
Independent Planning Commission 

 

Planning proposal for the St Leonards South residential precinct 

 

Further to my attached verbal submission at the public meeting of May 20th I would now like 

to make a written submission which deals with the core objectives of the Panel. 

The Panel was requested by the Minister to consider whether the Draft Masterplan for St 

Leonards South is consistent with the Draft 2036 Plan.  The Draft 2036 Plan (page 63) lists 

the St Leonards South Design Principles which the Panel are to consider when making their 

assessment: 

 Consider accessibility to St Leonards and Crows Nest stations. 

 Minimise overshadowing of public open space and streets with a significant public 

domain function within and outside the Plan boundary. 

 Minimise overshadowing of Heritage Conservation areas and residential areas 

outside the Plan boundary. 

 Ensure new open spaces improve connections to existing surrounding open spaces. 

 Improve active transport conections. 

 Consider accumulative traffic impacts. 

 Transition buildings appropriately to lower scale buildings. 

The Minister also requested the Commission :  

“... to consider the scale of the residential development contained in the proposal and 

whether the whole site needs to be rezoned to meet the housing targets identified by the 

Greater Sydney Commission”. 

Consideration was also to be given to the Draft St Leonards and Crows Nest Local Character 

Statement (October 2018). 

 

The Design Principles of the Draft 2036 Plan are at best vague and at worst meaningless. The 

Draft Local Character Statement (LCS) deals only superficially with the St Leonards South 

area.  

An example is: 

“Quality Design -  

High quality building and great streets and spaces in the area that fit with surrounding 

character”.  (page 4) 



 

Seemingly prescriptive it is nothing more than a highly subjective motherhood statement.  

 

I contend that both documents are inadequate when considering the St Leonards South 

Masterplan. The broad sweeping statements and the general, aspirational goals, of the Draft 

LCS, along with the prosaic checklist of the 2036 Plan Principles, lack the vigour and the fine 

grained specifics required for a proper assessment of what is a complex and nuanced 

location. This is compounded by the lack of any design review process. 

 

It is revealing that no emphasis is made in either document on the creation of communities 

or neighbourhoods, or how planning can be used to achieve or encourage them. Leaving 

these matters to the developers is not good enough. These aspects, or “character”, need to 

be carefully considered with a sound rationale and evidence of their proven success. 

Without it developers will make decisions based on their own commercial interests, not the 

community’s (or I would argue, the future owners). 

 

One example of the paucity of sound design thinking is the concept of the “green spines” 

which are a dominant feature of the Masterplan.  A developer has already submitted a 

proposal and it clear from the drawings what they believe the spine’s role is. Supposedly a 

public space which winds through the site it is shown lushly planted and expensively 

landscaped. But who or what is it for? With streets and cross connections as well, who will 

use these spaces, and why? Combined with the streets these additional pathways/zones will 

create a grid of circulation with buildings floating in them.  This is not urban design. This is a 

developer’s idea of beautifying left-over space and trying to convince the authorities that 

there is a public benefit.  There is no benefit to either the public or the owners. Safety and 

security concerns will rapidly fence these spaces off (the drawings dishonestly omit showing 

any fences) but even as a private space they are useless. The “ownership” of these spaces is 

unclear. Surveillance cameras are being proposed. Ultimately how will the collected mish 

mash of “green spines” add up to something  greater than the sum of its parts?  

  

What I propose is a perimeter block model of development with large, private, central  

spaces shared by the houses/apartments and vibrant, clearly defined public spaces (refer 

illustration 1).  The setbacks from the street should be reduced and the buildings scaling 

back where appropriate. Clear distinction needs to be made between public and private 

open space. (refer illustration 2). Houses and apartments should have their front doors 

facing the street to encourage active streets. (See my attached “Newlands Park manifesto” 

submitted to Lane Cove Council councillors for the complete list of principles). 

 

Public parks need to be separated from private developments by a road or wide pathway 

(the proposal I have just mentioned has their development hard up to the Council owned 



park with minimal setback and no separation which give the clear impression that the park 

is part of their development). 

  

Each development needs to have a mixture of housing types and sizes for a range of income 

levels. This means apartments and townhouses; medium density and high density within the 

same development. This has been identified on numerous occasions in both community 

comments and the department’s documents. Nowhere in the SLS Masterplan has this been 

considered or proposed. 

 

As mentioned in my verbal address the SLS Masterplan is a much flawed document and is in 

almost every respect anachronistic. The precedents used as examples to be followed for SLS 

are dated and in my opinion exactly what we are trying to avoid.  Surprisingly, and naively, 

the Masterplan provides evidence on how the sorts of developments they site actually 

discourages diversity. It demonstrates how providing only one form of housing narrows the 

potential makeup of the owner/occupiers.  In a medium to high density context with a range 

of alternate housing types this is acceptable but what is being proposed is a vast new 

development all exactly the same. Globally this form of housing always fails to build happy,  

healthy communities and amounts to nothing more than middle class slums.  

 

It seems clear to me that further work needs to be done to ensure the aspirations contained 

within the key Plans are met. To that end the Government Architect’s office should be 

requested to provide a review of the masterplan in relation to urban design best practice 

and whether the aims and objectives of the masterplan fulfil the aims and objectives of 

“Better Placed” and the Draft “Good Urban Design” documents. 

 

On the basis of their report a new masterplan should be commissioned which incorporates 

their recommendations as well as early stage feedback and contributions from the 

community. 
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Illustration 1.    St Sauveur Regeneration, Lille, France, by Gehl. 

 



 




