
NOTICE OF OBJECTION TO PLANNING APPLICATION 220259  
Lots 1 & 2 / 100 Church St, Cowes 
 
To Bass Coast Council 
By email 
 
I wish to object to the above planning application. I am a frequent visitor to Cowes, staying further down Church St. I 
regularly walk past this property on my way to shop at Coles and elsewhere and am thus very familiar with the area.  
My grounds for objecting are: 

1. 10 dwellings on this site is far too many for the block and is quite out of character with the surrounding 
neighbourhood.  Most house blocks have single dwellings, or at the most two or three dwellings on what was 
previously a large single house block.   

2. The number of dwellings and the tiny rear patios, will result in significantly increased noise, particularly given 
these dwellings are to be used by short stay visitors who, as we regularly see on the Island, have no regard for 
neighbours.   

3. I am greatly concerned by the total removal of all vegetation from the site, particularly along Church St. The 
streetscape will be completely changed by this.  The proposed replacement vegetation consists of low border 
plants and two medium trees in front of the first two dwellings.  

I note that the plans state that several trees are being retained, but elsewhere the plans show that these trees are 
on neighbouring properties and not on 100 Church St at all. This is very deceptive and the applicant should be 
sanctioned for making a false statement to Council and the public.  

The proposed setback of only seven metres is significantly less than the current setback of about 11.5 metres.  
The proposed vegetation will provide very poor screening to soften the bulk appearance of the front dwellings 
from Church Street.  

4. I noticed that the block is to be levelled. Church St has quite a slope from that location, so I would think that 
drainage and run-off would be significant issues. I did not see any reference in the plans for compensating 
drainage measures. I note that there is no Stormwater Management Strategy as required by Council’s Checklist 
12. The owner of 98 Church Street should also be concerned at the impact of excavation / levelling on their fence, 
land and house foundations.  

I note that excavation will be to a depth of 1.1m, yet the proposed sleeper (wooden? not specified) retaining wall 
is only 1m high. What happens to the remaining 100mm of dirt? What happens to the existing dividing fence, as it 
will collapse when the site is excavated / levelled to the boundary. Should there be heavy rain between the soil 
excavation and the installation of the proposed retaining wall, there is a risk of collapse of the soil embankment 
with consequential impact on the house footings. There are also no specifications given for the type and size of 
the sleeper retaining wall. These specifications will require a soil test to assess the type and dimensions of the 
(concrete, not wooden?) sleepers and steel (?) posts. I can only assume that the applicant has omitted these 
details because he has wrongly kept the height of the retaining wall to 1m hoping to bypass the need for a 
building permit. However, retaining walls “Constructed on or near site boundaries where there is a risk of damage 
to adjoining property” still require a building permit and, as pointed out, this retaining wall is actually 1.1m high. 

I will draw all this to the 98 Church St owner’s attention as this is a most serious issue which could impact on the 
structural integrity of their house. Council should require a structural / drainage engineer’s report on these issues 
before any approval is given.  I am surprised that Council would allow these plans to be released for public 
comment with such significant deficiencies in them. 

5. There is only one car space per dwelling which is quite inadequate for the number of dwellings given their 
intended purpose.  The plans say that the “proposal provides further holiday accommodation with 10 dwellings”.  
During holiday periods, there will be more than one car per dwelling on average, which means that many 
additional cars will have to park in Church Street or on neighbouring nature strips.  

6. There are only two visitor car parks on this site, at the back of the property – again inadequate given the holiday 
letting focus.  This lack of visitor parking along with the insufficient residential parking referenced above, will 
result in increased parking in the street and will impact on road safety and the character of the neighbourhood. 

I would point out that Church Street has become a very busy road and will be even more so with new large 
developments further down the street. The Church Street and Douglas Road intersection, in particular, has 
become quite dangerous, particularly during holiday times when many cars park along both sides of the street in 




