounding low rise streets. 

• A massive development of almost 500 apartments runs contrary to the appeal of Malvern, Toorak 
and Prahran, as residential areas of houses and small scale apartments.  This is an inappropriate 
development for our community. 

• This is a human scale height.  Scale is huge - over 700 new dwellings. 

• The scale of this development is inappropriate for this ‘blue chip; area, but approve it, and stuff up 
Armadale! 

• The scale is too large for this area and should be reduced. 

• This proposed development is totally inappropriate for this area.  The sheer scale is ridiculous and 
will turn the area into a ghetto. 

• For the sake of the local residents this proposed development must be drastically reduced in size 
and scale. 

• I will council to greatly reduce the ridiculous, inappropriate scale of this proposed development.  
Seven apartment buildings, some 16 storeys high, are far beyond reasonable. 

• The scale of proposed development is far too large for locality's infrastructure. 

• Maybe ok if scaled down considerably. 

• A large-scale housing structure is inappropriate in the site.  Its suggested size and number of 
tenants would cause over saturation and a ghetto would result.  People need space to live and if 
they can afford expensive apartments - the city if the place for them. 

• The scale and bulk of this development is immense and is absolutely inappropriate and lacking any 
sense of sympathy with the surrounding area in particular and the suburb in general.   

• Having spoken to neighbours and local friends, we are horrified by the scope and scale of these 
plans - 466 apartments and 13 townhouses is a MASSIVE development and which would be a 
huge burden on our neighbourhood. 

• Whilst I am in general support of housing more people in the inner city and close to public transport 
I would like to see this development scaled down to retain a sense of comfort and "livability", 
especially for pedestrians and people living close to and within the development.  This comes from 
development on what I consider to be a human scale rather than a large city high-rise scale.  
Setbacks from Orrong Rd, and a maximum of 7 floors would be my preference.  A maximum height 
lower than that would be preferable but I am proposing 7 as a maximum to respect the intentions of 
the state govt planning schemes. 

• The size and scale of this development is thoroughly inconsistent with the rest of the suburb (one of 
the reasons that I purchased property in the area).  Also, the assertion in the impact assessment 
that the impact will be minor because 800 people work at the site is completely inaccurate as 
dwellings require different usage patterns to workplaces.  I'm happy to develop the site with 
townhouses or low rise apartments but the prospect of 16 storey towers seems ridiculous. 

• I wish to object very strongly to a development of this scale. 
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• The scale and density of the proposed project will create substantial strain on the neighbourhood 
and the style of development is likely to depress housing values in the immediate vicinity unless 
those properties are also rezoned which would then perpetuate this undesirable, high density, high 
rise style of housing. 

• The scale of this development is totally inappropriate for this area.  Residents have bought into this 
area for the quality of the overall aesthetic value of low density residential environment.  The visual 
bulk of this proposed development is only suited to areas such as the CBD and Docklands and has 
no relevance in Armadale.   

• Size and scale-too large, too high and too many dwellings.  Maximum 4 storeys.  Visual bulk- too 
large for the site having regarded to low density dwellings in immediate surrounding area.   

• Too large a proposal.   

• The size and scale of this unsympathetic development is overwhelmingly too large -- reminiscent of 
the Housing Commission developments of the 1960s.  It erodes the character and amenity of 
Stonnington and is totally unsuitable.   

• Change is good but this is too big. 

• As a rate payer for 50+ years I strongly object to the proposed development because of the large 
building size, obstruction of views. 

• This development is far too big.  Building should be restricted to 5 storeys.  479 apts, 730 car 
spaces is a ridiculous amount, way too large.  Development on this site would be good, but no to 
this extent.  150 apartments would be a more appropriate number.   

• I object to this large scale development. 

• The proposal in its present form must be rejected due to the huge scale of the development, the 
inappropriate invasion of the skyline. 

• I do not want this damn eyesore in my neighbourhood.  There are simply not enough resources in 
the area to support a large scale development such as this!  Not approved! 

• I consider the size of the project unacceptable. 

• General acceptance for redevelopment of existing apartments at 590 Orrong Rd but for less 
apartments and towers - a moderate plan required - amendment required. 

• I believe that if the current height of the existing building on site was maintained this would be an 
eminent improvement.  These towers they have planned would dominate the landscape.  16 
storeys are just too high, and 7 apartment towers are just too many in the one location.  466 
apartments are simply too many new residents to be introducing into such a small area. 

Overshadowing  

• Should not overshadow either Toorak Park or Victory Gardens.  Open park space is very precious 
in suburban areas and should not be put at risk by overdevelopment. 

• We do not want to be overshadowed by a conglomeration of tall buildings casting a shadow across 
Victory Square and its surrounding residences. 

• The proposed development would ruin the residential character of the area, cast shadows over 
Romanis Reserve in the mornings. 

• 12 TALL towers of residence overflowing into the park will have an impact on the grounds, also new 
grasses are being planted right now to try and save the park as it is! 

• Overshadowing Victory Square Park, not a city. 
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• Both Orrong and Toorak Parks will have reduced light.  The shadows created by the afternoon sun 
will extend well into existing homes. 

• Sunlight will be blocked by these towers, shadowing our garden and parklands causing significant 
adverse effects on open spaces. 

• This will also have an impact on the sporting ground, which will now be shadowed by this ominous 
building.  Not a pleasant environment for professional or amateur players alike. 

• The project is too large with height overshadowing the park and dominating the area. 

• Overshadowing of existing buildings should be a serious consideration when setbacks are planned 

• The proposed building will be a complete intrusion on the neighborhood and will cast a huge 
shadow. 

• New towers would become eyesores, and would block morning sunlight in Orrong Park.   

• As a user of Victory Gardens and Toorak Park (mainly for walking my dogs), I am greatly concerned 
by the proposed development at 590 Orrong Road, as I believe that the development will cause 
significant overshadowing of these open spaces which can only be to the detriment of the usability 
of these open spaces. 

• It will cast shadows over a busy and important sporting oval. 

• I am also concerned that the Beatty Ave, Rose St precinct will be in shadow in the afternoons, thus 
taking away light and liveability from this area .  I would be happier for the project to go ahead with 
a maximum height of 7 storeys. 

• Too big and too dense.  The nearby buildings and parks will be overshadowed. 

• Would potentially cast dark shadows on the rest of the area. 

• I'm a concerned resident vehemently opposed to the height and scale of the proposed 
redevelopment which will result in likely overshadowing by the apartment towers. 

• The height-16 storeys not really fitting in with the area.  Casting shadows over nearby buildings.  
Needs to be scaled down.   

• Concerns about the overshadowing of parks adjoining the site. 

• The development is completely inappropriate for the site on Orrong Rd.  As well as overshadowing 
Beatty Ave shops it will completely over shadow the football ground just a few metres away.   

• Height- 16 storeys-Victory square/Toorak Park will miss sun in the morning.   

• The proposal to have a multi high-rise buildings will not suit the area, creating a mini-city in our 
midst and sending shadows over our valued sports grounds and beautiful off-lead dog park Victory 
Sq. 

• Simply stated, the development is too big and overshadows the peaceful residential feel of the 
surrounds. 

Privacy  

• We are concerned the height of the buildings will destroy the appearance of the neighbourhood as 
well as reducing or removing the privacy of near neighbours. 

• For residents like me - these taller buildings will be able to look into my home and onto my balcony 
depriving me on my current level of privacy. 

• The height of the proposal is outrageous.  And overlook many properties, for some distance 
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around, invading privacy of those people. 

• Adversely affects local skyline and visual bulk which will dominate the skyline and squash the 'low-
density' character of the neighbourhood.  Our house will lose all privacy from multiple balconies and 
windows from this development, causing complete invasion of our privacy. 

• The size of the development is over the top.  The height of the tower is too high.  It will be a beacon 
overlooking the neighbourhood, creating lack of privacy issues, an eyesore. 

• There will be an invasion of privacy from overlooking balconies and windows, all-night lighting from 
the towers shining into living rooms, bedrooms and gardens, noise from the 500-plus apartments 
with balconies.  LL report admits to the likelihood of wind tunnels from the towers.   

Wind  

• Towers would create wind tunnels at street level.  Maximum height should be 6-8 storeys 
throughout Stonnington.   

• Effects of wind tunnels caused by the construction of multiple towers making it unpleasant for 
pedestrians to walk and making parklands undesirable to recreate. 

• Too tall - looms over parks and direct wind gusts. 

• No.  of buildings and height of 16 storey towers, creating wind and shade and destroying our 
beautiful suburb. 

• I have no issue with apartment building being built in the area.  However, a 16 storey apartment 
building does not fit with the current suburb aesthetics, would create wind tunnels. 

 

Transport and Parking 

Do you have any feedback on Transport and Parking? 
 

(For example this could include public transport, vehicles and parking, walking and cycling)  
 
Public Transport   
• The peak-time trains that stop at Toorak Station are already full.  I hope that better rail services will 

accompany the development. 

• Additionally, with a limited number of trains stopping at Armadale and Toorak stations it is not 
uncommon to have to wait for two or three trains to arrive before they can actually squeeze onto the 
already overcrowded trains.  I am sick of watching full trains pass by Toorak station unable to board 
them.   

• You cannot get on a train at Toorak station at peak hour at the moment so it can’t take anymore 
residents in the area. 

• The trains at Toorak are already not handling the capacity required and this development will 
exacerbate that. 

• Sometimes you can barely get on the train, to have 1000 more people trying to get on the trains at 
that station will be completely unmanageable. 

• The available public transport, principally tram and train, are already fully stretched due to existing 
growth in patronage.  This is particularly the case at Toorak Station.  Without major investment in 
transport infrastructure, it will not cope with the additional traffic generated by a development of the 
scale proposed. 

• The current and foreseeable train services from Toorak are already beyond breaking point.  My 
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husband commutes daily to the city and frequently cannot even board the train at Toorak station as 
it is full beyond capacity.  Not only are the delays in waiting for 1 or more subsequent trains very 
inconvenient and frustrating, but the overcrowding on the train is dangerous.   

• If it is already difficult to find space on a train in rush hour -if a train even stops, that is - then how 
will another 1500 people be helping an already overcrowded system. 

• From a public transport point of view, I have often not been able to board a train at Armadale 
station at peak times due to the overfilling of the trains so another few thousand residence will not 
be able to make use of being adjacent to the train station unless an increase in the number of trains 
is significant and there seems to be no plan in the near future for that. 

• The trains at Toorak Station are already packed before 9am with only 1 in 3 stopping at Toorak 

• Transport infrastructure.  One of the suggestions is that the occupants of the proposed 
development will use public transport - ie trains at Toorak station.  Let me remind council that there 
is already an inadequate train service at Toorak station.  Frequency of trains needs to effectively 
double from the present service.  Toorak Railway station is not the same as South Yarra station 
where every train on three different lines stops at the South Yarra station.  If every train on the 
Frankston and Pakenham/Cranbourne lines stopped at Toorak this might conceivably handle the 
additional passenger load created by such a development. 

• Public transport is a joke, and its reliability more has never been there. 

• The scale of this development puts far too much pressure on the already overfilled local trains at 
Toorak Station.  These people would not even all fit on the platform at Toorak Station, let alone on 
the rush hour trains. 

• The infrastructure – especially public transport – will not be able to cope with the increased number 
of people. 

• Although the huge increase in population in the Armadale/Toorak station area that will arise as a 
result of the proposed development in its current form may encourage Metro Trains to schedule 
trains to stop more frequently at these stations, if that does not happen, then travelling to the city 
during peak hours will become nearly impossible.   

• In my view, the issue of public transport is of even greater concern.  The proposed development 
would lead to from 500-1000 or more new residents living in the immediate area.  Toorak Station is 
currently a very minor station on the train line, with most trains running express through it.  With 
such a large influx of residents, the frequency of stopping trains and the amenities at Toorak Station 
would need to be upgraded to cope with the likely increase in passengers.  This would be 
particularly crucial in the morning and afternoon peak times, when it is not uncommon for the 
currently scheduled trains to be too full for passengers at Toorak Station (and beyond) to board 
them.  I am not a frequent user of the bus and tram services along Orrong and Malvern Roads, so I 
could not anticipate what the likely impact on them would be.  However, as a daily user of Toorak 
Station, I believe that a significant upgrade of the current services would be necessary in order to 
cater for the projected increase in patronage. 

• Existing train/tram/bus services do not meet resident’s needs.  No new/additional services are 
included in this development.  Transport problems will be made worse. 

• They will not use public transport as it is inadequate.  Concrete plans/guarantees to upgrade public 
transport are needed before such a development is approved. 

• Add to the amount of people on already packed public transport. 

• Toorak station is NOT a major train station - not all trains stop there.  During the peak commuter 
hours in the morning passengers are forced to wait for subsequent trains as the ones arriving are 
already full- adding to this will only make the problem worse.  The tram service is already 
inadequate.  Councillors (Melina Sehr, Tim Smith (Mayor), Claude Ullin, Tas Athanasopoulos, John 
Chandler, Angus Nicholls, Greg Hannan, Judy Hindle, Anne O'Shea) try taking the train during peak 
hour before adding the increased volume of passengers this project adds.  I will vote against all 
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councillors if this project goes ahead. 

• The large number of apartments will substantially increase the number of people using the Toorak 
train station, and during peak periods this will be particularly difficult given that the current public 
transport infrastructure is already under strain.  Even if only half of the dwellings use the public 
transport, this can lead to around 250 extra people at the train station during peak periods 
(assuming that each dwelling only has one occupant so this is really a conservative estimate).   

• The trams that my children travel to and from school are always packed.  Where is this all going to 
end? Has anyone at Council considered doing a survey into the daily patterns of car movement, 
parking and no of public transport commuters in the area????  

• The number and concentration of additional people a development of this size would bring to 
Stonnington would place further strain on an already over-stretched public transport network and 
road system. 

• Also, the trains at Toorak railway station cannot cope now with the volume of passengers, many 
times I have been left stranded unable to board trains because of overcrowding. 

• The improved train service will be negated by increased demand by the expected growth in 
commuter traffic from such a huge development. 

• The existing frequency of public transport (trams, trains and buses) at Toorak RS is not adequate to 
cater for the existing population in the area (approx 3500 in 2006 census) let alone an increase of 
another 1500 as proposed.  A similar development of South Yarra has a least 3 times as many train 
services as exist at Toorak.  A necessary development is an increase in public transport services to 
support the increased population. 

• Trains are already very full at Toorak Station.  Please do not change our heritage listed old station.   

• Existing services could not possibly cope. 

• Public transport could not cope with the number of people who would be housed. 

• Moreover, the number of apartments & hence inhabitants will create havoc at Toorak Station (& 
Armadale/Hawksburn) with severe over-crowding on trains at those points on the line.  I would 
recommend Council refuse the application. 

• Train stations to be altered? Train systems already overstretched - only 1 in 3 trains stops at Toorak 
station 

• Public transport is already inadequate to cope. 

• I use the public walkway to the Train everyday but by the time the train reaches our station the 
trains are packed, you can never sit down and at times cannot even get on the train.  Due to these 
issues - the proposed project is far too dense for the surrounding infrastructure.   

• This area has a great deal of public transport.  Buses along Orrong Road are very very rarely full.  It 
is up to Council planners to see that the standard of building for the area is correct and suitable. 

• Public transport will be pressured as will parking in the local area, already a problem. 

• Toorak station is too overcrowded as it is. 

• Parking and rail traffic will be untenable. 

• Transport - there needs to be a more frequent service of trains that stop at Toorak station.  The 
10minute service recently introduced is a start but not adequate to handle the population increase.  
It needs to be a 5 minute service. 

• Toorak Railway station will also struggle to cater for increased demand. 
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• Toorak station/railway line may be seen as a convenient way for people to travel on but no-one will 
give up their cars! Also trains through Toorak station are limited - many trains pass it and are 
express to Malvern/Caulfield or to South Yarra/Richmond.  The station will not cope with an influx of 
patrons. 

• Public transport - as the new development will be mainly residential the commuter flow through 
Toorak station will be reversed during peak hours adding to an already overcrowded situation.  
What analysis of this has been done and have there been discussions with Metlink about, for 
instance, having no expresses bypassing Toorak during peak hours? 

• Applaud the location of this development in terms of proximity to rail, tram and bus services.   

• The public transport is already extremely crowded.  Getting on a train at peak hour from Armadale 
and Toorak stations is so overcrowded it is dangerous.  The situation will be even worse. 

• I am concerned about the impact of this development with respect to accessibility to public transport 
particularly access and safety at Toorak train station.  The scale of the development and the 
resultant significant influx of new residents will place significant stress upon local public transport 
infrastructure.  I use Toorak station daily to commute to work and from work during peak hours.  
During these hours the platform already suffers from overcrowding raising safety concerns.  Further 
patronage will only exacerbate this issue and give rise to increased overcrowding and safety 
concerns.  Beyond platform overcrowding issues, it is already extraordinarily difficult to board a train 
at Toorak Station during peak hours, I cannot imagine the increased difficulty with increased 
patronage, and the only solution will be increased train services.  Will the developer be held to 
account to deliver additional train services? Put simply the local public transport infrastructure can 
simply not accommodate a significant increase in local residents without fundamental development 
and significant increase in services. 

• As for public transport it would need to have a manned station and better facilities. 

• The trains are already packed to capacity and traffic is congested in the area badly.  We just don't 
another 1500 bodies competing for spaces. 

• Additional pressure on public transport in terms of additional residents in the area. 

• I use public transport to and from work and drive around the area on the weekends.  From personal 
experience, my view is that public transport impact would not be significant.   

• The current public transport system which already sees trams and trains running at full capacity will 
not be able to cope with the anticipated influx of more people. 

• I would also like to see increased services through Toorak station to cover the increase in 
population in the area. 

• Both Toorak and Armadale stations are already 'non premium' and services are overloaded, 
introducing this extra demand will negatively impact on the availability of these services.  I note that 
the social impact assessment references this on p38 but the enhancement measure does not 
actually address the problem.   

• Overcrowd an already stressed train and tram service by adding another 1500 people to a capacity 
service.  The train service is currently over crowded as it is, the stating and the service cannot 
service another 1500 people everyday.  It is difficult to get onto a train at Toorak station at peak 
hours and most people have to wait 2-3 trains before they can get on.  Tram services along High St 
and Malvern Rd are already running slowly.  The initiation of a tram lane in High St has not helped 
the tram service run faster and an increase in cars and traffic from the development will completely 
slow High St down to a standstill. 

• By the time the trains reach Toorak Station during morning rush hour it is often very difficult to get 
standing room, sometimes you cannot even get in.  An additional number of people living in the 
towers would add a large amount of pressure to these services.  Say 800 people during rush hour 
trying to get on 12 train services is an extra 66 people on already overcrowded trains competing for 
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that last space. 

• Transport - trains - overcrowding on platform due to vast number of additional residents.  And on 
trains - too many run express through Toorak Station.   

• Parking and transport are a problem with so many new residents.  I take trains every day, already 
most days commuters at Toorak Station cannot get on trains that stop at Toorak Station as the 
trains that stop there are already full.  We need more trains that stop at Malvern/Armadale/Toorak, 
and more regular tram services (6 & 72) to support such an increase in population. 

• Congested trains, trams and buses will result in additional service thereby adding to the traffic 
problem. 

• The strain on the train system, it is already very difficult to board a peak hour train at Toorak 
Station. 

• The train station has many express trains and there is limited capacity etc. 

• Will there be a consultant from Yarra trains and Metlink brought in to ascertain if there will need to 
be an increase in public transport services & if so can this be considered as part of this project? 
Given the proximity to public transport infrastructure, the number of apartments and scale of nearby 
roads, 730 car spaces is too many by far.  Please consider replacing some of this dedicated space 
for on-site bike parking and landscape buffers from the street. 

• Trains are already jam packed at peak times.   

• This development is extremely disappointing.  The number 6 tram along high street is already 
packed (by 7.30am, and particularly by 8am).  Toorak station trains are very busy in the mornings 
too, the proposed development will materially increase numbers.   

• The local transport facilities will also be unable to cope. 

• Has the developer obtained firm commitments from the bus, train and tram operators (all private 
firms) that they will adjust their schedules and frequencies to cater to the dramatic increase in local 
residents rather than forcing existing and new residents to drive because the bus/tram/train is full 
and the next one in 20-30 minutes is too late?  

• Trains are already at capacity. 

• Further to this the lack of parking in the villages will be stressed.  Traffic pollution from extra traffic- 
major environmental impact on the health of Stonnington's residents.  Increased overcrowding and 
additional pressure on public transport services which are already at capacity and unable to meet 
existing demands of current users.   

• Public transport-trams and trains demand is at capacity and will only exacerbate and already 
congested and over-crowded system.   

• In the morning passengers cannot get on trains at Toorak station.  730 more parking spaces means 
730 more cars and probably 1000 more people.  I do not feel the present infrastructure can support 
that.   

• It will lead to issues with an already stretched public transport system and parking in the area.   

• The Toorak station-almost impossible to get a seat when getting on at Toorak in peak times-must 
only get worse.   

• Public transport in area already extremely congested and would not cope with additional volume of 
people.   

• With over a thousand more people jostling to use the congested roads, the already overcrowded 
Toorak Station and the local transport. 
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• In addition, catching a train at Toorak station during peak period would become virtually impossible 
with all the additional commuters at Toorak station.   

• The opportunity should be taken to provide an extensive transport interchange (rail/bus/tram/many 
public car parks) Jobs lie offices are vital so a mixed use development is obvious.  Transport 
upgrading a priority. 

• Improved frequency of trains at Toorak Station.   

• Allowing them to have reduced parking is a joke.  Nearly all households have a minimum of two 
cars.  And if they have children there will be even more vehicles.  If these people have guests 
where are they going to park? 

• I have firsthand experience of the area’s obvious traffic and parking challenges.  With the build of 
potentially 16 towers and over 400 apartments it is inevitable that the currently small annoyance of 
traffic & parking will become a huge issue.  The Stonnington infrastructure & amenities simply 
cannot accommodate for the massive influx of people and traffic.  The already difficult entrance to 
Monash freeway via Toorak rd will now become a 24hr car park...  one won’t be able to even think 
of visiting Hawksburn village with traffic jams over a km up and down Malvern Rd...  Finding a car 
park in the area will be nigh on mission impossible.  Furthermore, whilst parking is generally 
available in our street, I have no doubt that if such a development is approved, I’ll be forced to park 
several streets away (by the time I return home from work) and will therefore need to walk home in 
the dark.  As a young lady, this is a great concern for my own safety. 

• Traffic overload, not enough car parks, public transport already overloaded and cannot service 
existing needs. 

• The towers would add too many new residents to a small area which would impact parking, 
transport and traffic. 

• Toorak Station already struggles with accommodating passengers so I cannot imagine what 
another 1,000 - 2,000 people will do. 

• The only other problem that I see is a congestion problem - so the existing train station/tram stops 
would need to be upgraded substantially and scheduling of both is changed to reflect the usage 
from the development. 

• The location near Toorak Station is suitable for such a development.  Access to Toorak Station from 
Orrong Rd should still remain.   

Traffic  

• Increased vehicle traffic and parking problems in an already crowded  precinct; greater congestion 
on city-bound trains leaving from Toorak station; 

• Traffic on Orrong Road is heavy as it is during peak hours and this would be exacerbated by such 
a high density development exiting onto Orrong Road and the surrounding streets including Osment 
Avenue and Ashleigh Road could not cope with additional traffic, especially as these streets are 
already used considerably by customers of and suppliers to businesses which back onto Osment 
Avenue. 

• The traffic in both Malvern Rdand Beatty Ave, inter al is already frequently at a standstill and can 
only be exacerbated by this proposal. 

• The influx of approximately 1,500 new residents, and the associated car movements midway 
between two busy main roads, will add a great deal of stress and overcrowding into an already 
congested traffic area. 

• As it is, the traffic makes it difficult for us to pull out of our driveway and onto Orrong road.  If 1000 
more people with cars will use that road then we will have no hope of ever getting out of our own 
drive. 
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• I live at 36 New Street, Armadale and I am concerned about the increase in traffic in the area. 

• Traffic is already stationary during peak hours along Malvern Road and Orrong Road. 

• The prospect of 2500 daily vehicle movements (as estimated in LL document) from one entry/exit 
point into busy Orrong Road, midway between two busy intersections is frightening and 
demonstrates a failure to recognise the already clogged peak hour traffic in Malvern and High 
streets and Orrong Road.  There is no mention in the traffic report and therefore no regard has 
been given to the rat- run effect that will overwhelm the side streets, Wynnstay Road, Harvey Street 
and Grandview Grove and possibly Sydneyand A’Beckett streets.  The traffic is bad enough as it is. 

• The current plans fail to consider the impact of the site on local traffic flow. 

• Orrong and Malvern roads already are heavy  traffic bearers and the addition of so many 
apartments near this junction will  add significantly to congestion and reduce quality of life for 
present  residents. 

• The road surface at the intersection of Malvern and Orrong Roadis well known for its poor state, 
and to have another 500-700 vehicles crossing it – how will it hold up then if it can’t cope now? 

• The prospect of 2,500 daily vehicle movements (as estimated in the Lend Lease document) is 
absolutely frightening and alarming and demonstrates a complete  failure to recognise the already 
clogged traffic in the area and disregard for existing local residents. 

• The traffic in our area has already been severely impacted by the commercial aspects of Reece 
Plumbing and Graham Geddes and we find it often hard to get down Osment Street due the high 
number of trucks loading or unloading goods. 

• Clearly the addition of some many residents on the  site all wishing to use motor vehicles for 
transport will lead to a significant  increase in traffic movements into Orrong Road. 

• Traffic is already at a premium, where are the overflow cars going to park which is already stretched 
around the area, and are there going to be provisions made for extra infrastructure to cope with 
another 1500 people concentrated in such a small area. 

• I am concerned about the volume of vehicles this development will bring to the area and the 
resulting traffic congestion.  As a resident of Fulton St I am concerned that the increased traffic flow 
will make it more difficult to turn either left or right onto Orrong. 

• Between Williams Rd and Orrong Rd both High st and Malvern rd have very high levels of traffic all 
day on weekdays and weekends.  This proposal will make this even worse . 

• It will cause huge problems with traffic jams around the area. 

• The effect of an extra 700 cars will create more chaos in the area. 

• Increased traffic flow would exacerbate the already intolerable situation in Toorak Road particularly 
at the Orrong Road junction during rush hours.  Council has no rational policy in this traffic problem. 

• In addition, Beatty Avenue is quite a busy street for its narrow size, and with the number of 
oversized 4WD cars already on the road in this area, with the extra traffic it will become almost 
impossible to drive along, let alone for any parking to be available.  I believe that the proposed 
development at 590 Orrong Road have a significant detrimental effect on the already high traffic 
volumes in the immediate area.  I am strongly opposed to the proposed development in its current 
format. 

• The development will create much increased road traffic on Orrong, Malvern roads and High Street.  
Residents in the development will have 1 or 2 cars per household, as in other developments in the 
area. 

• 730 onsite car parks will add substantially to the already congested roads of the area.  How did the 
planners expect to deal with the increased volume of traffic- both Malvern Rd and High St are traffic 
snares and "carparks" during week days and weekends.  Adding to this will make the problem 
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worse. 

• I am concerned that the proposed development will significantly increase the amount of traffic and 
place excess demand on the public transport infrastructure. 

• 730 car spaces proposed this equates to 3650 trips not 2400 trips as per report.  What are the 
sustainable transport initiatives and how can they be guaranteed to be successful - the report 
seems to rely on this to qualify the additional traffic load. 

• We frequently drive our children to school and sports activities down Malvern rd.  and Malvern Rd 
between Orrong and Williams Roads is frequently at a total stand still.  If you add another 500- 
1000 cars this will make the traffic flow much worse. 

• Totally against this.  Orrong Rd is too busy, noisy and slow as it is without this development. 

• Prahran and Armadale is already an overpopulated area in terms of residents with 1 or more cars.  
You only have to drive out onto High St or Malvern Rd and not even during peak hour to see that 
the main roads are getting more and more congested.  I hate to think what another 1500 people will 
do to this congestion!!! 

• Further traffic congestion will be created in this busy area. 

• The congestion which already occurs on High, Malvern and Toorak Roads due to traffic avoiding toll 
fees on freeway is already extreme.  Orrong Rd (a major north/south artery) is already choked. 

• The traffic of both residents and visitors will have huge adverse impact. 

• I have lived in Beckett Street for 30 years and find the level of traffic now in Orrong Road is very 
busy.  With the number of vehicles coming from this development it would be impossible trying to 
even turn into Orrong Road. 

• Extra traffic on Orrong Rd which is already over busy and noisy. 

• Armadale is congested on its main road and parking is unmanageable.  High st will become as 
over-populated and grid locked as Chapel St if we have yet more traffic/peak hour traffic to work will 
be even worse. 

• The congestion around the area will be a nightmare. 

• I am totally against this project, traffic in this area is horrendous without adding to the problem. 

• I am totally opposed to this over-development of the site.  The existing infrastructure, particularly 
roads, is already struggling to deal with the present numbers. 

• Special consideration needs to be given to the massive increase in traffic movements in and out of 
the site and onto Orrong Road. 

• Council should work firmly and consistently to mitigate any undesired resulting effects e.g.  by 
improving traffic conditions on all roads under its control. 

• I live off of Orrong Rd and it is an area with constant traffic.  At peak hours Orrong and Toorak Rds 
are always hard to access.  Due to a large number of schools in the area as well as traffic to 
popular shops- fashion outlets in the area - parking and access to Richmond/City via Orrong Rd can 
become a constant problem.  I believe the construction and high volume of cars to the proposed 
development, as well as the high building construction will not benefit our community - an area that 
is already over populated with visitors and local residents. 

• Roads are already congested around this area, particularly Orrong Rd, between Toorak and High 
St.  Extra traffic from 750 car spaces is not acceptable. 

• I am writing to you as a resident of Stonnington for 38 years.  So it is fair to say I have seen a lot of 
changes.  I am very concerned about the overall size of the development and the adverse affect on 
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the already congested traffic areas.   

• Traffic will be chaotic as it already is chaos at peak times on Orrong Road. 

• One has only to drive down Orrong Rd when sporting events are on to see the congestion. 

• Traffic out into Orrong Rd - chaos.  Orrong Rd & Malvern Rd already extremely busy all day. 

• The 700+ vehicles entering and exiting the development will cause traffic chaos in Orrong Rd. 

• The proposed development will put immense pressure on existing roads in the area. 

• Congestion with private vehicles would be enormous. 

• I live right next to the site on Orrong Road; access in and out of my driveway is always an issue due 
to traffic and the fact that the light is a few doors down. 

• Worried about the effect of additional cars the development will cause, as such we object to the 
proposed development. 

• We are strongly opposed to the development request, this will create further pressure on already 
strained traffic conditions, and limited parking & other council provided services. 

• If half of the tenants leave by their own vehicle at 8am, what a nightmare on the roads. 

• Already it (Beatty Ave) cannot handle the increase in motor traffic.  The new 
apartments/townhouses would have them flooding into it. 

• The planned development of 590 Orrong Rd seems to be a ridiculous and totally un-thoughtout 
idea.  access to the site already a slow and often traffic jammed road. 

• The risks of this massively grandiose development are the increases in vehicular traffic in an area 
which currently struggles to cope with the needs of the area. 

• Traffic flows along Orrong Rd will be affected by a large increase of movements in and out of the 
site. 

• Traffic in Orrong Rd, Saturday sports being played. 

• The traffic in the 590 Orrong Rd area is very busy.  

• The roads are already congested at peak hours and weekends, so many more apartments will add 
greatly to this problem. 

• My main worry is that with such an influx of residents to Orrong Rd, possible in the vicinity of 1000 
people, Orrong Rd's traffic problems, particularly in peak hours will substantially increase. 

• The large number of people and vehicles will cause enormous local congestion on nearby roads as 
they enter and exit the area. 

• Orrong Rd traffic barely copes now with buses etc what study has been undertaken to assess 
impact of vehicles associated with development - residents and visitors? 

• The area of Prahran is already brimming with congestion.   

• Traffic also becomes a concern. 

• Already under great duress in this immediate area, one can only imagine what a nightmare our local 
roads would become.  Traffic and parking are already serious Stonnington issues - please don’t 
allow the big corporate and their supporters to force such a burden upon our great neighbourhood.   

• I can’t even imaging 730 cars pouring out of the car parks onto the already congested Orrong Rd. 
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• Our other concern in the area is increased traffic along narrow streets adjourning Victory Sq. 

• The existing commercial use already causes traffic problems in Orrong Road. 

• Increased traffic flows in and around Beatty Ave. 

• There must be no access via Osment St as it will create too much congestion into this huge and 
inappropriate development for a quite part of Armadale. 

• I object to the sheer number of road users who will channel out of this huge development into roads 
that will not support them. 

• Malvern Rd and Orrong Rd already cause huge amounts of traffic. 

• The additional traffic would overwhelm the neighbouring streets. 

• The increased traffic would be a disaster.  The increased parking cannot be accommodated.  It's 
almost impossible to board a train at peak times at Toorak Station Railway station already. 

• The extra traffic and parking would be disastrous. 

• Far too much traffic and far too little parking. 

• A major concern is the added congestion and traffic using the Orrong/Malvern intersection - the 
road is continually in disrepair with frightful potholes after any rain.  This has been a problem for the 
10 years I have lived in the area - another 1000 vehicle will not help this already dangerous 
intersection? 

• Traffic would be significantly impacted in a negative way.  At this stage on the weekends the traffic 
is so bad that with exception of early morning/ late at night it is very rare to drive at 60kmh.  Having 
an extra potential 700 cars plus the guest the residents would have would be unacceptable impact 
to the traffic congestion. 

• Traffic gridlock will result with the additional number of vehicles. 

• Too many cars coming into the area. 

• Too much traffic, too little parking already in this area.  Public transport (Toorak station) already 
over stretched.   

• Concerns - significantly increase traffic in the area.  There is no through traffic to our local streets.  
The only traffic is generated by residents and locals.  This development will significantly increase 
the traffic in the streets surrounding my house.  Clog and overcrowd already congested roads, in 
particular Malvern Rd, High St and Orrong Rd.  The current traffic on these roads is already difficult 
and at a stand-still most of the day.  We do not need another 1500 cars (3000 exits and entries) 
adding to the traffic gridlock and congestion on our already busy roads.  Resident’s children all play 
and recreate in the park at Victory Square.  These children will be affected by the increased traffic 
as they will not be able to cross the street safely. 

• Have you ever tried to drive down Malvern Road towards Chapel st? That route is so busy, 
especially on Sat.  The road already can't cope with the existing load, more cars make this an even 
bigger problem. 

• Continuous traffic congestion more so during peak hour along Orrong Rd between Toorak Rd, 
Malvern Rd, High St and Dandenong Rd.  Continuous traffic congestion along the streets adjacent 
to the proposed development. 

• The extra car traffic would be seen as excessive. 

• Traffic entry onto Orrong Rd will be horrendous. 

• Traffic slow around neighbouring streets already. 
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• I am concerned at the size of the development which requires the installation of an additional set of 
traffic lights between Malvern Rd and High St.  Traffic on Orrong Rd, during peak times especially, 
is heavy and slow.  I can't begin to imagine the traffic chaos if another set of lights is introduced. 

• Introducing the increased traffic flow into that section of Orrong Road, particularly at peak times, will 
create havoc with this arterial road. 

• Effect of traffic in Mt Pleasant Grove, Osment St, Ashleigh streets. 

• Vehicles in peak hour will never get out of Orrong road. 

• Traffic flow impact- significant increase in traffic flow along the road arterials between the villages of 
High st, Glenferrie Rd, Hawksburn and Toorak will increase congestion, adding to delays.  This is 
supported by Lend Lease stats that there will be an additional 2,500 entry and exits into Orrong rd 
from this development in a 24 hr period. 

• Traffic congestion on surrounding roads will be further congested. 

• Can the area really cope with so much extra traffic on roads? 

• The traffic congestion alone would have a huge effect on the area.   

• Traffic around Orrong Rd and Malvern already extremely congested particularly on a Saturday. 

• We are very concerned with the number of homes being erected and the effect this would have on 
traffic and parking on and around Orrong Rd.  We believe that this would lead to enormous traffic 
congestion. 

• Orrong Road is a major thoroughfare at peak traffic times.  This amount of residential loading on 
Orrong Road is bound to impact on the traffic flows in the area, with new residents trying to access 
Orrong and Malvern Roads. 

• Adding 479 apartments plus 730 cars will have to complicate traffic congestion in Orrong Rd 
because the site has very limited access to Orrong Rd and maybe Osment St.  It would seem that 
this site is not suitable for such intense development. 

• Concerns about increase in traffic on Orrong Rd. 

• The traffic will be a nightmare. 

• Extra traffic would be chaotic. 

• It will increase traffic congestion, which is already out of control Saturday mornings especially, but 
also peak period’s weekdays.  The increase in traffic will only further increase risk of injury to 
people using adjacent parks and sports facilities. 

• Already under great duress in this immediate area, one can only imagine what a nightmare our local 
roads would become.  Traffic and parking are already serious Stonnington issues. 

• It will increase traffic considerably throughout the region including the side streets, which will mean 
Toorak and Prahran just become one big traffic zone. 

• This would create havoc in traffic in and around surrounding streets in the area. 

• The single driveway to this site will cause a traffic hazard to Orrong Rd. 

• The hundreds of more motor cars causing unbearable pressure on parking which is already over 
stretched. 

• Create havoc and traffic issues. 

• All traffic will become three times more congested. 
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• Cause traffic bottlenecks. 

• The traffic problem from Monash and the number of lights from Orrong Rd to Chapel St us already 
appalling.  This would be so magnified by the development one can’t imagine how horrific it would 
become. 

• I strongly object to there being access to the development via Osment Street.  Ashleigh Road, New 
Street, Mt Pleasant and Osment Street are full of young families.  The increased traffic flow down 
these streets poses a real threat to these families as they are already busy enough with the Reece 
Plumbing trucks that hoon up and down the street. 

• The increased traffic flow will add to the tough peak-hour traffic in the morning and night.  As 
council is aware, Stonington already has issues with extended clearways and this will only make it 
worse. 

• Traffic on Orrong road, High Street, Malvern Road will be increased as residents will have cars as 
public transport not adequate. 

Parking  

• As a tennis player at the Orrong courts it's hard to find a parking spot in the courts car park at the 
moment but this will obviously be much worse if this development goes ahead. 

• Parking in the area bound by High Street, Ashleigh Road and Osment Street is currently stretched 
and the development currently being built on High St and New Street will only further exacerbate 
the current problems. 

• The community shopping strips at Hawksburn and Toorak, and Betty Avenue are already "busy" 
and finding car parking spaces at peak times is already very difficult. 

• Current proposals do not adequately cover the issues of parking in the immediate area.  A 
development of this type must ensure that there are sufficient parking spaces on site to cater for the 
planned number of residents moving into the area. 

• In addition parking will become much greater problem.  I already have considerable trouble finding 
a park in my street - let alone outside my house particularly during times of sports training and 
games on Toorak Oval.  I am sure that many residents and visitors to this development will end up 
parking on Orrong Rd, thus forcing even more people using the oval to park on Fulton St. 

• The current proposal is for approximately 450-500 new residences, but only allows for 730 new car 
parking spaces.  I do not believe that this is sufficient, because there is already significant pressure 
on residential parking in the area, as evidenced by the current permit scheme and the recent 
proposal to increase it.  I believe that any development should include two reserved off-street car 
parking places per new residence. 

• It will add to the already huge problem of no parking. 

• The parking onsite is inadequate; the size would impact on the parking in this area. 

• Parking will be unavailable for those using the sporting ovals. 

• Commercial tenancies must comply with standard parking requirements. 

• Minimum of 2 parking places per residence and including about 100 minimum of public parking 
places to accommodate visitors cars. 

• Put a large public train station car park, for the use of footy ground and recreation people as well as 
train travellers. 

• Parking in Wynnstay Rd is already very limited.  My flat has one parking space but it is a two 
bedroom flat.  This new development is too large and Lend Lease do not include anywhere near 
enough parking for the number of residents. 



 

City of Stonnington |Corporate and Community Planning | November 2010 
 
 

51 
 

 

• Our street is already difficult to get a park in, if this complex at this scale goes ahead we will never 
find a park outside our own house.  Plus I catch the train to work.  If this volume of people is added 
to an already overcrowded system, it will take a can opener to squeeze us out! 

• A development of the size proposed will create substantial parking issues in this area.  The number 
of cars in many apartments is generally greater than the number of parking spots so alternative 
street parking is sought which around the specific area is already limited.  Further, the area 
opposite and next too contains substantial and well utilised sporting facilities particularly for juniors.  
Parking on weekends is already a nightmare.  It will not be possible to park anywhere for people 
trying to use those facilities within a reasonable distance thereby impeding the potential use and 
enjoyment of the leisure facilities. 

• We already have a 4 hour parking restriction on one side of our street.  Friends who drop in often 
comment on how hard it is to get a park in the street.  There are a large no of people who come 
from outer suburbs, park in our street (on the unrestricted side) for the day and then take public 
transport to their work place from our street which they use as a public car park. 

• This Prahran area already has such a large no of public spaces i.e.  footy oval, netball courts, 
tennis courts, the park etc....  Parking for all the events that use these public spaces is already at a 
premium. 

• Parking is already in very high demand around Toorak Station and surrounding residential streets.  
These streets serve Armadale Primary School, King's Swim School, Beatty Ave/Rose St shops and 
cafes.  The 609 bus service down Rose St results in further congestion issues and potentially 
dangerous traffic issues for families accessing the schools & shops.   

• Too many cars, this will affect parking in the area, not enough now. 

• Transport will be further taxed, parking off-street is never sufficient. 

• Not enough parking. 

• Parking is already impossible. 

• There is minimal on street parking. 

• parking already limited in areas (Orrong road and Beatty ave) this development will cause severe 
disruption to traffic flow and is unsafe. 

• The number of parking spaces in the proposed development is not adequate to cater for the 
number of residents AND THEIR VISITORS.  Already Stonnington Council has introduced parking 
permits and time restrictions because existing on-street parking cannot cope with the number of 
cars wanting to use the area. 

• Some 730 car spaces baffles the mind - please do not destroy the neighbourhood. 

• The busy parks fronting Orrong Rd already squeeze residents parking intolerable on weekends, 
and during sporting clubs practice night sessions, for football, rugby, cricket, tennis, basketball.  500 
odd apartments would push street OVER PARKING to breaking point. 

• Parking has become a huge issue in this area for residents and visitors for some time, only made 
worse recently with new parking and clearway laws. 

• No parking in Sydney St now when sport is in progress, so we can’t have so many people coming 
to the area please. 

• Parking in surrounding streets, especially Beatty Ave/Rose St already at a premium. 

• Adequate parking must be provided onsite for all the reasons already given to the council.  It is 
unrealistic to believe that because the development is near station residents won’t own a car. 

• It is almost never possible to find off street parking for visitors - so parking is always a premium in 
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this area. 

• Total lack of thought for parking which is already causing huge problems in surrounding streets. 

• Current parking in and around the site of the project is already a problem due to office workers 
parking in surrounding streets.  This problem would be exacerbated by the project. 

• A key issue for Beatty Ave shops and any retail development of the site will be the issue of parking 
for patrons.  The issue with parking is not only parking for residents but also to ensure adequate 
parking is available for visitors without destroying parking for other residents in this area. 

• As long as enough on-site parking is allowed for, then this area is perfect for the proposed 
development and would add custom to local businesses and shops. 

• Better parking in my street.  No vacancies when I get home from work and other commuters using 
this street to park their cars all day - this needs to change with better signs for residents and vacant 
car spaces.  (Fulton Street) 

• An influx of residents parking there as there are only 1.5 car spaces proposed per unit on the site - 
most families have at least two cars - and that does not include cars belonging to those people 
working at a 'limited number of commercial tenancies'. 

• 730 on site car spaces should be underground otherwise this will only add more levels to the 
proposal which would be absurd.  Parking in surrounding areas, particularly Beatty Ave is absolute 
chaos now, this development will only add to what is already an unacceptable situation. 

• Additional parking pressures on this area and the wider heritage area abutting the project is 
unacceptable. 

• Parking problems - to what extent are these 730 or more cars going to be using the commercial 
areas in the Armadale, Toorak and Malvern streets which are already very overcrowded with very 
restricted parking available. 

• Suggest that the number of car spaces provided be the minimum permitted in terms of the 
development approved finally.  Do not encourage car usage.  If possible make that facility 
expensive in terms of car space rental etc. 

• I believe that this development will affect the parking for the surrounding area.  It would be taken up 
by renters and their friends when they visit and the streets around it would be full. 

• The parking problems created will also be unacceptable and destroy this precious area of 
recreational parks for Armadale/Toorak. 

• I am concerned that the project has too many residences and not enough visitors parking.  I feel 
that there will be a flow over of visitor parking in the Rose St area, and this will cause problems for 
the Rose St, Clendon Rd residents, most of whom do not have off street parking.  There is already 
a problem of residents not being able to get a parking spot at particular times of the week, e.g.  Sat 
morning, and this will be become an impossible situation if the 590 Orrong project goes ahead in its 
current form.  The project needs to have less number of dwellings, and more VISITOR parking 
places within the complex. 

• I totally opposed this development being constructed as this would increase pressure on the 
parking situation.   

• This is going to wipe out any chance of family/friends visiting with cars. 

• Not sure if it is a typo but the parking documents appear to refer to studies done in 2006 which is a 
long time ago in terms of traffic and parking.  Parking in adjacent streets is already stretched due to 
commuter parking and sporting events including training.  Much of the additional parking identified 
in the report as available is for short term parking only.  It is currently almost impossible to find 
parking spots for visitors staying more than 2 hours, or tradesmen. 
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• Parking is already a concern for residents on most weekends with the several sporting ovals widely 
used - the fact that the ovals are used so much is fantastic, however there is a serious shortage of 
parking for users of Toorak Park and Orrong Reserve without an enormous development adding 
another 1000 vehicles.  Perhaps some sort of public parking facility would add to the enjoyment of 
the existing grounds and encourage further use - provided it was intertwined in some way with trees 
and parklands for the public (rather than housing). 

• I believe that residents around the park will have significantly more trouble with parking.  I have no 
problem with developing the site in a more sustainable manner that is consistent with the rest of the 
neighbourhood and surrounding facilities. 

• Parking - diminish and create immediate stress on residential street parking, as many houses such 
as ours do not have off street parking.  Resident parking along Ashleigh Rd and New Street already 
overflowing into Mount Pleasant Grove and surrounding streets.  Employees of businesses located 
on High St commonly park in Mount Pleasant Grove/Ashleigh Rd in in-sign posted areas, allowing 
them all day parking.  This has caused significant increase in parking pressure.  The applicant’s 
claim that there is ample on-street parking to accommodate the additional 1500 people is wrong.  
The applicant does not provide adequate on-site parking for the development, but expects local 
residents to accommodate the overflow of parking onto its streets.  This completely unacceptable.  
The applicant does not make any allowance for additional cars of residents of the development (i.e.  
it is likely that one apartment may require parking for 2-3 cars).  This will have a serious impact on 
parking.  The area around Beatty Ave is already overcrowded with cars and parking is extremely 
limited now.  This area cannot support any further increase in cars wanting to park.  Orrong Park, 
Romanis Reserve and Victory Square currently supports significant car parking for local sporting 
activities and clubs.  These areas are currently at capacity and cannot support any increase in car 
parking.  The development will greatly impinge on street parking in these areas. 

• Lack of parking around Toorak station for people commuting to and from the city (compared to 
other stations).  Additional parking would need to be catered for on the development site.  2.  Traffic 
congestion onto High St from Orrong and Malvern Roads. 

• Parking will become impossible within 1km from the proposed development. 

• Most apartment dwellers/couples have 2 cars already - when the friends of 466 apartments and 13 
townhouses and commercial shoppers need to park, what happens?? 

• Car parking is totally inadequate. 

• Not realistic to believe that families will have less than 2 cars.  I believe the parking ratio should be 
a minimum of 2 spaces per unit.  The surrounding streets are already overcrowded.  If the 
developers say parking is available on the surrounding development streets, then what has become 
of the open space? Not acceptable. 

• A development of this size should not go ahead in its present form as the local infrastructure will not 
be able to cope.  As a local resident and a member of the Toorak Prahran cricket and football clubs 
I believe parking which is difficult at present will become virtually impossible.  There is not enough 
room to accommodate such a large development. 

• Further, the likely consequence of the development is that access to the park and other local 
amenities will become extraordinarily difficult due to the lack of parking.  Introducing paid parking 
may suit the council and the land developer but, would be an unreasonable burden on the local 
residents. 

• Overflow of parking from residents/visitors to surrounding streets.   

• Parking the development does not provide adequate onsite parking.  On-street parking is already at 
capacity. 

• Traffic and parking in the area is now at full capacity. 

• Parking availability is reduced due to high use of parks.  Many homes do not have on-street 
parking.  Development has insufficient visitor parking.  On street parking not available on 
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weekends.   

• I object to 590 Orrong road development this will cause problems to transport and parking. 

• It is inexplicable that 730 new car spaces can be added to one location in Toorak.  As it is, the 
morning and afternoon traffic is excruciating in Toorak, let alone this mad addition of 730 cars.  Not 
only must the council reject this mad grab by the shameless developer, but it must ensure that it 
shuts down all other avenues for pursuing this proposal any further.   

• Although additional parking could be created I feel safe parking and cycling will be sacrificed. 

• I have lived in Denbigh Rd Armadale since 1989, and during that time have seen many multi stage 
developments (units) approved and constructed.  Car parking has always been planned for but not 
parking for visitors.  Consequently parking in Denbigh Rd today, out of business hours, is virtually 
impossible.  Undesirably the same thing is likely with the proposed project.  It is inappropriate to say 
the least. 

• There is a concern that parking in Orrong Rd will be adversely affected and that this will cause 
problems for the membership of U3A at 578 Orrong Rd (most of whom park in the street). 

• There is little enough parking at the moment, so what will it be like with 466 apartments alone.   

• 479 units in total, if there were 2 people to each that amounts to 1000.  Most people have a car 
each and with visitors cars where are they going to park them all? 

• There should be 958 car spaces to allow for residents and tradesmen, not 730.   

• Please limit the ability of the residents of the new development to park on the western side of 
Orrong Rd because parking spots are already limited. 

• Would it be a good location for commuter parking, that is dedicated spaces near the train line where 
outer Melbourne residents could leave their cars and use public transport to finish their journey to 
the city? If so, could the provision of such parking be made a condition of planning approval? 

• Visitor parking (1 space/10 units) is not sufficient.  Current parking requirements - sporting activities 
(Orrong Romanis and Toorak Park) are insufficient.  Parking for public transport users is 
insufficient. 

• I live in Lambert Road and in spite of the Residential Area Local Traffic Only sign, every weekday 
cars are parked bumper to bumper along both sides of the road, often with their bonnets protruding 
into driveways. 

• The number of car spaces is only a net increase of around 450 over current parking spaces and the 
traffic report claims all will be OK. 

• I would like to strongly protest against the development as the increase of people, cars, and parking 
issues will severely impact the area in a negative way with the heavily populated development in an 
already densely populated neighbourhood with crowded trains and very few car spaces.   

• Given the access to public transport which exists, this would be a great opportunity to encourage 
'car-free' accommodation.  730 parking spaces seems high, is there a way Lend Lease can 
contribute to the further development of the Council's bicycle & pedestrian strategy. 

• Pedestrian Access to the station along the south west side of the railway line must be retained. 

• Walkers and cyclists who are using the track beside the railway at present will definitely be 
disadvantaged. 

• There definitely needs to be pedestrian/cycling access through the site linking Orrong Road to Train 
station as currently exists - Tree lined would be great. 
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General  

Do you have any feedback on Transport and Parking? 
(This includes any other comments to be made). 
 

Opposition  

• My family and I are very angry about this project.  I will be voting against ALL Councilors (Melina 
Sehr, Tim Smith (Mayor), Claude Ullin, Tas Athanasopoulos, John Chandler, Angus Nicholls, Greg 
Hannan, Judy Hindle, Anne O'Shea) if this project goes ahead. 

• This will be a lost cause and utter tragedy not only for the local residents, but for Melbourne, in 
losing another suburb of genuine charm and character to greed and short term political posturing. 

• I wish to object to the proposed amendment to the planning scheme and the proposed development 

• It’s amazing, Stonnington does not let Mr.  and Mrs.  Smith add a second storey to their much loved 
dwelling but will spend their rates money on lovely brochures such as thing for Vivas Lend Lease.   

• I wish to register my opposition to the proposed amendments and development. 

• Having lived in Toorak for 50+ years we have already been adversely impacted by high density 
developments, please do not permit this gigantic travesty to occur. 

• This development will be detrimental to this area in too many respects.  A 16 storey apartment 
complex is just a money making scheme that needs to be stopped as it is at the expense of the 
general public around this great area, please don’t spoil it! 

• The impact on Osment St and surrounding streets will disrupt this little area for years, they should 
not be allowed to use Osment St. 

• It is time council took notice of residents and started to control the mass redevelopment of a 
beautiful area, once the nicest place to live. 

• I am against this development in all of its forms.  In short Stonnington is a family and user friendly 
suburb.  This development brings undesirable high rise density living to an area that does not need 
it.  Please keep me in touch with how I can continue to register my displeasure against this 
unnecessary development. 

• I completely oppose to the development on 590 Orrong Road and am happy to sign a petition to 
this effect. 

• I am absolutely opposed to this proposal by Vivas Lend Lease.  Whilst their obvious goal is to 
maximise profit by selling as many residences as possible, Council's goal must be to protect what is 
a fantastic borough and represent its current residents.  Never before have I been motivated 
enough to 'write in' and protest any such matter, please don't allow the big corporate (Lend Lease) 
and their supporters (eg.  Justin Madden) to force such a burden upon our great neighbourhood.  I 
will not rest until this proposal is refused. 

• I am opposed to the development for a number of reasons which I will outline to you in a more 
detailed response.  This email is to register my protest. 

• Our beautiful streets and suburbs don’t need big new high density developments like this.  Paris 
would never allow such a development, and neither should Stonington.  I am personally outraged 
by this proposal.   

• I wish to object to the proposed amendments to the planning scheme and development. 
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• The areas of Rose street Beatty avenue and those surrounding Armadale primary school have a 
historic and heritage character.  This mass building project will destroy the character of this area.  
We choose to live in this area and seek to live here because of this character- this building project 
shares none of that flavour nor character.  It should not proceed on these grounds. 

• I wish it to be known that I disagree with the planned proposal.   

• You are going to destroy the fabric of this community.  Development needs to be in character with 
what is there, and not what is current to maximise profit in the short term.  This area can not support 
the vehicles or the people who would live this area.  There is the potential for this site to be 
developed appropriately but we don’t want our lovely suburb resembling the gold coast We are the 
guardians for all the good that Prahran / Armadale / Toorak offers.  Lend Lease are all about 
maximising their balance sheet.  I trust that the council has a long term vision, and does not destroy 
our suburb. 

• The Council needs to stand up to the government and VCAT.  We are misled into believing that our 
opinions will be considered.  We had a similar excessive development (15 apartments on one block, 
4 stories) built next to us and my husband took a day off work to go along to VCAT.  It was clearly a 
foregone conclusion that the development would go ahead and we had no chance of seeing 
reasonable, medium density housing in our area. 

• Be an eyesore, make parking a problem, traffic problems and will change the character for the area. 

• Totally opposed to this.  Please don't ruin our beautiful area. 

• Would be a disaster, and would affect the area enormously.  Why such a huge development which 
is so out of character to our beautiful suburbs? 

• Please don't allow this.  Don’t ruin our suburb. 

• This area is not designated as a principal activity area and as such the development should not be 
approved. 

• The character of this 'village' part of Armadale will be destroyed.  Very Angry. 

• I think this is another developer wanting to profit from squeezing too many people into a popular 
and desirable area which may soon lose its desirability if this over-development and others like it, is 
allowed to go ahead. 

• This development request should be declined immediately - it is not in character with the 
neighbourhood or landscape/culture of Prahran. 

• I have been a resident in this area (Off High St, between Orrong/Kooyong Rds) for 20+ years and 
am horrified you would even consider changing planning laws for this.  Please do not do it!! 

• We strongly object to any development in this area, as it will permanently damage the character 
and quality of life for present and future generations. 

• Do profits come first? Does the council hang its residents out? Surely common sense will prevail. 

• As a local resident we cannot see the proposed use of this site is not a case of extreme overuse 
solely to maximise the profits of the developer.  We understand they're 'profit innovative' but 
consider that the Council's role is to resist this in the interest of the local residents. 

• Council - don’t be greedy? Look after your residents; it’s not all about more rates! Please retain our 
local area and its character.  NO BIG DEVELOPMENTS. 

• No, we don't want it. 

• We vehemently oppose the development.  There are insufficient amenities, transport and parking 
within the area without even more residents. 
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• Any council decision to back this proposal will be doom for all those sitting on council. 

• Totally unacceptable IE.  Massive over-development of land and no consideration of already over-
used parks with football, cricket, rugby, private school clubs - view the state of the grounds. 

• The introduction of 3000 people living, with 1500 visiting at times makes you question the council - 
have they considered the above? 

• Please consider the impact on residents of the area surrounding the proposed project. 

• This planning proposal appears a very perilous project and had inherent dangers of overcrowding in 
a neighbourly precinct. 

• I am against the proposal put forward by VLL to build apartments and townhouses on the property 
at 590 Orrong Rd next to Toorak Park.  The property concerned has been a business area for as 
long as I know and should be left at that. 

• I object to the proposed development.  There is far too much high rise and development in Toorak, 
South Yarra, Armadale and Malvern. 

• I strongly oppose this proposed development.  What is happening to Melbourne that we should 
have to fight against this over-development of a small piece of land? I am not a NIMBY person, but 
see the proposed development as an unwanted intrusion into this area.  It could be yet another 
precedent for further aesthetic ruination of our city. 

• Vivas Lend Lease and the State Governments plans for '590' are tasteless and inappropriate for 
Melbourne’s unique, smallest suburb 'Armadale'.   

• I would urge council to reject this development completely and to fight this strenuously at the 
inevitable VCAT appeal. 

• This marginally calmer, more urban friendly area of Prahran will end up like Chapel St and its 
surrounds apartment density wise if we allow these huge developments to start in this area.  Please 
do not approve this or it is the beginning of monster gathering speed.  Let one in and how do we 
stop the rest of these massive developments? 

• I am absolutely opposed to this proposal by VVL.  Whilst their obvious goal is to maximise profit by 
selling as many residences as possible, Councils goal must be to protect what is a fantastic 
borough and represent its current residents.  Never before have I been motivated enough to write in 
and protest at such matter. 

• I will not rest until this proposal is refused. 

• I am shocked that this proposal is even being considered.  This move will be regretted for years to 
come.  It will cause a major strain on our resources - parking, schools, public transport and way of 
life. 

• Our greatest concern is to keep Armadale's character and heritage. 

• The State Government's identification of the 2.5 acres adjacent to the Toorak station and Toorak 
park as a 'major residential redevelopment site' is ridiculous. 

• This area is already highly populated without adding what would be a minimum of 600 more 
residents. 

• I don’t want this development to be made. 

• If this will go ahead it will affect everything and everyone in many ways, so I am against it. 

• The proposal is a massive overdevelopment of the site.   

• The proposed development at 590 Orrong Road is totally unsuitable in an already heavily populated 
residential and traffic area.  As a concerned neighbour and ratepayer I strongly object to the 
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proposal. 

• The project abuts a large heritage area in which we live.  We feel that it will have a huge detrimental 
effect on this area.   

• I completely object to this development, or any similar high rise development within this area.  The 
negative impact on residents and visitors would be immense.  Please do not allow this to proceed. 

• I totally oppose any development where parks are taken away from our community - especially 
huge developments like this.  I will be keeping a close eye on which councillors approve this project 
and those who don't and will vote accordingly at the next local government elections.  I will also 
make this information available to my neighbours, etc.   

• We are blessed to live in Stonnington and wish to retain the reputation of a lovely period setting.  
While medium density housing is what the Government wants, it is only warranted where the 
infrastructure can support it. 

• Don't let us end up like Sydney with high-rises everywhere you look. 

• As an owner of property in Toorak I wish to express my concerns and object to this development 
taking place. 

• Potential for increase in noise levels.  Wattletree and Dandenong roads already intensely 
developed, if this development is permitted there is the threat of further inappropriate development 
throughout Stonnington. 

• The whole project is really very large and will put much pressure on the existing infrastructure, both 
nearby - the parks, railway station and shops, as well as further away - schools, hospitals and 
sporting facilities.  Can this region cope with the addition of over 1000 additional residents? I have 
my doubts! 

• I am extremely opposed to this development as proposed and I strongly object.  This development 
will destroy the local area as Como has destroyed Chapel St. 

• I would not be interested in a development of this type being constructed on this land.  My concerns 
are the same as the key concerns of the council as listed on the front page.  Particularly high rise 
towers and multiple dwellings. 

• I think 466 apartments on any site are ridiculous.  Far too many people in one area, causing 
congestion in all sorts of ways.  We have a very pleasant area (Armadale/Toorak/Prahran) and it 
shouldn't be spoiled by such an ugly eyesore!! I object strongly to this development. 

• Our objection includes an overdevelopment of the site.  We urge the council to decline this 
application. 

• The density of development will strain existing services and facilities in the surrounding area. 

• I have to doubt that this process is only to satisfy an already agreed development.  I hope you feel 
pleased that public consultation process has been both documented and recorded as we know the 
expense of this could not otherwise have been justified. 

• The proposal by Lend Lease has caused no end of anger with the local residents. 

• Numerous and serious issues associated with such large scale development: traffic congestion, lost 
charm of village-like atmosphere of Beatty Ave, overcrowding at Toorak station which already 
suffers during peak hour, overall loss of appeal of this prime area of inner Melbourne including 
Orrong reserve. 

• I strongly object to this being rezoned to a mixed use zone.  This application is totally unacceptable.  
This is a residential area and will have significant adverse impact to local residents. 

• It will create massive overlooking issues for surrounding residents.  For years it has not been a 
mixed use zone for a reason, as it is a RESIDENTIAL AREA.  I certainly hope council strongly 
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rejects this application as it is completely outside the current guidelines and res code and will no 
doubt change Orrong Rd forever and open the floodgates for more of these ridiculous applications 
to be put forward. 

• I wish to raise several significant concerns regarding the application for rezoning and the proposed 
development of this site.  The applicant's request for 'mixed use' is too broad and unspecific and 
can not be given any consideration.  Do not rezone as 'mixed use'.  Rezone only 'residential.  The 
DPO attached to the application does not provide any specifics and merely suggests a broad 
outline of what 'might' be built in the future.  This gives no certainty to the actual outcome and 
removes any control council or residents will have for future development of the site.  The 
developer, Lend Lease, has not consulted any of the local residents or community about its 
proposed development.  The effects of this development and the re-zoning of the land on local 
residents are significant. 

• I do not believe that this development is sustainable nor in keeping with the local character.  I 
understand the need to handle growth and see the potential to develop the site in a manner that is 
supported by the local infrastructure.  I also believe that several of the assertions made in the social 
impact assessment are unequivocally wrong, particularly the claims about improving the quality and 
quantity of the public space in the area - I love the Stonnington area for the inherent character, this 
development flies in the face of that and should be scaled back at the bare minimum.  Thanks for 
the opportunity to comment. 

• Site could be better used as a retirement village including perhaps a medical centre. 

• Suburban site, not a just process - well known that even if council reject development - it just goes 
to VCAT and VCAT passes everything anyway (e.g.  48 New St development is atrocious).   

• I strongly believe that the proposed developed is totally inappropriate.  The proposed development 
does nothing for Armadale.  In fact it is a retrograde step that will change the charm and serenity of 
the suburb. 

• There is a 3 section block on the corner of Orrong and Springfield Ave (661 Orrong Rd I think).  
They tried to put up an apartment block which I believe might have been rejected due to local 
resident concerns on parking, traffic, schooling etc.  If this is indeed the case, how can this tower 
complex on a much grander scale be allowed? 

• It appears a simple grab for cash by the developers - to overdevelop the site without adequate 
planning, infrastructure or consideration for existing residents.   

• Total overdevelopment of this area.  Greedy developers again!! Don’t do this development! 

• The population density of the site should be constrained, as the surrounding infrastructure will not 
cope. 

• Stonnington (along with many suburbs) has very poor quality shopping strips - low quality 
architecture, excessive signage & advertising, uncoordinated colour schemes, overhead power 
systems, overhead cables for trams, poor quality awnings in front of commercial premises etc etc.  
Given that the community as a whole (including business and developers) has money to invest, 
such investment should be directed at improving infrastructure. 

• As a nearby resident of this proposal I am very alarmed.  It will make the area look like a housing 
commission development - entirely unsuitable considering its proximity to several schools, the 
Beatty Ave shops etc.   

• I am not in a position to spend much time on this matter.  I have my own problems with a neighbour 
wishing to build opposite my only window on one side of my house.  Perhaps this is a good use of 
that area, I do not know.  All I know is I find the area lacking in visual beauty now.  In summer it is 
stifling because of congestion.  Logic seems non-existent. 

• As a long term resident of Stonnington I support a redevelopment of the site to allow more people 
to the use of a well serviced suburb. 
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• This is a huge, greedy, opportunistic development which will seriously affect our local community of 
Prahran and Armadale. 

• This accommodation is expensive.   

• The council appears solely about increasing numbers, rather than preserving the rights of its 
existing members! Councillors stand up for your members! Please strongly oppose this 
development! Where is the upside, in a development of this nature!  

• I live at 2 Ashleigh Road Armadale and will be directly affected by the development at 590 Orrong 
Road.  Council also needs to give real consideration to the feel and community that the Rose Street 
precinct has.  Armadale has a unique feel and this development would ruin it.  I will be at the 
meeting tonight to oppose the redevelopment of Lakefield. 

• I am concerned about re-zoning to Mixed Use.  "A limited number of small commercial tenancies" is 
not sufficiently specific or informative.  Will this generate even more traffic, parking demands etc. 

• Unfortunately, the actual plans for this development are not available online and I have not been 
able to visit the council offices for an inspection.  This is ridiculous as the developer most certainly 
has developed their plans in a digital form and it would be trivial for those to be made available for 
public access via the web.  Instead we get a 4 bullet point summary - totally inadequate.  I expect 
that the shadows of the high rise buildings will create negative impacts on public and private lands 
around the site but, that information is not readily available.  I expect that the increase density will 
challenge public health and safety issues but, there is no information available to assess those 
impacts.  The provision of information by the council and developer is completely inadequate and 
makes a sham of consultation process when there is no significant cost involved in having all the 
application documents (certainly all developed originally in electronic form) available online.  The 
antiquated process of making people turn up and go hunting in the cellar of the town hall for the 
detail information is just not acceptable. 

• Will the towers create TV shadows for local residents who rely on broadcast TV for their information 
and entertainment? Will a large number of WiFi systems in this high density development cause 
problems for existing residents operating WiFi home networks? What compensation will the 
developers offer to local residents and shop owners for the inconvenience, loss of comfort and loss 
of business that will occur during the protracted construction period of this massive development? 
Will council impose and enforce requirements for the developers to make good on any 
consequential damages to local properties, public lands and Toorak Station which result from the 
deep excavations and heavy construction work required for this project? Too little information, too 
little control and too little benefit to the local community.  This project is all about benefits to the 
developers with too little concern for the short and long-term impacts of this development on the 
local community. 

• Demographic of East Melbourne is not representative of Armadale as it does not reflect the 'family 
friendly' nature of Armadale and the current population.  East Melbourne does not have a Primary 
school or the sporting facilities for young children therefore it is very likely the proposed 
development will attract a significant number of young families not considered in the proposal.   

• I oppose re-zoning of the land to 'mixed use' it must be zoned 'residential.' only.  Pollution-public 
health issues relating to additional 2500 exits and entries to the site by cars.  Ruin ‘village' 
atmosphere of local shopping precincts.  Diminish heritage character of the area and surrounds.  
Creation of wind tunnels around the immediate area.   

• Will set a damaging precedent to build further inappropriate developments in the suburb and 
surrounds.  The surrounding areas have an existing heritage overlay.  Buildings of such scale and 
size will damage the councils attempt to preserve these characteristics.   

• This is the most ridiculous plan I have ever heard.  Armadale is already extremely over congested 
with people, traffic and houses crammed in.  To even think about approving this planning permit is 
outrageous and a bloody joke.  We do not want this over-development in our beautiful area so Lend 
Lease can just go and build it elsewhere.   
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• Large developments will detract from the 'village' feel of the area, particularly around Toorak station 
and Hawksburn village.  Development will ruin the look and feel of the area and bring down property 
prices by over-supply of apartments.   

• The development proposal is a gross over development to appease shareholders of Lend Lease 
only.  Lend lease profit is the only thing driving this.  Stonnington need to be smart in their decision.   

• As Stonnington rate payers we have the right to express our opinion about what is suitable for our 
neighbourhood.  Not pass the draconian c114 amendment.  Not allow state government to dictate.  
Not allow a disastrous precedent.  Not underestimate people power.   

• I would like to record my opposition to this proposed construction.   

• Let this development through and you are just opening the floodgates.   

• I think you are wasting your money demolishing the building that is already there. 

• What is now a very pleasant area will become more like a housing commission area if there 
developers have their way - they don't have to live with it. 

• Council needs to vote no to this proposal, thus reestablish credibility amongst its rate-payers.   

• I implore you, the decision makers, & the designers of this project, to resolve this matter with 
intelligence, thoughtfulness and kindness towards the people - the people, not greed, corruption or 
your hip pocket.  Leave this world with the satisfaction of knowing you have done something 
worthwhile, a legacy you can be proud of. 

• Would destroy the surrounding residential areas and parklands with shadowing, traffic ugliness.  
Concrete buildings become stained quickly.  No high rise apartments should be built in one of 
Melbourne’s most charming leafy areas.  Please do not approve this development.   

• I am strongly opposed to the development of 590 Orrong Rd.  I cannot believe that anyone would 
seriously think about putting in 466 apartments.  It makes me sick to think the Stonnington Council 
would even consider the request.  If it goes ahead, I am sad to say I would have to sell and leave 
the area.  What a big joke. 

• What a mistake this development would be by the Stonnington City Council.  If it goes forward I will 
leave the area! I truly hope our Mayor has some sense and rejects the proposal. 

• The Applicant’s request for “mixed use” is too board and unspecific and cannot be given any proper 
consideration.  

• Oppose the rezoning application because the scale of the development proposed. 

• I want the City of Stonnington to refuse Lend Lease’s rezoning application. 

• Lend Lease’s request for mixed use is imprecise and the application in its present state does not 
deserve consideration. Similarly the development plan overly (DPO) accompanying the application 
provides only an outline of what may be put on this site at some time in the future.  

• I wish to express my deep concern and objection to the proposed hi rise development by Lend 
Lease in the middle of this established residential zone. Should the zoning laws be changed and 
the project proceeds, this neighbourhood will never be the same.  

• I oppose the rezoning this will allow CBD-Scale developments to be built in our area will totally 
change the area for the worse.  

• No to the Rezoning, don’t want “mixed use” 

• Refuse Lend Lease Rezoning Application  

• I object strongly to the application to rezone by Lend Lease enabling them to develop in a 
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completely unacceptable way and with no thought except financial gain.  

 

 

Support/Positive Feedback   

• I support the application.  It is important that Melbourne's boundaries do not increase with its 
population, which means there has to be higher density in the suburbs.  The site is perfect for such 
development, being close to public transport and to open spaces and amenities.  If not here, then 
where can development happen? I support the mix of family and smaller residences, with 
appropriate supporting commercial businesses.  If it is built to the highest standards of sustainability 
it could be a flagship of responsible development. 

• I fully support higher density housing.  This is a perfect location with the train station next door.  I 
am concerned about having sufficient commercial space available to support a supermarket.  
Nearest one is just far enough away to require a car, thus increasing traffic demands. 

• I agree that we need to stop the sprawl of Melbourne across good agricultural land.  I agree that 
high-rise, beside train lines/transport access is sensible, with parkland so close the site at 590 
Orrong Road with so little surrounding housing seems ideal. 

• I am the owner of 661 High Street which is currently rented.  I have received the recent mail out and 
looked at the website.  It is difficult to argue against a major residential development on this site - it 
is consistent with policies to increase inner city residential density (to avoid more expensive 
expansion of greater Melbourne etc etc) and will see a renewal of a tired old office site.   

• I would like to show my strong support for the development proposal which utilises a vast area of 
strategically significant land located next to a train station (within ten minutes of the CBD) and with 
minimal constraints on most sides.  As I get off at this station on some days I look at the site and 
see that a large scale residential development with good design principles is very appropriate in this 
location.   

• This is one of the few substantial sites in the City of Stonnington suitable for a high-density 
residential accommodation. 

• The completed project will generate considerable rate revenue which is badly needed after council 
waste substantial rate revenue on fruitless VCAT pursuits. 

• I support the request for amendment.  I believe it is a wonderful opportunity to increase modestly 
the population density of the city. 

• I absolutely agree with the development! 

• I think you and your council have addressed this matter at this stage to the satisfaction of residents.  
I encourage you and your fellow councillors to keep the communication lines open with the 
residents.   

• Thank you for informing me re the proposal.  It's good to know there will be considerable discussion 
on the key issues between council members and the local community before a decision is finally 
made. 

• I think a development of the nature proposed would be totally beneficial to the area, with some 
modifications.  The area at the moment is a no-man’s land at night, at times almost spooky.  In such 
a fantastic area, lively use of this area is very much welcomed by me and my partner as there is 
much infrastructure and should due used so people wanting to live inner city can be 
accommodated. 

• Subject to height restrictions, I believe this type of development is warranted and highly desirable, 
particularly given population growth projections for Melbourne. 
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• A predominantly residential development in this area would enhance the site aesthetically & 
practically.  Overall building heights in the area are obviously restricted &I can think of no reason to 
alter this restriction.  This will ensure that the views from surrounding homes & also from the 
adjoining Toorak Park as well as from Victory Square reserve will not be impeded.  Inner 
Metropolitan development is important but the rights of existing residents & businesses should be 
taken into serious consideration.  I hope that my concerns will be considered.   

• This is one of the greatest development opportunities in Melbourne and needs to be treated 
seriously.  Present proposal in DVD. 

• A good place for this development.  Open green space across the road, adjacent railway station 
which would be utilised better with more people living close.   

• I consider the proposed re-development of 590 Orrong Rd an excellent proposal.  I think the site is 
very suitable for residential buildings.   

• Development could improve safety of Toorak station access paths.  If the development was done 
well, with a view of creating community connections it could be a good thing.  e.g.  a village type 
community hubs.   

 

Property Values   

• Almost certainly devaluation of housing in the area – who would buy a house with this monstrosity 
in place.  I can think of many more appropriate arguments but am sure you have most of them 
already. 

• High density living could adversely affect property values within proximity - Who is going to accept 
that???? Stonnington should consider this development might be ideal for empty nesters and an 
ageing population who have got the bucks but want something of quality - not quantity! 

• I feel this slum high density community will substantially devalue property prices in the area.   

• Extremely opposed to this and surprised it has got this far.  Totally unacceptable as far as height, 
density, traffic considerations, and would affect property values in Toorak, Armadale considered to 
be our best suburbs. 

• I suspect this redevelopment will lower the value of my property is Avondale Rd, Armadale. 

• This will significantly devalue nearby properties.  Mistakes of the past should not provide 
precedence for the future; we need to maintain existing character.  People who want to live in a 16 
storey building should live in the city centre - not in Stonnington. 

• Property values in area would plummet and Stonnington Council would be seen as 'baddies' if this 
was permitted. 

• A development such as this significantly devalues our area and our quality of lifestyle. 

• This pocket of Armadale behind Victory Square and Toorak Park and bordering High St is a quiet 
and well preserved pocket of Armadale and protected by a heritage overlay.  Property values are 
maintained as a result of the character and the nature of the surrounding area.  Most of the homes 
are period homes, constructed in the early 1900's (or there about) which are now preserved by the 
heritage overlay protecting the neighbourhood character.  Most of the homes in this area are single 
story, except perhaps for a few houses which now have 2nd storey extensions.  My husband and I 
are spending a significant amount of money to renovate and restore our home.  To maintain the 
character of our house, we have had to spend more money to comply with the overlay 
requirements.  The applicants development does not address any of these heritage requirements 
and lacks any concern for the local character of the area.   

• I am extremely concerned about the development of 590 Orrong Rd, and entirely opposed to this 
hideous eye sore! My partner and I purchased our apartment so we could enjoy the lifestyle 
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Stonnington has to offer, but most importantly as a sound investment.  With the erection of this 
colossal blemish at our doorstep, I fear an overflowing availability of cheap & nasty volume housing 
will surely hinder the value of our boutique apartment.  Those whom have approved this 
development have no concern for our beautiful borough of Stonnington or for its current inhabitants.  
The soul motivation for this development is clearly driven by greed and self indulgence of gross 
proportions.  This development will be a hideous blemish on the borough of Stonnington and will 
have a hugely negative effect on its residents.  Don’t destroy Stonnington; destroy the plans for 560 
Orrong!  

• By allowing such developments, short term council revenue gain from rates and construction kick-
backs are nullified long term by decreasing property value, decreasing in the esteem of the area, 
putting off potential new business and declining existing commercial operator revenues by having to 
adjust their shelf prices to reflect the new lower social economic stigma attached to the 416 
dwellings towering above them and pock-marking the entire skyline. 

 

Environment  

• A 'certificate of environmental audit' must be financed and undertaken by owner or developer due to 
high contamination rating of site.   

• I am not anti development, this site should be used properly, as Melbourne cannot continue 
growing into its green areas, the site must be used properly as there is only 1 chance at it.  We 
don't want a Tooronga Village which the community hates, it needs to fit in with the character and 
local environment, and not just be a cash cow for the developers and the council.  I look forward to 
a consultative process. 

• We demand of the council that our environment and character of our suburb be effectively 
protected from inappropriate high density development and incompatible rezoning.  Higher density 
rezoning always favours the developers and not the community. 

• My family and I are very concerned that if the development program proceeds in its current plan, 
that there will be both an adverse effect on the environment and the local infrastructure.   

• I believe that Melbourne needs to look to increased housing density in the interests of reducing our 
environmental footprint but not to extent of sacrificing amenity and scale and character.  I am 
concerned at the fluidity of terms used 'ranging from', limited number', 'numbers may change. 

• The suggested development would spoil the area, far too dense and out of character – very 
invasive to the existing trees etc thus taking away the existing environment in the area. 

• I believe that it is our responsibility as a community and as individuals to devote our best efforts to 
building a sustainable future for our children and our environment.  The applicants proposed 
development requires 24 hour heating and cooling.  It diminishes any effort individuals try to make 
to reduce our carbon footprint.  This proposed development will greatly stress our electricity and 
gas utilities.  As our elected local council you have an obligation to protect and represent the 
interests of your local constituents before the interests of the developer. 

• We cannot complain about urban sprawl and then know back development in the inner city where 
infrastructure exists.  I agree with the proposed development. 

• Stonnington should be considering sustainability more seriously in future developments and use 
them to promote a 'greener' council. 
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Appendix 2: Full Responses to Drop in Sessions 

 
590 Orrong Road Proposal: Drop In Sessions 25th & 2 6th October  

 
Amenity, Facilities and Open Space 
 
Officers are concerned with unreasonable impacts on adjoining public open space and amenity of surrounding 
properties. 
 
Topics you may like to comment on: 
 
• Overshadowing of the open space and the condition and usability of Toorak Park and Victory Square.  For 

example, how noise and lighting could impact on new residents and result in future controls on park 
uses/users 

• The current form of the proposal and the dominance on the visual landscape of the area 

• How the development links to the parks and surrounding areas 

• What is the impact of existing services and facilities, what new services and facilities may be required?  
Should the development include these within the site? 

• Effect on Beatty Ave and surrounding shopping strips 

 
Comments: 
 
• Very concerned about impact on local facilities.  Orrong Park is already under pressure from use – the 

grounds have been in terrible condition the last few years due to so many groups wishing to use the park.  
An influx of 1000-2000 people will increase this problem.  The cricket club needs new nets and this 
development will exacerbate this need.  Toorak Park has also suffered during the past few years.  Given 
this development will cause overshadowing in the footy season, the ground will become a mudbath. 

• The visual impact of the proposed development is enormous.  It is entirely out of character for the local 
area and will forever change Armadale’s feel from a nice, leafy suburb to something like Southbank.  
Towers no higher than 5 storeys should be the limit. 

• Traffic in the area – already bad – will become impossible to cope with.  There will be traffic jams 
everywhere. 

• Impact of additional schoolchildren on the local primary school (Armadale Primary, Our Lady of Lourdes) – 
planners have no idea who will buy/rent the property and so cannot predict how this development will 
impact the school. 

• Increase in children/people at playgrounds.  Increasing improving the playgrounds in the area. 

• Towers are far too tall, development far too dense, insufficient parking already in the vicinity. 

• Overshadowing of the Toorak Park, especially in winter, could make the park unusable – grass won’t grow 
etc. 

• The current form of the proposal would certainly dominate the landscape – it is quite out of keeping with 
the rest of the buildings in Armadale. 

• As I mentioned on another sheet of paper, a great opportunity has been missed to construct an attractive 
development around gardens – 1,2 and 3 storey dwellings, something which would have an attractive 
legacy for the future generations. 



 

City of Stonnington |Corporate and Community Planning | November 2010 
 
 

66 
 

 

Design & Pedestrian Access 
 
Officers are concerned with the built form and scale of development, accessibility to and through the site. 
 
Topics you may like to comment on: 
 
• Character of the buildings 

• Design and quality of the public realm including landscaping 

• Pedestrian and cycle paths 

• Accessibility to the station and parks 

 
Comments: 
 
• Existing public rights of way must be retained. 

• Toorak Station Bridge of historic significance. 

• The towers are far too tall, the development too dense, traffic chaos will result. 

• Need to maintain walkway between Orrong Rd and Toorak Station 

• Too much congestion at Toorak Station.  Too many people trying to catch the train during peak hours. 

• High rise buildings do not suit the character of the area. 

• The proposed character of the buildings (glass facades) is totally out of character with the Armadale 
residential area, very cheap high rise is being proposed. 

• The effect of wind on residential streets such as Rose Street has not been assessed at all (the 1.5page 
document on wind effects only recommends wind model tests during detailed design – that’s too late.  We 
need to know now! 

• The current high rise buildings proposed will dramatically increase wind effects along Rose St (and 
possibly some other streets). 

• There should be no direct access to Toorak Park and Victory Square from the development.  This will spoil 
the enclosed safe nature of the Victory Square playground and parkland.  Residents now enter through the 
gate in Ashleigh Rd – why change that for this development?! 

• Access to Toorak Station should remain similar to its present location. 

• The height of these towers is completely out of character with housing in Armadale. 

• To give encouragement: the increased planting of trees on the site is a positive – provided they are nice 
large established plane trees as existing on length of Orrong Rd – in keeping with the area. 

• I disagree with access to Toorak Park directly with the site of 590 Orrong Rd – safety and security of 
children using Toorak Park year round is important. 

• The pedestrian access through the main roadway and access from the site to station is very good. 

• Aesthetically some of the buildings ‘appear’ attractive – however I am concerned about the green glass 
panels visible on the larger buildings in site. 

• Environmental impact – because this will affect global warming and the area and its impact on higher 
volume of cars. 

• The impact on privacy, cutting off the afternoon sun. 
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• The terrible loss of landmark trees which are heritage. 

• The inaccessibility to Toorak Station due to over populated traffic volume of people, considering we are a 
much less populated country compared to China and the UK. 

• The effect on local businesses and the magnitude of the intrusion. 

 
Height and Scale 
 
Officers are concerned with unreasonable impacts on a built form and a scale of development that is too tall 
and intense and the impact on adjoining public open space. 
 
Topics you may like to comment on: 
 
• Overshadowing of the open space and the condition and usability of Toorak Park and Victory Square. 

• The current form of the proposal and the dominance on the visual landscape of the area. 

• Building massing, including the distance between buildings. 

• Preferred heights, what would be acceptable? 

• Preferred set back of buildings from roads, parks, railway lines and paths. 

 
Comments: 
 
• ‘Deceptive’ material on offer.  Grey, faint building outlines ‘designed’ to disguises the actual impact (Lend 

Leases boards on display), leads to questions re.  Credibility. 

• Excessing height and bulk.  Major visual impact on surrounding areas. 

• 3-4 storeys.  Parking – 1 for each dwelling at least. 

• Greener planting needed. 

• Ruin a good area – Beatty Avenue and Rose Street – verdant and historic (see A Record of Rose Street, 
Dadswell) 

• The buildings are far too high and would overshadow existing homes. 

• A cluster of high rise buildings would not suit the character of the area and would look like a housing 
commission estate. 

• The six metres between buildings is far too little. 

• There should be fewer buildings and about 3-4 storeys only. 

• There will be a far too high influx of people in this area and available facilities, transport, traffic etc will not 
be able to cope with a sudden influx. 

• Currently proposed development is far too big.  It needs to be scaled back considerably.  Five storeys 
height as per current buildings would be acceptable. 

• The current proposal of 15 storeys is too high and I am concerned about its negative impact on sightlines 
and overshadowing on the Beatty Avenue precinct.  15 storeys is way too high in a low-rise, residential 
area.  Current height of seven storeys seems okay. 

• Buildings not higher than those in the area.  Maximum height of tallest building is 10 storeys but not all 
buildings of 10 storeys. 
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• Reduced number of buildings on the site – too tightly packed onto site. 

• Generally there is a two storey height limit in Stonnington (plus one storey set back.  This policy should be 
applied here to protect the existing residential value of the area and be consistent with existing Tollitson 
Terce and Orrong Rd area. 

• The present plan does not provide open space in the form of gardens etc  Space where buildings are not 
located is totally taken up by roads, pathways etc.  The height and density of the buildings are not in 
keeping with the rest of the buildings in the area. 

• Overshadowing of the current public space (football oval etc) will be a big problem in winter (note the 
problems at Docklands stadium where the grass won’t grow) 

• Photographs of the site are taken from Orrong Romanis – as if suggesting this is open space within the 
development. 

• The 16 storey towers which scale over 50 metres in height will present a visual image totally out of scale 
with the nature of the Armadale area, particularly residential, but even much higher than most of the 
commercial buildings. 

• Perspective drawings give a misleading impression – the eye/brain interaction sees the height for what it is, 
adjusting for distance. 

• The high buildings will throw long shadows – approx 100mtrs long in mid-Winter.  The open space 
including Toorak Park is and will be used in mid-Winter and the use of the Equinox (22 Sept), although 
referenced in current planning documents, is not the best measure of the issue. 

• What a beautiful site, which can be developed to add to the character of the area.   

• At present there is no infrastructure to cope with 1000 extra people (population of Armadale at present is 
approx.  8000). Population increase 2001-2006 = 3%, proposed increase now = 12% in one site! 

• Character of area will be changed if 16 storeys.  I will do everything to protest, building should not be 
higher than buildings around Orrong Park. 

• Infrastructure should be put in place before such a development is commenced.  Infrastructure =  parking 
and transport to start with – instead of development then what about amenities. 

• The development does not appear to have gardens and open spaces, do not want a ghetto! 

• Too fast population increase.  What is the equivalent % of increase in parking, transport etc? 

• We need to keep Melbourne as one of the most liveable cities.  Research shows that liveable cities are 
best planned by community, Council and developers working together. 

• We can use such a development if it is well planned and executed as a proforma for other developments in 
the future. 

• I am 100% in agreement with the above comments.  Who has decided we need a big Australia? The 
money makers!  Why do so many people from other countries aspire to live in Australia? For our wide 
open spaces, low population and fantastic lifestyle – all of which are in jeopardy with proposals such as 
this – too many people in a small space! 

• We are already running out of water. 

• I am enormously concerned about the proposed height of this development – anything over 4 floors is not 
in keeping with other buildings in Armadale – I am for development and progress but 5 levels is my upper 
limit – as per current building height. 

• This site gives such a fantastic opportunity to make a liveable space for less people (high-density living is 
not what we want in Armadale – there is Docklands and Southbank if that is what you like).  Fill it with trees 
and environmentally aware housing – leave space between buildings and fill them with trees. 
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•  Big concern is who will be the buyers of these apartments/homes – will they be marketed and sold to 
overseas buyers or Australians who so desperately need a home?  We can’t sell out to the world market.  
Something is so wrong when we build homes to supposedly house our growing population (due to 
immigration) and then sell the development to overseas buyers – food for thought! 

• Developers photographs are deceptive in their proportioned heights.  Look carefully at Toorak Park lighting 
poles which are 12 storeys high – 3 towers of the proposed development are 16 storeys high plus services 
above. 

• Developers photographs of internal roads and access for cars roads shows the low back block (7 levels) 
with the high building B (at 16 levels) cut off, so that elevation height is disguised. 

• Chapel St housing commission is 14 storeys, CBD housing towers are not compatible with leafy suburb, 
family home settlements already existing. 

• 5 storey bulked plots development in this environment is the MAXIMUM toleration (not desirable) 

• The development imposes on the privacy of all family home neighbours flanking it, who will relentlessly be 
under observation night and day, due to the tower heights.  They are all too high for this residential, 
suburban neighbourhood. 

• This city’s greatness – Melbourne beautiful – was built on gold dust money and boom times, and until post 
WW@ maintained its architectural brilliance.  Collins St stately significance, Bourke St art-deco commerce, 
is worth heritage preservation.  Think of the tourist dollars spent on European and American city towers 
which are so valuable, giving various cities their personal ‘character’ that after WW2 bombardment 
(London, Berlin, Munich, Tokyo etc) were rebuilt as they were because people of these cities valued what 
they had.  St Kilda Rd is gone – used to be a marvellous, elegant boulevard of stately mansions.  
Melbourne as a singularly perfect Edwardian/Victorian city, particularly the inner suburbs, needs respect 
and preservation, of this unique quality/tradition, called Melbourne. 

• This extreme – tower development in this area if it goes ahead, will be the beginning of the end of 
Armadale as we know it, as it descends into inner-suburb mediocrity.  This is down market footprint.  We 
need to protect a good legacy which we already have in Armadale. 

• Will set a precedent for other sites along railway corridors (should be limited to 5 storeys) 

• Wind report of 1.5pages is pathetic.  We need to know what the effect of wind is on adjacent sites (now, 
before the project is approved). 

• Building style/character (Melbourne consultants) not in keeping with heritage style buildings of Armadale 
(cheap, high rise development) 

• Excessive shading where building height greater than 5 storey. 
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Transport & Parking 
 
Topics you may like to comment on: 
 
• Measures to promote reduced parking and reducing car demand 

• Appropriate level of car parking 

• Traffic to and from the site 

• Construction phase – accessing the site 

• Encouraging walking and cycling 

• Railway station 

 
Comments: 
 
• It is already very difficult to get on a train at Toorak Station in peak hour.  Many times trains are filled to 

capacity.  An extra 1000-2000 people at the station will be diabolical.  Public transport simply can’t copy 
already. 

• The number of cars in the area will increase substantially if the development goes ahead.  We already sit 
in traffic jams down Malvern Rd, along Orrong Rd and up High St, an increase in cars will cause gridlock. 

• The size/scale of the development will cause an overflow of visitor parking into the Rose St area, causing 
parking problems and traffic issues, particularly for residents that do not have off-street parking. 

• Congestion will damage the community of the Rose St/Beatty Ave precinct. 

• Increase in parking in the streets surrounding the development.  Visitor parking will occur in residential 
streets. 

• Peak morning trains already struggle to cope with volumes of passengers.  How will they cope with more? 

• Concerned about the increase in traffic on Osment St – during construction and after.  Junction with 
Osment and High currently a dangerous junction which would only get worse with additional traffic.  
Leaving New St is already dangerous due to reduced visibility caused by parked cars and trucks delivering 
to the business on Osment St.  There is only one pavement and lots of families/parents with prams. 

• This development is not appropriate for this low density area.  The towers are far too big, the development 
will be too dense.  The extra cars...........? 

• There will be enormous traffic congestion on Orrong Rd and surrounding area due to enormous number of 
apartments. 

• There will be so many people trying to use Toorak Station at peak times that it will be impossible to get on 
to already overcrowded trains. 

• Moving the traffic light on Orrong Rd to the new signalised intersection may mean that people coming up 
Orrong Rd and wanting to use the old walkway may have to cross without lights. 

• Parking is already terrible in Beatty Ave and lower Rose St. 

• If more number of people are introduced, needs to be one car space per person. 

• The density of this proposed development (and car parking limitations on the site) will exacerbate the 
parking problems in the surrounding streets, such as Rose St – across the railway footbridge 
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• It is quite unrealistic to think the future occupants will travel by public transport.  Even if some take the train 
to work (and it is already full by the time it arrives at Toorak) residents will travel by car to visit friends and 
for their leisure pursuits.   

• Traffic is already heavy on Orrong Rd – the ** of more cars ** on to this road is a ** - especially in view of  
** taken by Vic Roads, on High Street – parking and travel at peak periods between the yellow lines.   

• The provision of 700 car spaces for residents and 48 for visitors for an envisaged population of 1000 is 
totally inadequate.  The claim that a policy of ‘shared car’ transport will be encourage, is pie in the sky. 

• Measures to reduce reliance on the use of private cars are commendable but unlikely to have a major 
effect of the additional traffic created by 1000 extra vehicles in a concentrated area. 

• The State Government has identified congestion in the area by means of its extended clearway times and 
further by the introduction of tram lanes in High St, which Vic Roads intends to extend and introduce on 
both sides. 

• The developer states that the proposed project would contribute to the 11,000 extra dwellings envisaged to 
be required/developed in Stonnington, presumably under the State Government 2030 Policy.  How is 
Stonnington supposed to cope with such an increase in population, say 20,000? 

• Public transport, traffic flow, parking in the retail areas, schools, all other social infrastructure – health and 
social services.  This project would contribute to these problems, what does the project contribute? What is 
the benefit to the residents of Stonnington?? 

• Trains are unreliable, many do not stop at Toorak and Armadale Stations.  Not frequent enough.  In peak 
hour sometimes cannot board a train as it is full by the time the train reaches Toorak Station. 

• At present, with the popularity of Beatty Ave and Rose St – parking is already at a premium.  Added to this 
is school traffic and parking. 

• In Orrong Road and around Orrong Park – again parking is at a premium due to sporting functions etc & 
tennis court parking.  We live in Northcote Rd at present, it is becoming more difficult to find a park. 

• 48 visitor car parks for 1000 residents (only 700 car parks designated at present) many will have 2 per 
dwelling.  Can Beatty Ave be made into a one way with a couple if 15min bays near Post Office & milk bar? 

• The level of car parking is inadequate.  There are many single fronted Victorian houses in the surrounding 
streets so street parking is scarce.  There will be more people to fight their way onto the trains which don’t 
all stop at Toorak Station. 

• During construction the traffic will be a nightmare on Osment St. 

• I am very concerned about parking for users of Toorak Park and Orrong Romanis reserve.  This is already 
limited to Orrong Road and Fulton St and Wynstay Rd.  Will an increase on 1000+ residents (with 1.5spots 
p/residence) bring added parking problems to parents of children participating in both Winter and Summer 
sports> 

• Intersection of Malvern Rd and Orrong Rd is already falling apart – will the increase in traffic from residents 
help this? I don’t think it will at all. 

• Trains that do stop at Armadale and Toorak Station are already grossly overcrowded in rush hour.  How 
will this be improved before we add more residents? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

City of Stonnington |Corporate and Community Planning | November 2010 
 
 

72 
 

 

General 
 
Topics you may like to comment on: 
 
• Sustainability 

• Construction stage 

• Social Impacts including the integration of existing and new community 

• Use of land and housing diversity 

 
Comments: 
 
• Agree the site needs to be redeveloped but at the currently proposed scale.  It is entirely inappropriate for 

Stonnington area.  Scale it down substantially. 

• The scale of the whole project is excessive ie.  height and bulk 

• It looks to loom over a historic area, which has real charm and is an asset to the City of Stonnington and 
Melbourne. 

• The development might be ok if reduced in scale to 3-4 storeys, increase the parking and introduce service 
shops – newsagent, pharmacy, green grocer and butcher. 

• The whole development will really damage the townscape if Beatty Ave & Rose St as it currently stands. 

• If 16 storeys (or 10-16 storeys) get through Council it could set a precedent for other high developments 
along railways and main roads in Stonnington. 

• Beatty Ave and Rose St precinct is a treasure and a rarity in this busy city – we need to preserve 
everything that makes it so special – lack of thru traffic, safe and serene with divine retail stores & cafes.   

• But most importantly where children can walk to the local general story alone and have a mini-adventure 
along the way, not fearing being run over, knocked over or threatened in any way.   
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Appendix 4: Summary of Feedback from Public Meeting  
 
The public meeting was arranged to help the community understand the process, and included the opportunity 
for residents to ask questions and provide feedback.  The community welcomed the opportunity to be heard 
and ask questions.  A summary of the feedback is outlined below. 
 
 
• Support for development on the site – albeit at a much lower scale. 

• Concern about impact on low-rise suburb 

• Concerned about bulkiness / denseness of development 

• Not supportive of mixed use. Perhaps straight residential, with maybe 8 storeys in the middle and no 
overshadowing of Toorak Oval – would like the grass to grow.  

• Inadequacy of Toorak Station. 

• It is incumbent upon us to ensure that this public space is not compromised - would be significantly 
compromised by the Vivas Lend Lease development in terms of the overshadowing caused by the 
proposed height.  This would be unacceptable because of the effect on the grass and on our games 

• Deeply concerned about the number of traffic movements generated by the development. 

• Concerned about the height, apart from the overshadowing - terrible scale of development in this part of 
Stonnington 

• Don’t see any place in this development for retail.  Beatty Avenue shops shouldn’t be affected by this. 

• The developer’s traffic report suggests 730 car parks, when the initial number was 1,000. As far as 
sporting clubs and residents are concerned, parking is already extremely difficult.  Allowing a developer, 
regardless of how many apartments they build, to reduce the number of car parks puts stress on an 
already stressed situation. People who live there don’t have sufficient parking.  

• If you keep increasing the density, where are the playgrounds and the parks? 

• If allowed in this form, it will with have a serious and frightening precedent for the whole of Stonnington and 
other suburbs.  

• I don’t want this Council to sell public rights of way. If the Council holds onto that land this development 
cannot take place. The setback rules will prevent these towers from ever being built. 

• The overriding desire is to preserve the family friendly environment so it can be enjoyed by the next 
generation – so our children can meet friends and be at ease in the neighbourhood at ground level. This 
valuable character favours pride, ownership and social cohesion. The present houses and low rise 
dwellings are suitable for children and families. 

• How will children be accommodated if this development goes ahead? 

• Orrong Road is already gridlocked in the morning. 

• On the subject of building height, ‘I could say four but there are always boxes on top of that – that would be 
five. I think the current building is high enough.’ 

• When questioned, the community responded with a variety of views about appropriate heights were 
outlined.  

• I am an educator and am concerned for the children of Armadale and the surrounding area. Currently all of 
our local primary schools are full. There are split lunches due to lack of space – lunches have to be taken 
at Orrong Park.  
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• Can this area simply be zoned as residential? Anything we do has to consider privacy and overlooking, 
and keep the existing character. 

• From the principal of Armadale School – concern about pressure on primary school facilities.  ‘I have been 
negotiating with the Education Department and Heritage Victoria to try to secure double storey portables 
so we will have classrooms for students in 2011. This development is in Armadale PS zone. Can 
Stonnington please take this into account.’ 

• I am disappointed that this development is not giving back to the community. Council has a public open 
space provision. 

• The Beatty Avenue retailers are rubbing their hands – 1,500 people. If you look carefully at the plans you 
will find that the area considered for retailing is about half the size of a small supermarket. 

• The traffic in Osment Street at the moment is horrendous.  
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Appendix 5: Orrong Group Survey  
The feedback form below is the survey that the Orrong group handed out and collected at the public meeting 
held on Wednesday 27 October 2010 at the Malvern Town Hall. 

 


