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To: sydneymetro@transport.nsw.gov.au 
 
Response to Crows Nest Metro Station Early Community Engagement 
 
I furiously object to the manner and process of this development on the following grounds: 
 

1. Consultation process is so seriously flawed as to amount to either gross 
incompetence or wilful negligence 

2. Rampant misrepresentation regarding initial Metro impact and now in the truly 
appalling July 2018 sales brochure 

3. Planning process is so disjointed and poorly sequenced as to make rational, logical 
decision-making impossible 

 

1. Flawed consultation process 
- Lack of timeliness of residents consultation…. the planning process and timetable as 

set out in the brochure is significantly flawed - it does not allow for a genuinely 
collaborative approach to achieving a satisfactory outcome for all stakeholders. 

o No evidence that residents were consulted about the need for a metro 
station at Crows Nest before it was announced in 2015. Please note there is 
excellent public transport in the area from Train stations at St Leonards and 
Wollstonecraft and buses. Other areas may need it more 

 I asked for evidence of any such consultation at the 23 July 
information session and am waiting for a response. Where is the 
business case for locating a Metro station at Crows Nest? 

o It appears that industry got a thorough briefing in Nov 2017, well in advance 
of the “Early Engagement Process” which started July 2018 (ref July 2018 
sales brochure) 

 https://www.sydneymetro.info/sites/default/files/Sydney%20Metro
%20Industry%20Briefing%20PowerPoint%20November%202017.pdf 

o I initiated a concern about tree removal by email on 19 Dec 2017. I received 
only a verbal assurance about replanting which also stated that I would be 
informed of future consultation sessions. I have heard nothing since from 
Metro. I informed staff of this at the 23 July session. 

 Staff told me it wasn’t Metro who were managing community 
relations – it was the contractor…or some other muddled statement 
to that effect. In other words make an excuse don’t deal with the 
issue. 

 Neither my initial concerns (below) nor the failure to keep me 
informed have been addressed to date 

 It would take many decades for any replants to approach the 
shade cover and other urban amenity provided by these trees.  

 The State Government recently announced its policy to 
significantly increase tree cover in Sydney, because of these 
environmental and visual services.  

 The trees were planted in the pavement areas, well away from 
the buildings and very few would have been affected by 
excavation. 

https://www.sydneymetro.info/sites/default/files/Sydney%20Metro%20Industry%20Briefing%20PowerPoint%20November%202017.pdf
https://www.sydneymetro.info/sites/default/files/Sydney%20Metro%20Industry%20Briefing%20PowerPoint%20November%202017.pdf
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o The sales brochure (please do not insult your fellow citizens by calling it an 
information brochure) describes (p10) “Integrated Station Development” – 
“allowing for the construction of the buildings to be delivered at the same 
time as the station. This reduced construction impacts on the community and 
brings the benefits online sooner” 

 It states (on the poster I believe, not the brochure) that this is some 
great innovative idea – developing upstairs and downstairs at the 
same time.  

 It implies that rushing into approving the development is essential to 
deliver these supposed benefits/savings 

 The development above the station is important but not significant at 
all to building a railway below ground. There is plenty of time to 
properly plan this. 

 The site (hole in the ground) is well advanced. Will you be waiting for 
the planning process to be completed (p16) before deciding how to 
engineer the foundations for a five/ten/twenty-seven story tower? 

 Or is Metro pre-empting this process by constructing foundations to 
an assumed building format? If so, who is paying? 

2. Misleading representations 
o Initially the building on the station development site was shown to be low, 

set back, with plenty of open space and the light (still on Metro website) 
 https://www.sydneymetro.info/files/crows-nest-station 
 Now it seems the government through its agency, Sydney Metro, is 

planning to give developers rights to build 4 towers above and 
adjacent to the station 

o In the July 2018 Sales Brochure – too many to cover here, but a few of the 
most blatant are: 

 the integrated station development will ‘complement the vibrant and 
bustling nature that is Crows Nest village, making the area more 
connected than before’ 

 What data do you have to substantiate this? 
 “integrating attractive and vibrant transport, commercial and 

residential mixed-use opportunities around metro station precincts 
will be critical to realizing the best possible productivity outcomes” 

 Productivity is one of the essential elements for Australia’s 
future. What data do you have? What options have been 
considered and how do these stack up?  

 Please provide the government directives to Metro regarding 
(a) productivity and (b) value capture through development 

 “Delivering the stations and integrated buildings at the same time” 

 See above re timeliness. Fails on integrity as well. 
 Under “The new Sydney Metro station will be a welcoming and 

inclusive transport hub”….. “It will also support one of Sydney’s major 
health precincts” 

 How will it do this? Staff & public could arrive by Metro to 
Crows Nest and then walk to RNS or other local facilities – but 
existing St Leonards station (and many bus stops) are closer. 

https://www.sydneymetro.info/files/crows-nest-station
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 Do you mean that medical staff might live in the apartments? 
This then is about accommodation, not the Metro – 
misleading.  

 If this is about housing (as logic dictates it must be) will 
affordable housing be in proportion to the low paid vs high 
paid staff at the medical facilities? 

 “Artists impression of the Crows Nest concept design and other 
approved and proposed buildings” 

 A northward perspective selected to represent towers A, B 
and D as typical of the area, given the inclusion of many large 
blocks in St Leonards 

 “All four buildings will integrate with the local fabric, while 
recognizing the changing face of this vibrant community” 

 This is an appalling misrepresentation of the situation, which 
shows complete disrespect to the intelligence of your fellow 
citizens by ignoring: 

o The comparative scale of the development with the 
scale of the local fabric – selecting any other 
perspective would have illustrated this 

o The longstanding assurances and commitments that 
high-level developments would not encroach on Crows 
Nest and there would be a step down from St 
Leonards. The Department of Planning and 
Environment is on record that Crows Nest village was 
to be protected in any future development above the 
station. (ref Wolstonecraft Precinct submission) 

 Planning Process (p16) – a superficial representation (see below) 

 It mentions the DPE strategic planning for St Leonards Crows 
Nest Precinct (started 2016). At the information session, DPE 
staff were unable to say when this would be completed nor 
explain how this “integrated” with existing plans and reviews 
of these areas undertaken by the councils. 

 On the basis of the evidence in my submission, I have no 
confidence in DPE, Metro or any branch of government truly 
and transparently responding to community feedback as 
claimed in the p16 text 

 But its not all bad…these parts are not misleading at all: 

 P11….”Leaving a lasting legacy” 

 Inside back cover….aerial view of North Sydney – a wind 
tunnel desert of high rise, lacking open space and vibrancy. 
This is the future of Crows Nest if this flawed process 
continues unabated 

3. Flawed Planning Process 
- I refer again to p16, which is a misrepresentation insofar as failing to demonstrate 

the full spectrum of government interests and initiatives regarding planning and 
development 
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o Ordinary citizens such as me, with no professional knowledge of planning 
jargon are nevertheless acutely aware of the potential for development 
interests focused on profit to over-ride community interests  

 These community interests include many factors: employment, clean 
air, transport, services including health, education, eating out, shops, 
culture, libraries, childcare and many others. I hope and presume the 
professional town planners at DPE are fully aware of this. 

o The DPE person at the information session stated that until the Precinct Plan 
is completed, each development will be assessed individually (if I understood 
correctly).  

 What is the timeframe, how exactly is it taking into account other 
initiatives (eg local councils, main roads development etc) and why 
should developments such as Metro Crows Nest take precedence 
over proper planning? 

o Piecemeal development (and in the Crows Nest region the pieces are rather 
large) is well known as leading to “death by 1000 cuts” 

 There is a very large-scale development pretty much through the Lane 
Cove Council approval process covering several blocks between 
Pacific Highway St Leonards and River Road. 

 It has very little provision for car parking, (because residents 
will use public transport)…never mind patients seeking 
treatment in various clinics in this area  

 The only change to roads proposed is a roundabout on River 
Road. Supposedly the thousands of dwellings replacing 200 
existing houses will not generate extra traffic. 

 Who is monitoring the impact on roads, amenity and the other 
community interests listed above, taking the cumulative effect 
of this existing and the proposed Metro development? 

 How will this piecemeal planning process enable Metro to be (p11): 
“Integrated and inclusive”; “Development that shapes Sydney’s 
growth and identity”; “Buildings and surroundings will be of the 
highest quality, exceeding community expectations now and into the 
future”? 

 
It is extremely frustrating to have to spend this time pointing out these blindingly obvious 
and extremely serious problems regarding consultation, misrepresentation and planning 
processes. The people responsible should be deeply ashamed – do these managers and 
representatives really need reminding that they are employed at taxpayers expense to 
respond transparently and effectively to community needs?  
 
Finally, I expect a thorough, fact-based and timely response to the questions raised here.  
 
Gerard McEvilly 
Unit 2  5 Boronia Street, Wollstonecraft  NSW 2065 
25th July 2018 


