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Att, Panel Members
Independent Planning Commission 
Level 3, 
201 Elizabeth Street 
SYDNEY, NSW. 2000

Redevelopment of Greenwich Hospital.
State Significant Development SSD 8699

Dear Panel Members,

This submission is very brief, as I have had an exceptionally busy day [and week], running
short of time for a detailed submission. Having said this i would like to say, in objection to
the Greenwich Hospital Redevopment:

* I am totally opposed to the hospital grounds been used for residential dwellings - be
they for the elderly, or any other demographics group. The hospital grounds should be
exclusively for hospital infrastructure. To construct anything other than hospitals &
directly associated services, is extremely short sighted as it severely restricts future
opportunities to enlarge the hospital.

* I am equally opposed to high rise development on the site. I consider 4 stores to be
adequate & in keeping with the environment and streetscape. What is proposed is totally
unacceptable to myself and the Greenwich community that the hospital are privileged to be
part of.

* The current grounds contain many mature trees which should remain to provide
shelter from the scorching sun for patients. The retention of non-native trees is
particularly important as they generally provide more shading, less shedding of leaves, are
less fire-prone and most importantly are not prone to falling branches, which is a dilemma
with gum trees and associated species of natives. 

* Additional traffic is a major concern, as I am a local resident & parent of town
school children at Greenwich Public School. So traffic and associated congestion is, in
my view, another reason to retain the hospital grounds entirely for direct hospital us.
It must be noted that the hospital is some distance from St Leonards Station,
Wollstonecraft Station and the Crows Nest Metro…too far for many elderly people to
walk.

* The existing footpaths on River Rd are generally substandard. Two hundred metres
from the hospital, on the opposing side of River Rd, the Shared User Path narrows
dramatically to a goat track of a footpath, below a cliff that has a reputation for large
dropping boalders. The footpath leads to the Golf Course and tennis courts, with the Lane
Cove Town Centre beyond. There is no barrier from speeding downhill traffic, adding to
the dangers and risk element for elderly people.

In summary, any hospital redevelopment should be confined to direct hospital
infrastructure and limited in height so it blends in with the existing streetscape and

mailto:donmurchison@gmail.com
mailto:Nina.Harrison@ipcn.nsw.gov.au
mailto:ipcn@ipcn.nsw.gov.au
mailto:Troy.Deighton@ipcn.nsw.gov.au


does not dominate the environment or bushland on its perimeter.

Thank you for your consideration.

Yours Faithfully,

DON MURCHISON.

37 Innes Rd,
Greenwich, 
Sydney. 2065.
Ph. 9906 2350.
MOB: 0414 390 324.


