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Executive Summary 
 
This report relates to a planning proposal recently exhibited for amendments to Local 
Environmental Plan 2009 (LEP) in relation to 472-520 Pacific Highway St Leonards, including 
Friedlander Place, in accordance with an approval by the NSW LEP Gateway, as follows:- 

 To rezone the site from B3 Commercial Core to B4 Mixed Use for retail, commercial and 
residential purposes; and 

 To increase the maximum building height for 472−486 Pacific Highway, St Leonards from 
65 metres to 115 metres and 91 metres; and for 504−520 Pacific Highway, St Leonards 
from 72 metres to 138 metres. 

 
and, in addition, amendments to the planning proposal adopted by Council on 21 July 2014 and 
exhibited in accordance with a process approved by the Department:- 

 To increase the maximum building height for 500 Pacific Highway to 138 metres, subject to 
site consolidation with 504-520 Pacific Highway;  

 To require a minimum FSR of 1.5:1 of non-residential floor area on all properties; and 

 To require site amalgamation of each property’s lots, whether developed separately or with 
adjacent properties, prior to development. 
  

A Draft Development Control Plan (DCP) supporting the draft LEP, adopted by Council on 21 July 
2014, was exhibited with the LEP. In response to the exhibition a total of fifty-eight submissions 
were received, including three from government authorities.  
 
Draft Voluntary Planning Agreements relating to the proposal were also exhibited and are the 
subject of a separate report to Council. 
 
The issues raised in submissions ranged between:- 

 Support for the proposal in relation to the new Rail Plaza, Friedlander Place and Leighton 
plazas and other public domain improvements 

 Objections to the proposal regarding building height and traffic, the impact on views, 
sunlight and property values and the need for master planning of the centre and other 
matters.  

 
The submissions have been considered together with the broader public benefits anticipated from 
the proposal. Issues relating to impacts on existing properties are acknowledged, in particular 
regarding view loss; however these are balanced within the context of State policies as a whole 
relating to growth around urban rail stations and the St Leonards Specialised Centre in particular. 
 
It is recommended that the planning proposal be endorsed by Council and submitted to the 
Department of Planning & Environment for finalisation as exhibited, and that Council adopt the 
Draft DCP subject to amendments.  
 
The draft LEP amendments and planning proposal as exhibited are attached to the report at AT-1. 
The draft DCP is attached to the report at AT-2. 
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Background 
 
The planning proposal was submitted to Council on 25 October 2013 by planning consultancy 
Urbis on behalf of Leighton Properties and Charter Hall.  
 
Council resolved on 16 December 2013 to submit the planning proposal to the NSW Department of 
Planning & Environment for approval by the LEP Gateway for exhibition. Gateway determination to 
exhibit was given on 5 March 2014, subject to conditions that a revised traffic, parking and access 
study be prepared for the exhibition and that specified government department be notified. A copy 
of the Gateway determination is attached at AT-3. 
 
In the following months, the draft LEP was amended as described above including 500 Pacific 
Hwy. The Development Control Plan was drafted accordingly and reviewed by independent urban 
planning experts, Architectus. The amended LEP and Draft DCP were then adopted by Council on 
21 July 2014 for exhibition with the planning proposal edited accordingly. 
 
Public exhibition of the LEP amendments, planning proposal including supporting studies updated 
as required by the Gateway, Draft DCP and related draft Voluntary Planning Agreements was 
undertaken for six weeks from 15 August to 26 September 2014. (The Department’s required 
exhibition period was 28 days.) Letters of notification of the exhibition and information sheets were 
sent to Lane Cove residents in the vicinity of the precinct, to North Sydney and Willoughby 
Councils and to property owners in those local government areas to addresses identified by each 
council.  
 
Notification was sent to the following authorities, as required by the Gateway:-  
 

 Department of Education and Communities, Energy Australia, NSW Health, Sydney Trains, 
Roads and Maritime Services and Sydney Water 

 
and also to:- 
 

 Transport for NSW, Sydney Buses, Sydney Trains, Local Government and the local 
Members of Parliament: the Minister for Transport and the Minister for Resources and 
Energy and Special Minister of State. 

 
An Information Display was held in St Leonards by the proponents and attended by Council staff 
on Wednesday 3 September, for residents of The Abode (apartments in North Sydney opposite the 
site), and on Thursday 4 and Saturday 6 September for the general public.  
 
A total of 58 submissions was received, including those from North Sydney Council, NSW Roads & 
Maritime Services and an acknowledgement of notification from the Minister for Transport. A 
Councillor Workshop was held on 7 October to advise of the submissions received. Copies of the 
submissions in full, including addresses, have been circulated to Councillors, and a Submissions 
Summary is attached at AT-4. An online survey received twenty responses and these have been 
included in the Submissions Summary. 
 
(Note: The terms describing locations used in this report in relation to Pacific Highway are, for 
consistency: East – meaning towards Crows Nest and West – towards Chatswood.) 
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Discussion 
 
Key issues raised in public submissions related in particular to the following:- 
 
Support for the Planning Proposal 
 
Submissions supporting the proposal did so on the grounds that the public domain improvements 
would be welcome as contributing to the revitalisation of the St Leonards. Submissions included 
those made by owners in The Abode who do not have a view, that there are other significant 
factors in terms of:- 
 

 The benefits to the public domain 
 The proposed development will enhance capital value and capital growth for all apartments 

in The Abode  
 Location in St Leonards and apartment design are the  most important factors, regardless 

of whether an apartment has a pleasant view  
 The majority of owners in The Abode are not affected by or concerned about the proposal 
 Significant numbers of other apartment developments have occurred in the area before and 

since The Abode was built and it is predictable that it would occur here as well. 
 
Views 
 
Approximately 25 apartments in The Abode of 197 apartments have views potentially affected. A 
number of submissions expressed concern at loss of views from The Abode. These views, though 
varying according to each unit’s orientation, include distant views to the Sydney Harbour Bridge, 
Sydney Harbour, the CBD, Botany Bay and other landmarks further to the south and west to the 
Blue Mountains, and it is understood that these views are enjoyed by residents not only for the 
individual locations but also the panoramic effect viewed as a whole. The IBM commercial building 
on the north side of the Highway also benefits from similar aspects.  
 
It is recognised that many of the apartments with views would be impacted due to the restrictions 
to their current views. The owners’ concerns are acknowledged, given that those properties have 
enjoyed the advantage of having significant under-development opposite them for the decade 
since The Abode’s construction. 
 
A number of submissions refer to the Land & Environment Court “Tenacity” case, which graded 
views from iconic to minor among other criteria. The Tenacity judgment stated: “The notion of view-
sharing is invoked when a property enjoys existing views and a proposed development would 
share that view by taking away some of it for its own enjoyment.”  
 
In making the recommendations in this report for approval of the planning proposal, it is 
nevertheless appreciated that residents of The Abode went to certain effort to prepare detailed 
submissions with graphics (examples are included at AT 5) and inviting staff to visit their 
apartments.  
 
View-sharing is just that: it does not mean that one half of a centre is to have total enjoyment of the 
views while the other half is unable to redevelop to benefit from the views. The images in AT 5 
demonstrate this. In this context, it would be unreasonable and inequitable to expect that 
redevelopment would be prevented indefinitely for properties on the south side in order to preserve 
an unimpeded outlook held by apartments on the north side. 
 
Some submissions have said that North Sydney Council assured prospective purchasers that their 
views would never be affected by buildings on the southern side. North Sydney Council would not, 
however, have had the power to make such a statement.  
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North Sydney’s DCP has required “view slots” between developments in its area, with only 6 metre 
separation between mixed use buildings. By contrast, the DCP for this proposal far exceeds this 
objective in providing generous setbacks with 18-24 metre building separation to enable view lines 
to south and east. The most important “iconic” views from The Abode `are to the south-east rather 
than the south-west, and these would be maximised by the DCP for the Leighton triangular towers. 
To the west, the DCP for Charter Hall reduces the tower length by 17 metres less than the current 
buildings.  These are significantly larger setbacks than would apply if the current 18-storey 
commercial potential were developed on those sites to the same height as The Abode and IBM as 
would be permissible currently. 
 
It is acknowledged that, for many current owners on the north side, there would be an impact on 
current panoramic views. For the centre’s users generally though, including the majority of Abode 
residents, the improvement to the amenity, functioning and economic stimulus of St Leonards 
resulting from the proposal would be expected to be positive. The new plazas would provide areas 
to socialise and relax in urban open space which is otherwise very limited for the existing unit-
dwellers in St Leonards. 
 
The desire to stimulate economic activity throughout the broader St Leonards CBD leads to the 
conclusion that delaying an inevitable intensification of St Leonards would not prevent change or 
be in the best interests of the majority of the centre’s users from north and south. 
 
Urban intensification is occurring in all three council areas throughout the St Leonards Centre on 
both sides of Pacific Highway and within 400 metres of the rail station in accordance with State 
policies for residential and employment growth and the integration of land use and transport.  
 
Height, FSR and Design 
 
Even if the planning proposal does not proceed, the current planning controls (65 metres east of 
Friedlander Place and 72 metres west of it) would permit buildings of comparable height with The 
Abode and IBM. This would have a potentially greater impact than the new planning envelope 
about which submissions express concerns.  
 
The alternative would be for no change at all for the ageing buildings on the south side (e.g. 
Charter Hall is a 1960s building, reclad with a glass front in the 1990s) and this is not consistent 
with the objectives for the Specialised Centre and its sites within 400 metres of the rail station.  
 
Submissions from The Abode refer to North Sydney’s DCP Character Statement for St Leonards 
and Crows Nest that height should step down from the Forum’s 35 storeys: “Buildings are scaled 
down significantly from the Forum towards surrounding areas and the lower scale on Chandos 
Street...” The Forum as a starting-point would still be double the height of The Abode. The 1990s 
building is not considered to be the final benchmark for all 21st Century development. 
 
It is understood that North Sydney Council recently approved 545 Pacific Highway at around 16 
storeys, i.e. double its otherwise-permissible height, an example of a departure by North Sydney 
from Strategy 2006 on acceptable grounds of providing voluntary planning agreement funds 
towards open space in Crows Nest. By contrast, North Sydney had objected to a proposal for only 
10 storeys on the opposite corner at 448 Pacific Hwy on the Lane Cove side in 2012, which then 
did not proceed. It is not considered reasonable to continue to suppress building heights to the 
detriment of south-side owners for the benefit of north-side owners. 
 
The Charter Hall site is a linear one extending along the Highway and site amalgamation with the 
6-7 storey commercial strata building to the rear is not a realistic option. 
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North Sydney Council’s submission states that the tower floorplates of 850m2 and 1,075m2 
(excluding balconies) are excessive. For comparison, however, with what is proposed by Lane 
Cove, it is noted that in North Sydney the floorplate of The Abode appears to be around 950m2 
(western tower) or 1,700m2 (east and west total) and the IBM oval tower 1,230m2 (approximations 
based on GIS data). It is also noted that The Abode’s 18 storey height was approved as a variation 
from LEP 2001’s height limit of 40 metres (13 storeys), establishing a precedent of a 38% increase 
above an existing height limit.  
 
It should be noted, nevertheless, that the planning proposal and DCP provide the maximum 
building envelopes within which future DA plans could be designed. The DA stage would allow for 
development to be considerate of concerns raised in submissions and based on responsive 
innovative building configurations, as the Leighton proposal has shown.  
 
Sunlight 
 
A number of submissions from The Abode expressed concern at the loss of sunlight currently 
reaching them late afternoon to early evening in Spring and Summer.  The NSW Residential Flat 
Design Code guideline of 2 hours solar access between 9am and 3pm for at least 70% of 
apartments in an urban area is to be complied with in future DA for the site. However it is already 
unachievable for The Abode’s south-facing units, as confirmed in submissions. To the extent that 
late-day Spring and Summer sun may be provided between buildings, this would be relevant at the 
DA stage, but lack of solar access to these units is not a reasonable grounds to refuse the planning 
proposal. 
 
Staff have prepared sunlight diagrams which indicate, nevertheless, that sunlight will to some 
extent be preserved under the planning proposal, below. 

  
Figure1: Sunlight reaching the Abode at 3pm mid-September shown with proposed buildings 

 

   
             Figure 2: Sunlight at 2pm mid-December                              Figure 3: Sunlight at 8pm mid-December  
                             along Pacific Hwy                                                             through Friedlander Place 
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A submission was also received from the Northmark/ Shoremark apartments in Christie Street that 
their unit would no longer receive sunlight before 11am and that, although this unit would still 
receive more than 3 hours daily mid-winter, others in the complex may not. The DCP would, 
however, require DAs to provide the minimum 2 hours existing sunlight to the other units in the 
complex and to residential areas in the precinct generally. This is acceptable under the Residential 
Flats Code. The tower setbacks are designed to result in fast-moving, slim-line shadows for this 
objective. The developments would be required to meet that guideline which applies for at least 
70% of apartments on the site itself. 
 
Privacy 
 
Some submissions expressed concern at loss of privacy/ overlooking from the Leighton and 
Charter Hall apartments. 
 
The substantial separation distance between the proposed buildings, of 22-24 metres (18 metres 
on the western side of 504), is at the upper level in satisfying State Environmental Planning Policy 
65 and the Residential Flats Code, and The Abode is located across a six-lane Highway. In an 
urban setting it is not reasonable to expect that total privacy to balconies and rooms is possible 
and this is not a reason to refuse the proposal. It is noted that the south-western curved facade of 
The Abode appears to have zero boundary setbacks and that North Sydney requires separation of 
only 6 metres. 
Property Values 
 
New apartments on the north side of the Highway are being built presumably on the basis that they 
will be able to be sold and leased regardless of the lack of views for many of them, given the 
locational advantages of St Leonards, although it is understood that this is not an identical situation 
to that of units bought with existing views. 
 
To the extent that property values are said to depend on those views, and although Council cannot 
quantify that issue, the southern properties should have an opportunity to share the values relating 
to views as well. 
 
It is noted that the Sydney CBD is approximately six kilometres from this centre, not close to the 
units, and the iconic items are distant, so that it is unreasonable to expect that no development 
would occur between these properties and the city. 
 
Public Domain Benefits 
 
A submission from NSW Health - Northern Sydney Local health District relating to the St Leonards 
Public Domain Master Plan states: “NSW Health commends Council's intent to revitalise the centre 
of St Leonards. The plan to meet the present and future space needs of the community by 
providing appropriate public domain spaces, facilities and services will lead to a safer and healthier 
St Leonards to live, work and play.” The Pacific Highway planning proposal will contribute 
considerably to that project. 
 
The public benefit, nevertheless, is considered to be positive for the substantial majority of the 
public (including users from The Abode), weighed against this aspect of the individual private units, 
in relation to the proposal. 
 
Rail Plaza: The proposal, to provide 4,900m2 (6,600m2 with Friedlander Place and the Leighton 
Plaza) of new and enhanced urban open space, improved connectivity, transport hub functions and 
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upgrades of lanes and tunnel under the Highway, would be the first major public domain benefit to 
occur in St Leonards since the Forum in the 1990s. The south (Lane Cove) side and north 
(Willoughby) side will then have complementary public domain and transport infrastructure of high 
amenity and significant benefit to the Centre.  
 
Friedlander Place: The north-south orientation would result in a reasonable proportion of sunlight 
for much of the year for a plaza in an urban high-rise environment. The 70 metre distance which 
Friedlander Plaza extends away from the Highway would encourage cafes, seating etc and have 
amenity and protection from noise. Wind tunnel effects would be minimised by a community 
structure at the rear as a windbreak. The Leighton plaza is angled away from the Highway and 
similarly reduces wind effects by having a podium at the south-eastern end.  When combined with 
the reconfigured Friedlander Place, it will provide more than double the useable public open space 
currently available.  Mitchell Plaza, on North Sydney’s side, would have increased visual 
connectivity with public space on the south side with the opening out of view lines through this site. 
 
Traffic and Transport 
 
The Traffic, Transport and Accessibility Report by Brown consultancy was revised in accordance 
with the Gateway requirement for exhibition (AT 6). 
 
NSW Roads & Maritime Services (RMS) provided a submission (AT 7) indicating that it has 
undertaken a review of the proposal’s traffic modelling and does not object to the proposal 
proceeding to gazettal, subject to an updated traffic study being provided prior to gazettal. The 
RMS’  submissions are  summarised below, and are followed by staff comments:- 
 

  A number of key issues are identified that require further clarification/ analysis by the 
applicant prior to gazettal of the LEP, to be addressed in an addendum study:  
 
This study would be provided to the Department with the LEP documentation for 
consideration prior to gazettal. 
 

 Traffic generation should be based on a worst-case of a supermarket tenant:  
 

The proposal is for a U-shaped design surrounding three sides of an open-air public plaza. 
This configuration would not accommodate a supermarket. Traffic would be considered at 
DA stage. 
 

 The DCP has been updated since the traffic study was prepared and the proposed parking 
rates do not appear to meet the current DCP:  
 
DAs would be required to meet requirements under the DCP amendment in force from 26 
September and these parking rates would not increase vehicle generation affecting traffic 
capacity in the area. It is also noted that the proposed changes to SEPP 65 would impact 
on the parking rates, as it prevails Council’s DCP. 
 

 The traffic modelling should have regard to: bus movements, grades, pedestrian numbers 
post-development, pedestrian crossing delay times and changes to vehicle arrival types:  
 
These guidelines would be addressed by the proponents in their updated traffic study to be 
considered by the Department.  
 

 The LEP should support the objectives of NSW plans relating to reduction in car 
dependency and increased sustainable travel modes:  
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The planning proposal’s location of high density close to the rail station, and the new DCP 
Part R: Traffic and Transport’s parking rates and sustainability objectives, support and 
implement these State principles: Section 5.1 has as part of its objectives:  

o To promote initiatives to reduce car-based travel and 
o To ensure large developments provide alternatives to car-based travel. 

 
The broad purpose, as stated in Section 5.2, is to: “improve health through active transport 
choices while reducing car travel and associated greenhouse gas emissions and traffic 
congestion.” 
 
Any DA would be required under the DCP to reference the Lane Cove Bicycle Plan and 
Pedestrian Access & Mobility Plan (PAMP). The Bicycle Plan route passes directly adjacent 
to this site along Nicholson St to Christie St and the Pacific Hwy i.e. the Rail Plaza.  In DAs 
bike infrastructure e.g. end-of-journey facilities etc would be required. 
 

 The planning proposal should be referred to Transport for NSW:   
 
Council wrote to TfNSW on 14 August 2014; however no submission has been received 
separately from the RMS.  
 

 Council should ensure that a funding mechanism is in place for developer contributions 
towards appropriate road/ transport infrastructure improvements required as a result of the 
cumulative impact of additional development in the Lane Cove Local Government Area:  
 
The RMS has flagged the potential need for road and transport infrastructure improvements 
that may be required as a result of the cumulative impact of growth. 
 
Council has already invested considerable funds in developing a strategic Paramics model 
for St Leonards in order to assess the cumulative traffic impacts of new development. This 
model was approved by RMS’ Land Use Planning & Assessment Team on 11 April 2014 as 
“suitable for the testing of traffic impacts of developments”. Council has already used this 
model to carry out preliminary analysis of the mixed use planning proposals east of the 
Railway line. The modelling has revealed that congestion and queuing issues are likely to 
arise in St Leonards if all the planned development occurs without any supporting 
infrastructure upgrades. 
 
Recently, Council commenced discussions with both North Sydney and Willoughby City 
Councils with a view to joint ownership of the model and potential expansion of the 
modelled area to capture future development at the Royal North Shore Hospital, Chandos 
Street and Crows Nest. The aim is to use the strategic modelling to develop and test major 
traffic management mitigation measures. Subject to the agreement of the respective 
Councils and input from RMS, these measures would form the basis of a joint developer 
contribution plan for St Leonards. Developers within the St Leonards study area would be 
required to pay a pro rata contribution for necessary infrastructure works calculated on the 
basis of dwelling size or commercial floor space. 

 
It is recommended that Council write to RMS to seek formal concurrence with this process. 
RMS endorsement would ensure that all three Councils and developers buy into the 
concept of independent, rigorous assessment of major development applications and an 
evidence based approach to transport infrastructure provision for St Leonards. 
 
The above comments have been provided by Council’s Traffic Section.  
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It is emphasised that the proposal does not increase the floor space already permissible under the 
LEP. In rezoning to mixed use the commercial vehicles resultant from that floor space would be 
replaced by residential vehicle movements. 
 
Submissions have raised concerns that future traffic measures need to be provided in response to 
any change of land use, but it is fair to say that `Lane Cove is starting from a low base, with the 
existing congestion they describe resulting in part from the vehicles generated by the denser 
development on the north side over many years. The Lane Cove vehicle generation will be lower 
relative to the north side, given that the 900+ residential units in this proposal would be matched by 
the estimated 800+ already in the pipeline north of the Highway, with further proposals also under 
consideration for a potential 1,300 units again immediately north of the rail station, as well as the 
eventual RNS Hospital redevelopments. 
 
The State policy to increase densities around rail stations has inherent, but necessary, challenges 
to meet in regard to traffic and the desired modal shift towards other forms of transport. One way to 
facilitate this would be improved public transport infrastructure, and the Rail Plaza/ Bus 
Interchange would be a significant contribution in this regard.  
 
Strategic Context 
 
Master planning: Submissions raised the potential for a strategic master planning approach 
between the three councils. 
 
It is agreed that a joint strategy would be beneficial to the continuing evolution of the centre. Lane 
Cove has sought to initiate this on a number of occasions. Between June and December 2013, 
meetings were held, at Lane Cove’s request, between the Department and the three councils to 
discuss the planning proposal and the appropriate balance between employment and residential 
floor space. Although North Sydney’s submission states that there was no agreement for mixed 
use rather than commercial-only on the south side, the four-storey commercial component referred 
to in their submission did in fact come directly from North Sydney’s suggestion in those meetings 
that four storeys would be appropriately consistent with the commercial levels in the podiums 
below residential existing on the North Sydney side. 
 
Lane Cove organised for a meeting nine months ago at the Department with North Sydney and 
Willoughby Councils to request that a joint working group be established. This proposal was, 
however, not supported by the Department on the grounds that the councils should wait for the 
subregional structure being developed in accordance with the NSW Planning Reforms. North 
Sydney was aware of that response, having been present at that meeting.   
 
In September this year, with the Department’s new subregional structure still awaited, Council 
invited the other two councils to a meeting at Lane Cove with the purpose to develop a shared 
approach to strategic planning, traffic and other infrastructure planning including for St Leonards.  
 
In short, it is surprising that North Sydney Council’s submission fails to acknowledge Lane Cove’s 
initiatives towards a joint strategic approach. 
 
North Sydney’s submission that Lane Cove should maintain the commercial-only policy for the 
south side as in the St Leonards Strategy, finalised in December 2006 (with funding and project 
coordination by Lane Cove Council), does not reflect the substantial changes in NSW planning 
system over the eight years since then. Firstly, the Draft Inner North Subregional Strategy was 
issued in July 2007, and provided specific residential and employment targets that councils have 
subsequently been required to incorporate into comprehensive local environmental plans, 
considerably changing the scale of development in this and other local government areas across 
Sydney. Secondly, the NSW Gateway in March this year permitted the planning to proceed for 
mixed use zoning. Whilst North Sydney have retained the commercial core in the North Sydney 
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CBD, it is noted that due to the delay in them finalising their Comprehensive LEP until 2013, 3 
mixed use developments were approved in the North Sydney section of St Leonards that under the 
2006 St Leonards Strategy was to be Commercial Core. Thirdly, Minister Goward has clearly 
stated the policy that significant residential and employment growth is to be a priority around rail 
stations in Sydney’s urban centres.  In short, North Sydney’s comments are not up-to-date with the 
current planning context. Furthermore, North Sydney’s  commencement in 2010 of a review of its 
plans for St Leonards-Crows Nest indicate its recognition that the 2006 Strategy should be subject 
to review, as are strategies generally. 
 
Additionally, the revised Metropolitan Strategy for Sydney drafted in 2012 has not yet been 
finalised by the Department. The Department acknowledged in the above meetings that property 
owners need to make decisions in the interim, and subsequently gave its agreement that this 
planning proposal could go to exhibition. Further uncertainty regarding the St Leonards Specialised 
Centre results from the indefinite deferral in 2011 of the Royal North Shore Hospital Concept Plan, 
which had proposed additional its commercial and residential floor space within the Willoughby 
LGA. The effect of these policy delays is that Lane Cove Council is in the position that its 
revitalisation of the southern side of the centre, encouraged by North Sydney Council and others 
over some years, has to proceed without further indefinite delay. 
 
A further factor relevant to the southern side is the NSW Gateway process. Once a planning 
proposal has been lodged, a council must comply with the legal timeframe to determine the 
proposal. North Sydney’s statement that “it is Council’s long-held position that the strategic 
planning framework for an area should not be dictated or determined by applications relating to an 
individual site that set a precedent” is inconsistent with the Gateway legislation requirements. The 
Gateway approval for this exhibition clears the way for mixed use on the south side of the Highway 
as part of the centre’s strategic planning. 
 
This redevelopment is consistent with the State Government policies for urban growth and 
intensification around rail stations in proximity to the Sydney CBD. The strategic framework is not 
static or set in the St Leonards Strategy 2006, as demonstrated by the other councils’ variations 
from that eight year old plan. Since 2006, the State Government issued residential and 
employment targets under the Metropolitan Strategy and Inner North Subregional Strategy in 2007, 
the RNS Hospital Concept Plan was progressed then deferred in 2011, the draft Metropolitan 
Strategy and subregional plan review have been delayed and other factors have intervened 
including the LEP Gateway process being introduced enabling planning proposals to be lodged 
ahead of strategic plans being completed, with adjacent councils plans varying from the 2006 
Strategy.  

 
As a result the strategic planning context has been shifting over the past several years. None of 
these plans provides the clarity necessary to prevent the south side from stagnating to the 
detriment of the centre as a whole.  

 
In short, submissions seeking the deferral of this planning proposal while a local council master 
plan is prepared need to recognise that, pending the State’s awaited subregional strategic 
framework, the Gateway requirements provide a principal framework within which Council has to 
make its plans. Local councils are not permitted to produce subregional plans pending the lengthy 
but uncertain timeframe of the State’s strategic reviews.  

 
Notwithstanding the concerns raised by North Sydney Council, the subregional approach has been 
approved. There would be no long-term benefit for existing property owners to defer the proposal, 
given that redevelopment, whether commercial or mixed use, is inevitable on the southern side 
having regard to its role within the Specialised Centre, and approving the proposal offers the 
opportunity to ensure that substantial public benefit results from that redevelopment. 
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Employment & Residential Floor Space 
 
The grounds for proposing a mixed use proposal in this traditionally commercial centre relate to the 
economic transition evidenced in St Leonards and the subregion, as indicated in the economic 
study provided to the December 2013 meeting and exhibited with the planning proposal:- 
 

 Market analysis has shown that there is a consistent long term trend for lack of tenant and 
investor demand in St Leonards. This includes a lack of demand for newly approved A 
grade office space such as the Planning Assessment Commission approval in 2011 for the  
Winton commercial development at 88 Christie Street which has not commenced 
construction. 

 Tenants are specifically choosing to locate in other centres rather than St Leonards, 
including advice received that IBM will be partially relocating its operations out of their 
building at 601 Pacific Highway. 

 The location, pricing and quality of commercial floor space in St Leonards is currently not 
able to compete with Macquarie Park and North Sydney. Macquarie Park is able to provide 
purpose built commercial and larger floorplates to meet individual tenant needs at generally 
lower rents than St Leonards. North Sydney is identified as part of Global Sydney and holds 
a higher esteem in terms of a commercial head office location. 

 There has been a long term declining tenant and investor market demand for occupation 
and development of new high rise commercial office space in St Leonards, in the scale 
contemplated under the Lane Cove LEP 2009. 

 Small site configurations, fragmented ownership and stratification of office stock within St 
Leonards presents a barrier to redevelopment of lower grade office stock to provide the 
market with the floor plate/size of product being sought in other centres. 

 St Leonards lacks the large sties in St Leonards to compete with Gore Hill, North Ryde and 
Macquarie Park for major employment growth. The building floor plates under this proposal 
are only 850m2 and 1,075m2, not large enough for the major commercial firms attracted to 
those areas. 

 Health is one of the fastest growing employment sectors in NSW, and it is considered that 
St Leonards will continue to support employment in this sector through the utilisation of 
space for health and allied purposes. The ongoing redevelopment of RNSH earmarks land 
on this site for the purpose of health related employment. Approximately 73,000sqm of 
specialised commercial space has been approved in principle for health related 
employment on the RNSH campus. 

 
The Department has acknowledged the changing strategic context in its Gateway approval for the 
proposal to proceed. 
 
The Department’s approval stated: “It is considered that the Planning Proposal is inconsistent with 
the Metropolitan Plan for Sydney 2036 and Draft Metropolitan Strategy for Sydney to 2031 in that 
the St Leonards centre is identified as an important location for employment growth and the 
rezoning will provide for significant residential expansion and a loss of commercial floor space and 
job opportunities. It is acknowledged that development of the site may act as a catalyst for further 
growth however the impact of this on commercial floor space should be further considered during 
the rezoning process. 
 
Planning and Infrastructure indicated a general preference (not in the determination however) for a 
higher percentage of commercial floor space, by suggesting further height could be provided to 
retain the residential component. Council staff have explored the provision of additional 
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commercial space within the proposed height controls. The final proposal would provide 11,196m2 
of commercial, an increase of 73% compared with the original planning proposal. 
 
It is also noted that the Gateway letter states: “I have also agreed the planning proposal's 
inconsistencies with S117 Directions 1.1 Business and Industrial Zones and 7.1 Implementation of 
the Metropolitan Plan for Sydney 2036 are of minor significance. No further approval is required in 
relation to these Directions.” (Section 117 Directions require the Director-General’s approval to 
alter the amount of a location’s floor space.) 
 
Sydney Airport Requirements 
 
All processes at the DA stage, including Obstacle Limitation Surface investigation and others, are 
required to be complied with by the proponents. The Department’s attention should be drawn to 
this legislation to consider its implications for an LEP prior to gazettal. 
 
Development Control Plan 
 
The Draft DCP was prepared by Council following a review of planning controls undertaken by 
independent urban planning consultancy, Architectus, and was adopted by Council on 21 July 
2014 for public exhibition. A copy of the Draft DCP as exhibitied is attached at AT-8. 
 
The draft DCP is a site-specific plan designed to address the types of design issues raised in 
submissions such as view loss and building scale. At the stage of a future DA stage, issues of site 
relationships such as view lines and privacy would be further considered at the public notification 
stage. 
 
It is proposed that a number of editing/ clarification/ compliance amendments should be made to 
the DCP, based on staff comments during exhibition, comprising those shown in AT-9. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The planning proposal to amend Local Environmental Plan 2009 in relation to 472-520 Pacific 
Highway St Leonards has been exhibited in accordance with the NSW Gateway determination, 
including notification of government authorities and exhibition of a revised traffic study. The RMS 
has reviewed the study and endorses the planning proposal proceeding subject to considerations 
by the Department prior to gazettal. 
 
A supporting Draft Development Control Plan and draft Voluntary Planning Agreements were 
exhibited with the planning proposal.   
 
A total of fifty-eight submissions was received. The key issues raised in submissions included:- 
 

 support by many submissions for the proposal in particular its public benefits, in particular 
the new Rail Plaza, Friedlander Place and Leighton plazas and potential capital gain as a 
result of enhancements to the centre 

 objections regarding building height and traffic, the impact on views, sunlight and property 
values and the need for master planning of the centre and other matters.  

 
The submissions have been considered within the context of the St Leonards Specialised Centre 
as a whole. Issues relating to impacts on existing properties are acknowledged and balanced with 
the broader public benefits anticipated from the proposal. 
 
Having regard to the centre’s continued poor commercial activity and prospects, it is appropriate 
that the economic stimulus proposed by this Planning Proposal be supported by Council, and it is 
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recommended that the planning proposal be submitted to the Department of Planning & 
Environment for finalisation and that Council adopt the Draft DCP subject to minor amendments.  
 
Reco

 
mmendation 

RECOMMENDATION 

That:- 

1. The LEP planning proposal for 472-520 Pacific Hwy, St Leonards be adopted and submitted 
to the NSW Department of Planning & Environment for finalisation.  

2. The Draft Development Control Plan be approved for finalisation, subject to amendments 
listed in AT 9. 

3. The traffic, transport and access study is to be updated in accordance with RMS 
recommendations of 17 October 2014 for the Department’s consideration prior to gazettal. 

4. Council write to NSW Roads & Maritime Services and to North Sydney and Willoughby 
Councils seeking their endorsement for a joint traffic modelling study relating to traffic 
measures and development contributions.  

5. All processes at the DA stage, including Obstacle Limitation Surface investigation and 
others under Federal legislation and Regulation, are required to be complied with by the 
proponents.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
Michael Mason 
Executive Manager 
Environmental Services Division  
 
 

ATTACHMENTS: 
AT-1 View Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 

August 2014 
80 
Pages 

 

AT-2 View Draft Development Control Plan for 472-520 Pacific 
Hwy - Adopted 21 July 2014 

4 Pages  

AT-3 View NSW Gateway Determination - 5 March 2014 4 Pages  
AT-4 View Submissions Summary - 472-520 Pacific Hwy - October 

2014 
Available 
Electronically 

AT-5 View Examples of View Loss to The Abode - From 
Submissions 

2 Pages  

AT-6 View Revised Traffic Study by Brown Consultants for 
Exhibition  

98 
Pages 

 

AT-7 View NSW RMS Submission - Planning Proposal 472-520 
Pacific Highway St Leonards 17 October 2014 

3 Pages  

AT-8 View Draft Development Control Plan - 472-520 Pacific Hwy - 
Adopted  21 JUly 2014 for Public Exhibition 

5 Pages  

AT-9 View Draft DCP Editing/Clarification Amendments Proposed 
Post-Exhibition 

1 Page  

  
 

http://ecouncil.lanecove.nsw.gov.au/trim/GenDocLink.asp?RecId=46862/14
http://ecouncil.lanecove.nsw.gov.au/trim/GenDocLink.asp?RecId=46339/14
http://ecouncil.lanecove.nsw.gov.au/trim/GenDocLink.asp?RecId=12962/14
http://ecouncil.lanecove.nsw.gov.au/trim/GenDocLink.asp?RecId=63958/14
http://ecouncil.lanecove.nsw.gov.au/trim/GenDocLink.asp?RecId=64131/14
http://ecouncil.lanecove.nsw.gov.au/trim/GenDocLink.asp?RecId=46857/14
http://ecouncil.lanecove.nsw.gov.au/trim/GenDocLink.asp?RecId=63961/14
http://ecouncil.lanecove.nsw.gov.au/trim/GenDocLink.asp?RecId=46333/14
http://ecouncil.lanecove.nsw.gov.au/trim/GenDocLink.asp?RecId=63922/14


ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014
 

Agenda Page 19 

Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 20 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 21 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 22 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 23 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 24 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 25 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 26 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 27 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 28 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 29 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 30 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 31 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 32 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 33 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 34 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 35 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 36 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 37 

 

 



A
T

T
A

C
H

M
E

N
T

 1
 

P
la

n
n

in
g

 P
ro

p
o

sa
l R

ep
o

rt
 a

s 
o

n
 E

xh
ib

it
io

n
 F

in
al

 1
5 

A
u

g
u

st
 2

01
4

A
ge

nd
a 

P
ag

e 
38

 

 

 



A
T

T
A

C
H

M
E

N
T

 1
 

P
la

n
n

in
g

 P
ro

p
o

sa
l R

ep
o

rt
 a

s 
o

n
 E

xh
ib

it
io

n
 F

in
al

 1
5 

A
u

g
u

st
 2

01
4

A
ge

nd
a 

P
ag

e 
39

 

 

 



A
T

T
A

C
H

M
E

N
T

 1
 

P
la

n
n

in
g

 P
ro

p
o

sa
l R

ep
o

rt
 a

s 
o

n
 E

xh
ib

it
io

n
 F

in
al

 1
5 

A
u

g
u

st
 2

01
4

A
ge

nd
a 

P
ag

e 
40

 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 41 

 

 



A
T

T
A

C
H

M
E

N
T

 1
 

P
la

n
n

in
g

 P
ro

p
o

sa
l R

ep
o

rt
 a

s 
o

n
 E

xh
ib

it
io

n
 F

in
al

 1
5 

A
u

g
u

st
 2

01
4

A
ge

nd
a 

P
ag

e 
42

 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 43 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 44 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 45 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 46 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 47 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 48 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 49 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 50 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 51 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 52 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 53 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 54 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 55 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 56 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 57 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 58 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 59 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 60 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 61 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 62 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 63 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 64 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 65 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 66 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 67 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 68 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 69 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 70 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 71 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 72 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 73 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 74 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 75 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 76 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 77 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 78 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 79 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 80 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 81 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 82 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 83 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 84 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 85 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 86 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 87 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 88 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 89 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 90 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 91 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 92 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 93 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 94 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 95 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 96 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 97 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 1 Planning Proposal Report as on Exhibition Final 15 August 2014

Agenda Page 98 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 2 Draft Development Control Plan for 472-520 Pacific Hwy - Adopted 
21 July 2014

 

Agenda Page 99 

Draft Development Control Plan for 472-520 Pacific Hwy - Adopted 21 July 2014 

Lane Cove Development Control Plan 2010 – DRAFT Amendment 21 July 2014 
 
Part D – Commercial Development and Mixed Use Localities 

 472-520 Pacific Highway, St Leonards 

o Number 500 Pacific Highway refers to SP 82937. 
o Numbers 472-494 Pacific Highway refers to Lot 1 DP 628513 and SP 73071. 
o Numbers 504-520 Pacific Highway refers to Lots 2-6 DP 3175. 

 
This precinct is located in the precinct area bound by Pacific Highway on the north and east, Nicholson 
Street to the south, the eastern boundary of 472 Pacific Highway and the western boundary of 504-520 
Pacific Hwy. 
 
Note: This DCP section prevails over the remainder of DCP 2010 where inconsistency occurs. 
 
 
Objectives 
 

1.  Create a landmark precinct including taller and slender towers, of triangular form on 472-494 Pacific 
Hwy and rounded on 500 Pacific Hwy fronting Friedlander Place, at this prominent corner of the 
Pacific Highway to provide visual interest upon approach from all directions. 

 
2.  Achieve design excellence and iconic new development in the centre of St Leonards. 
 
3.  Create a distinctive architectural character to the Pacific Highway frontage with engaging and legible 

‘entrance’ points to reinforce St Leonards as a key location as an activity centre. 
 
4.  Provide a new public space integrated with Friedlander Place to create a distinctive sense of place for 

residents, workers and visitors. 
 
5.  Activate and integrate existing and new public spaces with appropriate ground floor retail and other 

uses, specifically Friedlander Place and the new retail plaza on 472-4994 Pacific Hwy and the 
colonnade fronting No.500. 

 
6. Increase the amenity of Nicholson Street and the adjoining public access ways, maximising casual 

surveillance and activation. 
 
7.   Provide viewlines through Friedlander Place, the new plaza on 472-494 Pacific Hwy and the new 

towers on that site. 
 
8.  Promote site amalgamation to avoid the creation of isolated sites within the precinct. 

 
 
Tables 
 
Notes:  

 Controls in all tables below are to be applied to the relevant properties. 
 Setbacks are to apply to the outer edge of balconies. 
 “Friedlander Place” refers to Lot 1DP 1179636. 
 GFA: The GFA / building floor plates being referenced include cores ie all area contained by external walls but 

excluding balconies.  (*) 
 
 
Numbers 504 and 500 Pacific Hwy (regardless of amalgamation)  
 
CONTROL  PROVISION NOTES 

Floor Space Ratio 
1.5:1   min. (non-residential) 
15.5:1 max (residential) 
17:1    max (total) 

 

Setbacks – Ground  Level Retail 4.0 m min.  
Colonnade form to Pacific Hwy and 
Friedlander Place 

Setbacks – Non-Residential Podium 0 m from all boundaries 
All commercial, except where retail 
colonnade provided 
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CONTROL  PROVISION NOTES 
Setbacks – Residential Tower 4.0 m min. from Pacific Hwy  

Setbacks – All Levels 0 m  
Along common boundary between 500 
& 504 

Levels – Non-Residential (Including 
Retail) 

4 levels min. 
To be floorplates above Pacific Hwy 
extending across the entire site area for 
buildings fronting Pacific Hwy 

Floor to Floor Height 
      - Non-Residential - Ground Level 
      - Non-Residential - Each Level,  
        Other Than Retail             
       

 
4.8 m min. 
3.6 m min. 
 

Above ground level Pacific Hwy  

Balcony Area 10.0 m2 min.  
Balcony Articulation Zone 2.0 m min. Behind all building setbacks 

Building Separation 24 m min. 
To residential towers east of Friedlander 
Place. 

Vehicle Access 
From Nicholson St/ rear lane/ 
Friedlander Place 

Via rights of way as necessary 

Pedestrian  Link 

Within private property at 
rear of site. Rear lane to be 
redesigned to provide clear 
line of sight. 
 

From rear lane to Friedlander Place 

 
No. 504 (Charter  Hall) – not amalgamated  
 
CONTROL  PROVISION NOTES 
Site Area Approx. 1,834 m2   
Height 138 m  Above ground level Pacific Hwy  
Building Floor Plate 800 m2 max. (*) Excluding  balconies 

Setbacks –Residential Tower 9.0 m min. 
From western boundary with No.530 
(Telstra) - to edge of balconies 

Setbacks – Residential Tower 4.0 m min. From rear lane 
Building Length 40.0 m max.  
 
No.500 Pacific Hwy – not amalgamated  
 
CONTROL  PROVISION NOTES 
Site Area Approx. 435m2  From SP 
Height 72 metres max. Above ground level Pacific Hwy  
Setbacks – All Levels 0 m  All boundaries 
 
 
Numbers 504-520 and 500 Pacific Hwy - if amalgamated  
 
These two sites must be amalgamated as a condition of development consent in order for the controls below 
to apply. 
 
CONTROL  PROVISION NOTES 
Site Area Approx. 2,268 m2  
Height 138 metres max. Above ground level Pacific Hwy  
Building Floor Plate 1,075 m2 max. GFA (*) Excluding  balconies 
Setbacks – All Levels 0 m min. from rear lane  

Setbacks - Residential 
4.0 m min from Pacific Hwy 
7.0 m min. from western    
   boundary with No.530 

 

Building Length 
51 m max. measured along 
the central east-west axis of 
the amalgamated site. 

To a max. of 10 m from eastern 
boundary of 504. Rounded or stepped 
building form required – see diagrams. 
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Numbers 472-494 (Leighton)  
 
These two sites must be amalgamated as a condition of development consent in order for the controls below 
to apply. 
 
CONTROL  PROVISION NOTES 

Floor Space Ratio  
1.5:1   min. (non-residential) 
10.5:1 max (residential) 
12:1    max (total) 

 

Building Height 

91m max. – building at front 
(Pacific Hwy) 
115 m max. – building at rear 
(Nicholson St) 

Above ground level Pacific Hwy  

Floor to Floor Height 
      - Non-Residential - Ground Level 
      - Non-Residential - Each Level,  
        Other Than Retail             
       

 
4.8 m min. 
3.6 m min. 
 

Above ground level Pacific Hwy  

Building Floorplate of Each 
Residential Tower 

850 m2 max. GFA (*)  Excluding  balconies 

Levels – Non-Residential 
4 levels min.- front building 
 

To be entire levels of the building 
fronting Pacific Highway 

Setbacks – Ground  Level  
4.0 m min. from Pacific Hwy 
2m min. elsewhere in site 

Colonnade form  

Setbacks – Non-Residential Podium 

0 m from all boundaries, 
except:- 
20 m min from Friedlander  
   Place – front building 

All commercial, except where retail 
colonnade provided 

Setbacks – Residential Tower 

4.0 m min. from Pacific Hwy - 
    front building 
0 m min. from Nicholson St – 
    rear building 
7.0 m min. from side  
   boundary with No.470 
0 m from side boundary with  
   Friedlander Place 

 

Balcony Area 10.0 m2 min.  
Balcony Articulation Zone 2.0 m min. Behind all building setbacks 
Building Separation 22 m min. between balconies  
Retail Plaza Width 22 m min.  

Vehicle Access 
From Nicholson St/ 
Friedlander Place 

Via rights of way as necessary 

New Public Open Space 

The proposed new public 
open space at the northern 
end of the site is to have a 
minimum area of 325sqm. 

To ensure that the new public open 
space is provided at that location and 
contributes a desirable quality of public 
amenity. 

Pedestrian  Link 
2.0. m min. within the 
property 

To boundary with No.470 Pacific Hwy  
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All Developments 
 
CONTROL  PROVISION NOTES 

Uses 

Encourage uses which operate during evening and early 
morning hours, such as local retail convenience stores, 
cafes and restaurants, community facilities, gymnasiums 
and other facilities, to encourage activity and safety 
outside of office hours. 

Provide active uses at street level, and flanking public 
spaces. 

In the tower form, provide a range of housing options, 
including more affordable housing with less required 
parking. 

Ground level floor heights 
must allow for commercial or 
retail uses. 
 
Upper level non-residential 
uses may include gymnasium 
and child care. 

Podium Form 
Podium height to be expressed through external façade 
material  changes to reinforce 
commercial land use character 

 

Car Parking  
 

Parking rates to comply with applicable rates in Table 2 
of Part R, Draft DCP amendment, as at 31 August 2014. 

 

Landscaping/ 
Open Space 

New street trees, paving 
and verge upgrades to be 
incorporated into the site 
development. 

Tree species and paving 
design upgrades and 
specifications to be agreed on 
with Council.  

Pedestrian 
Network/ Mid-Block 
Connections 

Future development to satisfy the precinct plan to 
provide new and enhanced connections in the precinct 

 

Public Domain 

A public domain plan is required to be submitted 
ensuring that development contribute positively to the 
overall precinct wide public domain outcome. 

The plan is to include details of materials and the like in 
consultation with Council. 

 

Façade Colours 
and Materials 

A mixture of non-reflective façade materials and colours 
are required to emphasis the podium level non-
residential form and residential towers as separate 
elements. 

External materials to be durable with a high quality 

finish. 

Façade detailing to also address shading, wind 
protection and solar access considerations. 

 

Facade 
Articulation 

Articulation of façades is to be designed to express a 
base and top, with layering of levels of the building 
complemented by the composition of rhythm, texture, 
and materials. Roof form should be integrated with the 
overall design of the building. 

The elements comprise  balconies, sun-shading devices, 
bay windows and other similar elements, depending on 
internal programme and orientation 

The intent of the building wall 
articulation control is to 
incorporate sufficient 
modulation in the architectural 
façade to reduce the scale 
and massing of the building 
form, adding visual interest 
and diversity to the overall 
design. 

Balconies Floor 
Space 

An LEP cl.4.6 objection may be favourably considered 
for balconies with potential to be fully enclosed as noise 
control, to increase floor space for balconies of 
apartments in a direct line of sight of Pacific Hwy. These 
should have fully enclosable balconies, double 
glazed/thick glass windows and acoustic treatment 
measures for internal amenity.   
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CONTROL  PROVISION NOTES 

Solar Access 

The guideline that new developments should achieve 2 
hours direct sunlight for at least 70% of apartments, 
under the NSW Residential Flat Design Code, should be 
applied as a rule of thumb with discretion in Major 
Centres/ Specialised Centres where densities are high. 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 3 NSW Gateway Determination - 5 March 2014
 

Agenda Page 104 

NSW Gateway Determination - 5 March 2014 

 



ATTACHMENT 3 NSW Gateway Determination - 5 March 2014

Agenda Page 105 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 3 NSW Gateway Determination - 5 March 2014

Agenda Page 106 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 3 NSW Gateway Determination - 5 March 2014

Agenda Page 107 

 

 



ATTACHMENT 5 Examples of View Loss to The Abode - From Submissions 
 

Agenda Page 108 

Examples of View Loss to The Abode - From Submissions 

AT 5 
 
 

Examples of view loss to apartments in The Abode West - from submissions  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 1: Staff photo from south side of The Abode Level 18 (top) and view line photomontage 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

     
 
Figure 2: Staff photo from south-west side of The Abode            Figure 3: Existing buildings to boundaries: Nos 500-520   
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Figure 4: Photomontages in a submission from The Abode 
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ATTACHMENT 9 Draft DCP Editing/Clarification Amendments Proposed Post-
Exhibition 

 
Draft DCP Editing/Clarification Amendments Proposed Post-Exhibition 

AT 9 

to Report for 27 10 14 

 

Draft DCP – editing/ clarification/ compliance amendments proposed post-exhibition 

 

 Add Objective 9: “Reinforce the LEP’s requirements for a minimum FSR 1.5:1 non-
residential floor space for each site.” 

 In the Tables:- 

o In relation to 500/ 504 Pacific Hwy  (the Charter Hall site), state: “Full 4 
storeys of non-residential floor space are to be provided - horizontal from 
Pacific Hwy to the rear of the site above Pacific Hwy existing ground level.” 

o Replace the words: “Building length... to a max.10m from eastern boundary of 
504” with “Building length... to a max.10m east of the eastern boundary of 504 
Pacific Hwy”. 

o Delete “GFA” in the table relating to the “building floor plate” as technically 
inconsistent. 

o In the Table for All Developments, state: “Development is to be committed to 
for each site in full as a pre-requisite to approval.” 

o Public Domain: “The lane to the rear of 504 Pacific Hwy and on-site 
pedestrian link are to be redesigned to provide a clear line of sight to promote 
visual connectivity and safety.”  

 Add a provision: “Serviced apartments are not to be developed”. 

 Add a provision: “Federal legislation requirements relating to Sydney Airport are to be 
investigated and complied with by the applicant for any development.” 
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