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SUMMARY 

I object to the Crows Nest Over Station Redevelopment proposal for four reasons: 

(1) The height and density of the proposed “over station development” is excessive when compared to its surrounding area.  
This will adversely affect the area’s amenity and character. 
 

(2) The scale of the development (79 storeys in total 350 dwellings) will increase demand for existing resources surrounding the 
development: 
 
(a) Road thoroughfares 
(b) Green space 
(c) Public amenities  
(d) On street parking 

 
(3) Despite these adverse impacts, neither government nor developers are presently required to do anything to improve or 

extend the resources affected in this way. 
 

(4) The proposal is a very poor precedent for the inevitable future development in the area. 

 

WHAT IS PROPOSED? 

My understanding, based on a review of the six sources set out at the end of this note, is as follows: 

Element of Proposal Comment 

  

(a) Construction of a Sydney Metro 
station (170m long platform and 
tracks) together with a ground 
level access building.   

 

Indicatively the surface facilities required for an underground station 
would be around 75m long, e.g. Macquarie Park station. 

(b) Acquisition by someone of 
additional land [beyond that 
actually required for (a)]., to be 
used for construction purposes.   

If the 75m in (a) is right, then 135m (64%) of the total 210m between 
479 and 521 Pacific Highway is not required for transport purposes 
once the station is completed and presumably at some point before. 
 

(c) Construction of four very large 
buildings (total 79 storeys) on the 
site 

The stated objective of going beyond the level of development 
necessary for an actual station in development terms is “more jobs”.  A 
State Government Planning objective as set out in the GSC’s North 
District Plan is to “…leverage the new Sydney Metro Station at Crows 
Nest to deliver additional employment capacity…”  This presumably 
means that while Government is not creating any jobs per se it will be 
easier for someone else to, i.e. the benefit is “More Jobs”. 
 

(d) More trees using new street 
setbacks but no additional green 
space.  

Although a stated objective is “…ensure sufficient, high quality public 
open space is provided within any future development in a publicly 
accessible location”, it actually appears that “an improved public 
domain” is sufficiently created “through varied building types, 
improved connections and a high-quality landscape”.  To be fair, the 
publicity does show trees and greenery growing on the new buildings, 
but those not resident in these towers will presumably have limited 
access. 
 

(e) No additional public amenity. It appears that the area’s existing residents and employees will need to 
make do with harmonious entrances to the Metro station.  
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(f) No change to current traffic 
arrangements, either transit or 
street level parking.  Unlikely that 
below ground parking will be 
available given the awkwardness 
posed by two large tunnels.  Four 
extra zebra crossings. 

It can be assumed that the residents of the 350 new homes, together 
with some of the new jobs and metro users, will require the use of 
Pacific Highway and on street parking. 

 

OBJECTIONS TO WHAT IS PROPOSED 

(1) The height and density of the proposed over station development are excessive.  
 
(a) The nearest buildings are 6 to 11 storeys maximum, and most are federation one or two storey structures.   
(b) The new buildings will produce wind and shadow at the levels currently experienced at St Leonards. 

 
(2) The “more jobs” outcome is highly unlikely and is in fact quite likely to be the opposite of the actual outcome. 

 
(a) St Leonards and Crows Nest are not major commercial centres and have for decades struggled to attract any sort of 

commercial interest.  This will not change as a result of residential towers. 
(b) Such employment growth as the area has is actually to the north and west of St Leonards (RNSH, Gore Hill Business 

Park).  Crows Nest Metro is to the south and east.  The proposed development is clearly envisaged to be of residential 
benefit only. 

(c) The major focus in the over station development is residential, with or without a hotel.  The attraction for the new 
residents will be the ease with which they can travel to more distant centres of employment, given train, bus and metro 
options. 
 

(3) The proposal appears to believe that either (a) no significant harm, or additional consumption, of fixed local community 
resources (roads, parking, green space etc) will occur or (b) it’s someone else’s problem if it does.  This is unacceptable 
freeloading of the worst kind. 
 
(a) The public “green” areas in the vicinity are basically Hume Street Park and the Ernest Street precinct.  These are tiny 

even for the existing commercial / dwelling population in the area and already inadequate without a population 
increase. Hume Street Park is not even flat. 

(b) The development will yield fresh consumers of traffic thoroughfares and parking.  Crows Nest does not have sufficient 
parking for its evening visitors.   
 

(4) Apart from the principle objected to in (3), the fact that a proposal of this type can be put together without even the 
vaguest pledge of additional green space, or even a suggestion that someone’s thought about the traffic implications, is an 
appalling precedent.  There are obviously several other high-rise proposals nearby which will now presumably not need to 
bother with how some limited green space is divided up amongst a substantially increased local population. 
 

(5) The “Crows Nest Over Station Development” booklet is mysterious: 
 
(a) There is no mention of how the development gets funded, who bears the risk, what commitments have already been 

given or will be expected.  Given that the development is way more than is needed for the station itself, I assume that 
the enormity of what is proposed is driven by financial objectives and I resent the fact that there’s nothing about this 
anywhere. 

(b) One of the signatories is the Minister for Transport and Infrastructure.  The development set out in the booklet has 
almost nothing to do with the station, which of itself has a tiny impact on the surface once built and which nobody’s 
really objecting to, but is all about high rise residential development.  Ideally the Minister for Planning / Minister for 
Planning should have appeared. 

(c) The booklet says (p 28) that submissions must reach Dept of Planning and Environment by 13 December.  However, I 
understand that the deadline for submissions on the re-zoning must be in by 3 December. 
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DOCUMENTATION REVIEWED 

(a) St Leonards & Crows Nest Draft Local Character Statement 
(b) St Leonards & Crows Nest 2036 Draft Plan 
(c) Crows Nest Sydney Metro Site Rezoning Proposal including Appendix A 
(d) Crows Nest Sydney Metro Sites Detailed Urban Design Study (SJB Urban) 
(e) St Leonards & Crows Nest Economic Feasibility Review (SGS Economics & Planning) 
(f) Booklet “Crows Nest Over Station Development1” 
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