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Independent Planning Commission 

Level 3, 201 Elizabeth Street  

Sydney NSW 2000 

 

Attention: ipcn@ipcn.nsw.gov.au 

 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

Independent Planning Commission Planning proposal for the St Leonards South Residential 

Precinct 

 

GSL Action Group opposes the proposed rezoning of St Leonards South. There is considerable 

community opposition to this proposed rezoning and the community is very emotional about the 

method by which this process is being driven, The community also strongly feels that the resultant 

level of services, amenities and community feel will be considerably impacted for the residents who 

will remain in the area. 

 

The community wishes to present its opposition through GSL Action who engaged a number of 

consultants to ensure that the community’s views are properly addressed. Please note that due to 

our limited funds the reports are not completed to the same level as those for developers and 

Council who have deeper funding channels. 

We attach 2 reports, from ISC Consulting and Milestone for your attention. We hope that the 

attached reports are taken into account in your assessment of the proposed changes of the LEP for 

St Leonards South.  

We welcome the opportunity to meet with you to discuss our concerns and elaborate on the 

attached.  

Yours faithfully, 
 
 
Greenwich / St Leonards Action Group  

 
 

 

 

 



ISC Consulting  
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Attention: ipcn@ipcn.nsw.gov.au 
 
Independent Planning Commission 
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Submission for the Planning Proposal for the St Leonards South Residential Precinct 
 
We write in relation to the Planning Proposal for the St Leonards South Residential Precinct 
which will be referred to hereafter as the Plan/Proposal.  
 
Background/Prelude 
 
Lane Cove Council (“Council”) is seeking to amend the LEP to rezone the area (precinct) to high 
density in St Leonards bounded by the Pacific Highway to the North, River Road to the South, 
Park Road (and potentially to Greenwich Road) to the West and the Sydney northern rail line 
(T1) to the East (area also known as St Leonards South precinct). 
 
The precinct is not a Greenfield site (vacant/unoccupied) but has a rich history which can be 
traced back to the first population expansion to the north of Sydney. The area has long term 
residents (some houses have been passed on from one generation to the other) and old style 
character homes some dating back to the 1920s. The value of the current stock of character 
homes is further verified by the number of heritage listed homes in the area (Park Road and 
Anglo Road). Refer to Council heritage study which notes the significance of these homes 
stemming from their collective standing in the one locality. 
 
The precinct is currently defined as low density residential with single and two storey detached 
houses. However, due to the nature of the land (subdivisions prior to 1930’s) all the blocks have 
small frontage and are small in size when compared to the average block sizes in Sydney. Hence 
this precinct already has higher density of population than other parts of Sydney/Lower North 
Shore (based on number of residents/population per hectare). Moreover, due to the small space 
devoted to open space in the precinct (only 1 park of any substance – Newlands Park and 3 
small pocket parks), the precinct is considered over populated. Hence, while the official zoning 
is low density in fact the precinct falls in the medium density range.  This highlights the high 
yield already extracted from the precinct.  
 
Lane Cove Council has sought to rezone this precinct for a number of years and compared to 
other rezoning initiatives, appears to be facing major difficulties (refer to the requirements set 
by the Department of Planning and Environment (DP&E) gateway determination in their letter 
dated 2 September 2016). Our investigations of the material available from Lane Cove Council, 
Willoughby Council, North Sydney Council, the Greater Sydney Commission (GSC) and the 
DP&E, leads us to believe that there is no real motivation for this change in LEP (rezoning) from 
any party other than Lane Cove Council. We refer to the recent 2036 Draft Plans and the District 
plans from the DP&E and the GSC which does not advocate increasing residential population in 
the South St Leonards Precinct. In Fact the 2036 Draft Plans and the Northern District plans 
appear to be more focused on increasing residential population on the other side of St Leonards, 
near the new Metro Station which is more logical from a town planning basis of having the bulk 
development nearer to transport, keep a balance of housing options (St Leonards already has a 
high level of apartments (over 80%) and this precinct is the last area to offer housing stock 
options) and support more a commercial focus for St Leonards. The issue of infrastructure is a 
further concern to the DP&E which will be discussed further below. 
 
Lane Cove Council in various reports/communiques refers to “State Government or Planning” 
pushing to rezone the precinct especially since it is a Transit Oriented Development (TOD) area. 
Other than a general principle for the entire State of NSW, our investigations and analysis 
exposed no support for specific views from the DP&E or the GSC for the precinct. In fact reports 
provided to support the change in the LEP by Lane Cove Council note that the area has low TOD 
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value due to the steep slopes which make movement very restrictive in addition to other 
constraints (eg shadowing, traffic, etc).  
 
Achieving population targets are also not a driver for rezoning the precinct, Lane Cove Council 
LGA can comfortably reach (in fact has already achieved as confirmed by a number of reports) 
the population growth targets expected by the 2036 Draft Plans and the GSC Northern District 
plans from developments which have either been completed or approved. It is of concern that 
Lane Cove Council is driving high population growth (almost a 2.5 times increase) in one part of 
the LGA (the precinct) to levels which are well above the targets set by the GSC for the entire 
LGA. Having growth concentrated in one part of the LGA risks a number of factors working 
against such a move including insufficient infrastructure and services levels in the area 
especially with no immediate plans for a commensurate increases in infrastructure and services 
to cater for the higher growth. This is particularly true if planning and funding for infrastructure 
and services is based on 2036 Draft Plans target for growth coupled with the view of having the 
growth spread throughout the LGA. It will take a long time for the funding and planning to 
eventuate in order to provide the required infrastructure to support the skewed population 
growth.  
 
The Plans - Summary 
 
The basic premise of the Plans (the vision) is to demolish all the houses in an entire existing 
precinct, construct high density developments, create one park, establish a new confined road, 
virtually to treat the existing precinct/site as a Greenfield undeveloped site (i.e. a new land 
subdivision). This concept to ‘demolish everything’ is by itself wasteful, not prudent, does not 
look at efficiency from the current area, does not take in account the cost and impact of 
demolishing an entire suburb and the negative environmental impact. The Plans aim to 
introduce cluster high rise developments with an FSR of 2:75 with Developer Incentives to 
exceed this height. It is unique to have a Council attempt such a bold plan especially if it does not 
capture any of the current or unique features of the area.  
 
The premise of the Plans do not appear to adopt good planning principles since it fails in many 
parts and even at a basic level to create a positive outcome for the precinct. For example the 
Precinct Draft Plans promote developments that will not (according to Council’s own reports) 
achieve more than 1.5 hours of sunlight (good standards demand a minimum of 3 hours). 
Hence, we question the motivation to pursue a plan that will create a suboptimal outcome for 
the residents and the area. 
 
The green coloured areas surrounding the proposed clustered developments and other pocket 
parks shown on Council’s ‘carefully exaggerated drawn’ diagrams (which are misrepresented as 
green open space) are south sloping, shadowed by retaining walls, shadowed by the actual 
clustered developments buildings (refer to Council shadow diagrams) and are fenced. These 
factors combine to result in no green grass or foliage able to grow; and furthermore the green 
areas are not functional as they are sloping or fenced. Again, this shows that the proposed plan 
for the area will result in a suboptimal development. Refer to the diagram below which shows 
even on the flatter aspect of the Precinct (East to West) the sloping nature of the site makes any 
green open space sloping considerably and unusable. 
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In summary, the Plans at a basic level even after having all existing houses demolished 
(flattening the area and not being restricted by any current structures) and with the benefit of 
advice from a number of town planning consultants are only able to provide a suboptimal 
outcome in a number of major respects (eg lower sun access, limited open space, considerable 
overshadowing on any open space, etc). Hence, we question the motivation or even any good 
planning considerations to support this proposal at all.  Town planning and Councils are meant 
to promote developments which provide better outcomes not just support developments that 
will provide a suboptimal outcome and worsen current conditions. In short, even with a ‘blank 
canvas’ the plan does not work.   

                       

 
 

1. Locate new open spaces so that they improve connections to other open spaces – acute 
lack of open space and green expansive parks with the plan relying on private green areas and 
deep soil planting as an alternative which is unworkable especially for the size of proposed 
developments.  
 

The Plans for the precinct as a result of the change in the LEP fail to deliver adequate green 
open space. The Plan attempts to introduce unusual and untested solutions (not tested in 
this context and in such large quantum) such as a roof top parks, pocket parks, shared road, 
private open space and walkways as open space. To complicate any assessment (and cast 
doubt on Council’s own assessment) these solutions for open green space are counted in 
some parts of the report as open space but not in other areas since they do not meet the 
requirements to be counted. For instance, Council’s own maps for zoning (refer diagram 
below) only show 3 new sites allocated as open green space (public recreation areas). This 
implies that the other areas do not meet this definition and thus should not be taken into 
account. Based on this account the Precinct Plan does not meet the minimum adequate 
levels for public open space especially given that Newlands park has already been allocated 
to accommodate current developments in the area. 
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We note that in previous Council plans (October 2017 refer diagram below) additional 
open space at the top of Marshall Avenue was noted to be available but has since been 
removed without much of a way of justification. Our assessment indicates that it was 
taken out because it was not possible to create in the first place. Hence, we note the 
same for the other parks being proposed in that these do not work as well.  
 

 
 
Pocket parks are proposed if they can be negotiated with individual developers at the 
expense of allowing greater development heights which by itself add to the density and 
overshadowing. To this end, we are not able to obtain a definitive response from Council 
if the shadow diagrams cover the proposed additional height (verbally we have been 
told they do but the reports themselves only cover the base case heights).   
  

a. It is doubtful if the impact of the much taller and higher development will 
outweigh the benefit of having pocket parks. Given that the parks are needed 
just to cover the developments without the additional height.  
 

b. These pocket parks have been shown to be ineffective as demonstrated by the 
pocket parks already at the top of Park Road, Portview Road and Anglo Road. 
These pocket parks are overshadowed, next to high rise towers and do not lend 
themselves to family and recreational use.   

 

c. Pocket parks in the precinct will be flooded with shadow and will not have any 
vegetation growing nor will have an environment that will support their use.  
Refer to shadow pictures in this report. 

 



Greenwich and St Leonards Action Group submission – Independent Planning Commission 
Planning proposal for the St Leonards South Residential Precinct 
 

 
ISC Consulting – IPC St Leonards South Planning Proposal                                                         6 | P a g e  

 

 

Shared Road Way: one of the unusal proposals put forward by Council is the idea of 
shared road being treated as open space and green space. However, the term by itself is 
a contradiction used to address the limited open sapce in the proposal. The road by itself 
is not shared since it is a narrow gauage thoroughfare. The new road is overshadowed 
by adjoing buildings which is not useful and will be heavily used since it is the only 
mechanism to get the traffic from Park Road to function (this is a requirement and hence 
is expecetd to be heavily used). In short, the proposed new road can not be classified as 
anything other than a dangerous and polluted section of the precinct and should be 
avoided by pedestrians.  
 
East west Linkages: Council has presented a diagram of the future map of the precinct 
with green coloured lines going east to west of the precinct and then classified these 
green coloured “spines” as open green space. The diagram below (sourced from Council) 
shows that those “green spines” are actually paved, overshadowed and interrupted by 
asphalt covered roads. Given the shadowing on these walkways no vegetation will be 
able to grow (discussed elsewhere in this report) and thus will cease to be green. Also 
no attention was given to the “wind tunnel” effect that will result from having corridors 
wedged between tall buildings in an already windy suburb.  
 
 

 
 

 
2. Minimize overshadowing of public open space and streets with a significant public 

domain function and also Minimize overshadowing of heritage conversation areas 
and residential areas outside of the plan boundary - Overshadowing effect in St 
Leonards South due to the excessive development is more extensive than presented in the 
plans.  
 

o The bulk and scale of the proposed developments have considerable shadow 
impact particularly on the open space which is dwarfed by the height of the 
proposed developments . 

o Increased height as incentives will increase the shadow impact. 
o Not clear if Council shadow diagrams were based on incentive heights or not. 
o The clustering of inappropriate developments in the precinct provided shadowing 

on open space, green space and the public domain. 
o No green fauna is expected to grow based on the little amount of sun light 

available, even on the proposed park. 
o The proposed developments do not achieve minimum sunlight stipulated under 

SEPP 65. 
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The south sloping nature of the precinct makes any large scale development in the area 
impossible as discussed elsewhere in this report. The diagrams provided below are 
sourced from Council shadow report and demonstrate the extent of the overshadowing 
by the blue/dark shading cast on the entire precinct, including on the proposed green 
space, virtually every hour of the day (refer below). Hence no vegetation is expected to 
grow as a good amount of direct sunlight is required. These overshadowed areas will 
remain with no green coverage (foliage/grass), cold as well as not user friendly.  
 
The topography of the precinct makes any high rise development virtually impossible. 
The southern facing slopes have the effect of cutting out sunlight on lower developments 
and while Council has pushed the proposed developments apart to accommodate this 
issue it still results in a poor outcome. Council’s own assessment of the ability of the 
proposed developments to meet SEPP 65 design requirements notes: “Due to the south 
facing slope of the precinct, some buildings are only able to achieve 1.5 hours solar 
access “. Thus it is clear that the precinct is not suitable for high rise development of the 
nature recommended by Council. Any proposed developments should be developed to 
provide a better outcome to the area and not produce a much worse outcome.  
 
The loss of sunlight and increased over shadowing should not be underestimated for it 
can have a wide and significant long term effects. The impact on the quality of living 
conditions in the precinct itself will be poor and will over time lead to even more lower 
living conditions. Other long term impacts on the area from overshadowing is at a higher 
costs for heating and lighting which is environmentally unfriendly and costly. This will 
lead to poor health conditions especially for the elderly and the young.  
 

3. Consider accessibility to St Leonards and Crows nest station and Consider 
accessibility to St Leonards and Crows nest station - Topography with steep south 
facing slopes and increase in density would affect movement and accessibility. 

o Southerly slope provides a poor site for built form.  
o The high slope nature of the area will make any pedestrian flow to the station 

impossible (especially carrying any load). 
 

 
The topography of the area (hilly) negates any argument for higher density development 
in the area or any justification due to TOD. Council report went further to note: “The 
steep grades on the southern precinct reduce the attractiveness of walking for some 
groups of people including mobility impaired, parents with prams or those carrying 
shopping.” 
 
It is thus surprising that Council in its reports still notes as justification to supporting 
this development that it is a TOD. Again, this is another significant detriment to the 
proposed developments that will result from the proposed change in the LEP. Refer to 
the drawing below which only shows East - West linkages since the North - South is 
impossible to manage due to the sloppy nature. However, the East – West linkages 
provide little benefit since that area of the precinct is enclosed by the T1 train tracks and 
is unaccessable. The Station and main hub of activity is located at the top upward 
slopping northern end of the precinct.  
 

4. Excessive bulk and FSR 
o Excessive scale and streetscape impact. 
o Unreasonable height and density. 
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The Plan (proposed LEP) is excessive in terms of the density proposed for the precinct. The 
only justification presented to support such density (height of developments) is the 
economics for developers to pursue these developments, that is, to make the developments 
work for the developers (given the high amount paid by developers for these properties). In 
fact even greater additional heights/density is provided for developers to encourage the 
provision of community facilities/space which by their nature are of benefit to adjoining 
developments and not the wider area (eg gym, or common room facility) will only be of use 
to the residents in the immediate area and not offset any detriment to residents in the wider 
area.  
 
We raise considerable concern regarding Council’s economic assessment of the financial 
motivation of developers (Hill PDA dated February 2015) which assumes unrealistically sale 
price/sqm in calculating economic feasibility of development (too low). Examples can be 
found where developers have enjoyed much higher returns than Council assumes. 
 
More importantly, good Town Planning principles should not be compromised for financial 
reasons. It is not sufficient to achieve a suboptimal long term outcome for the entire precinct 
simply to encourage developers (to make additional profit) to build in the area or to gain a 
community centre or child care facility (enjoyed by some of the residents only). These are 
not reasonable or justifiable motivations, on the contrary it indicates that the proposed area 
is not suitable for such developments. If such generous incentives need to be provided to 
encourage development then it is clear that market forces are indicating that this area is not 
suitable for development. In addition, a community centre (used by some residents) cannot 
be seen as sufficient justification for poor town planning decisions. A community centre can 
be built over time without sacrificing good town planning principles for cash. As well, some 
community facilities such as child care centres are actual business enterprises and do not 
need Council encouragement.  
 
Better town planning outcomes need to also consider the proposed rezoning heights in 
context SEPP 65 principles must prevail. In this case given the topography of the area and 
the current density to the east, then any new development should not be higher than the 
current development in Duntroon Avenue. Refer drawing below which shows that the 
proposed developments are out of context for the precinct given their bulk and scale, note 
the diagram from Council does not show the contour of the land which will extenuate the 
impact of the proposed developments.  
 
Ultimately, financial motivations should not compromise good town planning outcomes.  
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5. Lack of infrastructure - even after the developer contribution  

o Lack of essential services.  
o Sewerage does not cope.  
o Water, electricity (no view is provided on how this will be catered for and the 

easement required across development sites). 
 
It appears that there has been very little (in fact no) assessment undertaken for the 
proposed rezoning in relation to the impact/demand on essential services (electricity, 
Water, etc). This is a usual assessment when developing a major redevelopment - as is 
the case here. Assessment undertaken of the records of North Sydney Council reveal that 
storm water run-off from St Leonards already cause flooding to North Sydney 
Infrastructure. This was not assessed by Lane Cove Council in pushing the rezoning. 
 
Sewerage capacity for St Leonards was built some 50 years ago and was based on the 
population growth experienced at that time. Assessment based on available information 
reveal that the sewerage network is well above expected usage levels given the current 
population growth. To this end, there is a high expectation that the sewerage network 
will not adequately cope with the expected increase in demand. As discussed above 
State government has no immediate plans to increase sewerage capacity in the area and 
hence this will result in inadequate outcome for the area. 
 
There appears to be no consideration given to electricity substations (transformers) or 
their location to cater for the increased demand from the proposed developments. This 
will take away considerable portions of the green space available. As well, no view is 
provided in relation to easement for water or sewage supply.     
 

6. Lack of Services and Infrastructure impacting amenity 
o Schools in the area are already above capacity levels and any potential expansion 

of those facilities is merely to accommodate current demand levels and small 
increases in population. 
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Our assessment reveals that Council did not adequately deal with the current constraint 
in schooling services. Council had discussions with the Department of Education but did 
not present the full extent of the expected increase in the area and the wider catchment 
area. Hence, any acknowledgement provided by the Department of Education is out of 
context (even after the current construction to expand capacity to meet known demand) 
and is not a solution to the already over stretched system in addition to known increases 
in demand. The increases in the education services currently expected in the area is 
aimed to accommodate the population levels expected under the 2036 Draft Plans and 
the Greater Sydney Commission growth targets and not the significant expansion in 
population planned under the change in LEP and increases in the wider catchment area.  
 
 

 
7. Consider cumulative traffic impacts  - Increased traffic from the recent developments in 

St Leonards has been ignored while increase in traffic for the LGA has not been taken into 
account at the correct levels  

o Vehicle access and impacts. 
o Traffic flow.  
o Congested narrow roads that cannot be expanded.  
o One exit from Berry Road to Pacific Highway (already very congested). 
o One exit from Duntroon Avenue to River Road (already very congested). 

 
A large number of reports, commissioned by Council, have reavelaed a significant 
number of limitations and inaccuracies including relying of previous discredited reports. 
For example, the TEF Consulting traffic report (dated 21 September 2017) included as a 
supporting document for the rezoning is full of contradictions and conjecture. For 
instance the report is titled “St Leonards South - A Report On Traffic Impacts Of Large-
Scale Developments On Pacific Highway” and hence the report is not for the rezoning of 
St Leonards since it looks at developments “on” the Pacific Highway. The more recent 
Traffic report by council Titled “St Leonards Cumulative Transport and Accessibility 
Study, 28 September 2017” only concentrated on pedestrian traffic flows and does not 
consider actual vehicle traffic.   
 
The St Leonards precinct is not on the Pacific Highway. The report also has a disclaimer, 
which is far beyond market norms, that renders the report unusable since the disclaimer 
absolves the author of the report from having any “skill” in producing the report and 
relies on the user to become the expert. For instance the disclaimer notes “People using 
the information in the report should apply and rely on their own skill and judgement to 
a particular issue they are considering.” It is acknowledged that the report is undertaken 
by a competent adviser TEF, but the report appears to have been completed under a 
strict objective to reach a particular outcome/recommendation and with verifiable 
assumptions (starting figures) thus the potistion in th epreort and the disclaimer as well 
as the contradictory statements.  
 
This section of the submission looks at the various available traffic reports 
commissioned in some detail.   
 
- The reports take the easy approach of claiming that the traffic demand of a large 

commercial building is the same as a large residential building which is not correct. 
Hence any conclusion of these reports should be dismissed as inaccurate. Note 
comment in the TEF report:  
 

“Overall, this Study finds that traffic increases are very moderate for each of the 
development sites, especially where proposed developments are “replacing 
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existing substantial buildings”. “Levels of service remained essentially the same 
for all models” compared to a pre-development base …” 

 
- The reports, are contrary to known evidence recommended to solving a major (and 

significant) constraint at the roundabout at Marshall Avenue and Berry Road by 
recommending removing the roundabout. However, all research and evidence 
indicate that roundabouts are more efficient (refer below excerpt). For example, the 
TEF report contradicts its findings by noting “… however it is recommended that the 
measure involving the proposed removal of the roundabout be further investigated 
in detail at the Development Application stage.” Again we do not understand the 
value of the report that contradicts its findings.  

 
“Studies by Kansas State University http://www.ksu.edu/roundabouts/ 
measured traffic flow at intersections before and after conversion to 
roundabouts. In each case, installing a roundabout led to a 20 percent reduction 
in delays. Additional studies by the IIHS of intersections in three states, including 
Washington, found that roundabouts contributed to an 89 percent reduction in 
delays and 56 percent reduction in vehicle stops.” 
 

- The Base case adopted is based on Traffic levels of 2013 (hence over 6 years old) 
and is calibrated to 2016 (three years old) using a discredited previous GTA model. 
Again, the data is out of date for an area experiencing very strong annual growth 
rates and thus should be dismissed for lack of relevance to current conditions. Not to 
mention the significant number of completed and approved developments that have 
come on line including the developments on the Royal North Shore hospital site.  

 
- The reports ignore few key intersections from their analysis that directly impacted 

by the proposed rezoning for instance any of the roads feeding onto River Road 
especially Duntroon Avenue, Park Lane and Portview Road. Refer diagram below 
from the TEF traffic report, as an example, that shows the red circles (intersection 
investigated) are omitted form key intersection along River Road. 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
- Other short comings in the data adopted include assuming that the network is 

adequate and ignore current constraints. For instance, the TEF report fails to take 
into account the current constraints in the network such as Duntroon Avenue which 
is a narrow single carriage road for the majority of its length. River Road is the major 
exit for a number of houses who use Park and Anglo Lanes to exit and enter. 
Duntroon Avenue is limited in access from River Road (to name a few 
shortcomings).  
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- In attempting to reach some resemblance of a cumulative assessment of all 
developments in St Leonards the report take a number of short cuts. For instance to 
consider the total impact of all developments they only account for few 
developments and only considers the differential change between uses and not the 
demand to be generated. As well, the reports rely on traffic analysis provided by 
developers in gaining their own DA approval to determine cumulative impact. These 
reports were completed solely with a view to gain approval and had been criticised 
for their own short comings and painting a better pictures than reality.  

 
- The traffic assessment report makes unrealistic recommendations in order to force 

the model to reach an acceptable outcome. For example one report notes “The initial 
runs of the model indicated substantial deterioration of the operation of certain 
intersections and road links” and recommends changes to the wider network but 
does not assess the viability (or likelihood) of these changes on the wider network 
or impact on other developments. Some of the proposed changes include changes to 
signal timing on Christie Street and the Pacific Highway however, it does not 
consider growth in that part of St Leonards and the new Metro Station. The reports 
are also too simplistic in assessing the extent of proposed changes (for example the 
TEF report notes these modifications as “relatively minor improvements”) and do 
not consider the cumulative impact of the proposed modifications themselves. The 
assessement reports assume that isolated changes to traffic flows can be made to 
traffic conditions on such a busy and heavily used main roads such as the Pacific 
Highway without other flow on effects.  

 
- The reports make no real assessment of the impact of the proposed congestion from 

the Plan on response times for emergency vehicles accessing the Royal North Shore 
Hospital.  
 

- We disagree with the conclusion of the reports especially those that note that a 
“satisfactory network” is maintained even after all the additional influx of residents 
and development in the area which has narrow streets and limited access and 
already has congested roads. For instance, the TEF report ignores current congested 
conditions (River Road is congested in the AM peak) and the resultant increase in 
traffic from the proposed development cannot be simplistically assumed to have no 
marked deterioration on the network.  

 
8. Parking impact form commuters and residents. 

o Council report does not adequately consider the impact on parking or the need for 
parking in the precinct.  

o The St Leonards train station is almost ignored from any assessment on parking. 
 

Council reports are almost based on the premise that St Leonards South precinct exists 
in isolation. There is little to virtually no real assessment of the parking requirements of 
the developments or St Leonards train station or the new Metro station. It is simplistic 
to assume that given the proximity of the precinct to a train station that residents do not 
need parking for visitors, support vehicles, trade people etc.  
 
As well, there is no plan or commentary on the current parking needs of commuters who 
use St Leonards Train Station or office workers in the area. If not dealt with in a logical 
way this problem will simply manifest in other forms or simply spread to other parts of 
the Lane Cove LGA.  
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9. Not in line with State Government plans, especially the 2036 Draft Plans for St 
Leonards Crows Nest:  

o More residential is not required;  
o Loss of commercial space; and  
o Medical focus developments. 

 
The change in LEP and rezoning of the St Leonards South precinct is not in line with the 
2036 Draft Plans for St Leonards Crows Nest provided by the Greater Sydney Commission 
(GSC) and the DP&E. Furthermroe the recent 2036 Draft Plans and the District plans from 
the DP&E and the GSC advocate: 

- a more focused increase in residential population on the other side of St Leonards, 
near the new Metro Station which is more logical from a town planning basis of 
having the bulk development nearer to transport,  

- keeping a balance of housing options (St Leonards already has a high level of 
apartments (over 80%) and this precinct is the last area to offer housing stock 
options) and  

- increasing the development of a more commercial and health focus for St Leonards.  
 

Moreover, we question the ability of local infrastructure and services in handling the 
proposed increase in population in the area.  

 
 

10. Loss of sense of community:  
o Loss of village atmosphere; 
o Loss of character; and 
o Lack of consideration for precinct context. 

 
The sense of community should be an important element for the precinct. Currently there is 
high level of sense of community and belonging in St Leonards South with the added positive 
effect on mental health and emotional wellbeing which will disappear with the rezoning. 

 
Additional points of major concern  

 

1. The St Leonards area is already experiencing exponential growth in residential 
developments in the Willoughby, North Sydney and Lane Cove Council LGAs. Hence the 
need to provide additional residential units will lead to an oversupply which will result 
in a negative impact on the area and future developments.   
 

2. Rezoning of a large area will not yield the best result: 
a. Developers will pick the optimum sites leaving other sites devalued by 

overshadowing and loss of amenity even if these are rezoned.  
b. An additional risk to rezoning a large area is Council losing the ability to control 

development across such a large area. 
 

3. No assessment on the Fauna in the area was found to support the proposed Draft Plan. A 
high level assessment reveals that the area contains certain type of Fauna that are 
classified as endangered or protected under the Biodiversity Conservation Act 2016. For 
example the Possum species including the Possums that migrate into the area during 
certain times of the year. The same can be said for the unique species of Bats that live in 
the area - just to name a few. We would assume that a flora assessment would have been 
completed to identify any elements of interest as part of this process but we were not 
able to locate it. 
 

Conclusion / Summary 
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Substantial high-density residential development is already underway on alternative and more 
suitable sites in St Leonards. Density targets for Lane Cove LGA and St Leonards based on the 
2036 Draft Plans and Northern District plans are already met.  
 
Increasing residential density is not required by the State Government. We note that the State 
Government has not planned for additional infrastructure for the St Leonards area beyond the 
current required levels. Hence where will the additional capacity come from and how long will 
this additional infrastructure take to be provided/constructed. 
 
The State Government’s vision for the area is as a ‘Specialised Precinct’ focussing on 
employment through commercial, technology and research with medical/health emphasis. The 
State Government’s Plan for St Leonards is for mixed use with a commercial emphasis and a 
focus on medical and IT services. Council is not supporting this view and pushing to convert 
commercial buildings to more high density residential and very limited amount of commercial 
space such as gyms and cafes which do not support long term employment. It does not make 
sense for Council to propose a plan which is not aligned to the State Government objectives. 
 
The push to develop the St Leonards precinct due to its proximity to a transit node (TOD) is not 
sufficient argument to support inappropriate development. The topography of the area (south 
sloping) does not support any movement to the train station and hence the TOD argument is not 
supported on merit.  
 
Rezoning will destroy the heritage and character federation era homes in the area, which have 
stood for generations and carry the history of such a historically important area of the Sydney 
Lower North Shore.  
 
The need to cater for the growing population of Sydney is one argument for rezoning, however, 
this need should be balanced with the cost and the loss that will be felt by an established area 
with important historical significance. In addition to providing, a good outcome for the residents 
and the area.  
 
As well, the balance of development should be held against the benchmark of creating a good 
outcome from a town planning perspective. The precinct due to its unique features 
(topography) and constraints (hilly, limited narrow streets, traffic congestion, etc.) does not 
lend itself to high density development as proposed by Council by changing the LEP. The 
proposed Plan has a number of significant and severe limitations (including not meeting a 
number of the SEPP 65 principles and the ADG) which render the proposed development of St 
Leonards South as inappropriate.  
 
Accordingly, the NSW Independent Planning Commission should recommend to the Minister 
that this plan be rejected on merit. 
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11 March 2015 
 
 
Mr Craig Wrightson 
General Manager 
Lane Cove Municipal Council 
PO Box 20 
Lane Cove NSW 1595 
 
Attn: Chris Pelcz - Strategic Planner 
 
Dear Mr Wrightson,  
 
SUBMISSION FOR THE ST LEONARDS SOUTH DRAFT MASTER PLAN 
 
1.0 Introduction 

 
1.1 Milestone (Aust) Pty Limited (Milestone) has been engaged by the Greenwich St Leonards Action Group and write 

with regard to the St Leonards South Draft Master Plan (Draft Master Plan) prepared by Annand Associates Urban 
Design for Lane Cove Municipal Council (Council).  
 

1.2 Based upon a review of the Draft Master Plan documentation made available on Council’s website, a site inspection 
of the Master Plan area and the surrounding built form and its context, we strongly object to the Draft Master Plan 
on the following grounds: 
 Vehicle access and congestion impacts; 
 Parking impacts; 
 Overshadowing impacts; 
 Privacy impacts; 
 Unreasonable height and density; 
 Excessive bulk/scale streetscape impact; 
 Lack of green open space;  
 Loss of character; and 
 Lack of consideration for precinct context. 
 

2.0 Background 
 
2.1 The Draft Master Plan area is bounded by the Pacific Highway to the north, River Road to the south, Greenwich 

Road to the west and the Sydney northern rail line to the east (refer to Figure 1). 
 
2.2 An existing pattern of low density residential development (comprising single and two storey detached houses) is 

located to the south of the Pacific Highway and Marshall Avenue which extends south along Canberra Avenue, 
Holdsworth Avenue and part of Berry Road. The area fronting the Pacific Highway (on the opposite side of Marshall 
Lane) is in transition and comprises commercial and retail development ranging in scale from 2 to 4 storeys. 
Commercial development to the west of the site, on the corner of Berry Road and the Pacific Highway, is 3 to 7 
storeys in scale and transitions to lower scale residential development away from the Pacific Highway. Apartments of 
4-6 storeys are located on the eastern edge of the Draft Master Plan area fronting Duntroon Avenue and adjoining 
the Railway Line. We note that Newlands Park is the only significant area of open space available in the Draft Master 
Plan area.  
 

2.3 Following a request from some residents from Marshall and Holdsworth Aveneus who will be immediately affected by 
the proposed development by Loftex on Marshall Avenue (DA-143/2014), Council developed a Brief for the St 
Leonards Strategy. 
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2.4 Council engaged Consultants David Lock and Associates together with Straight Talk and Brown Consulting to 
complete Stage 1 of the St Leonards Strategy and the ‘St Leonards Strategy Precinct Report’, dated November 2013 
was produced and included: 
 Consideration of the current State, Metropolitan and local strategic planning context; 
 A summary of existing conditions such as land use, demographic profile, urban structure and built form, public 

domain and natural features, vehicular and pedestrian access and movement, and physical infrastructure; 
 A summary of the community consultation undertaken as part of Stage 1; and 
 An analysis of issues and opportunities for the precinct. 
 

 
Figure 1: St Leonards South Master Plan Area 

Source: St Leonards South Strategy Precinct Report 2013 

 
2.5 On 17 March 2014, Council endorsed Stage 1 of the St Leonards Strategy. 

 
2.6 Stage 2 has commenced and a Draft Master Plan has been prepared by Annand Associates Urban Design (AAUD) 

which explores various growth scenarios as a means of meeting any potential increase in residential and 
employment targets under the NSW Government’s ‘A Plan for Growing Sydney’. 
 

2.7 At Council’s Ordinary Meeting held on the 8 December 2014, Council resolved to: 
 endorse the Draft St Leonards South Master Plan for public exhibition; 
 receive a further report following the public exhibition for review by Council; 
 give consideration to the remainder of the precinct being zoned High Density (R4) prior to the determination of 

the Master Plan; and 
 engage a valuer to undertake an independent valuation of the feasibility of proposed floor space ratios (FSR’s) 

in the precinct.   
 
3.0 Grounds for objection 
 
Vehicle Access and Congestion Impacts 
 
3.1 The St Leonards South Strategy Stage One Precinct Report (November 2013) noted that Council was undertaking 

traffic modelling to analyse the existing capacity of the surrounding road network based on 2012 traffic flows.  
 

3.2 Council’s report for the Ordinary Council Meeting held on 8 December 2014 further noted that initial traffic modeling 
has indicated that the area can accommodate a ‘larger number of dwellings than are currently proposed, subject to 
traffic measures being undertaken’. Council’s initial traffic modeling is not publicly available and the traffic measures 
to be undertaken have not been outlined by Council. We express concern that the traffic impacts on Berry Road and 
Marshall Avenue from the rezoning have not been fully considered and that modeling has not taken account of the 
following (especially since 2012): 
 extensive residential development underway in other areas in St Leonards/Crows Nest; 
 traffic effects flowing from North Sydney and Lane Cove (both also undergoing rapid residential growth); 
 visitor traffic; and  
 increased bus and pedestrian traffic. 
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Photo 1: Street parking along Marshall Avenue 

 
3.7 We are concerned that the rezoning of the Marshall South Subprecinct (being the area bounded by Marshall 

Avenue, Canberra Avenue, Berry Road and River Road) to high density will exacerbate existing parking issues in the 
area. There is no study available that assesses the parking impacts of any proposed rezoning of the area or 
considers the broader parking impacts to the locality. The consequences regarding on-street parking in the precinct 
are not just from the proposed developments resulting from the rezoning of the area, but also parking demand from 
the wider St Leonards area.  
 

3.8 Increases in on-street parking demand from local residents, commuters and the RNS hospital will affect the amenity 
of residents in the area and compound traffic and congestion issues. These congestion and parking issues will be 
compounded by construction traffic when the construction of rezoned high density residential buildings occurs.  
 

Overshadowing Impacts  
 
3.9 Many of the residents in the locality have a useable front garden which acts as the only private open space available. 

The proposed rezoning and any subsequent high density development will significantly overshadow a large portion 
of houses; particularly during the morning hours (refer to Figure 3). Accordingly, this overshadowing will have 
considerable detrimental implications for the enjoyment of the private open space available to residents.  
 

3.10 The overshadowing diagrams held in the Appendices to the Draft Master Plan do not fully account for the potential 
overshadowing impacts especially given not all sites will be built at the same time. The houses left behind or 
developed later will be overshadowed considerably for an unknown period of time. Therefore, the overshadowing 
diagrams underestimate the full extent of the potential overshadowing impacts from high density development in the 
area. 
 

3.11 Given the topographic conditions, south facing slopes will result in unreasonable overshadowing implications.  
 
 

 
Figure 3: Overshadowing impacts at 9.00am to Eastern Facades from the ‘Preferred Option’ 

Source: Draft Master Plan (page 23 of Appendices) 
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Privacy Impacts 
 
3.12 Given the topographic conditions of the area, there is the potential for adverse visual and acoustic privacy impacts. 
 
Unreasonable Height and Density 
 
3.13 We note that the preferred development form in the Draft Master Plan proposes high density residential development 

between the area bounded by Marshall Avenue, Berry Road (east side), River Road and Canberra Avenue and will 
allow 8 storey development (25m height) that may be increased with developer bonuses (refer to Figure 4). This has 
been identified as the preferred option by the Draft Master Plan as it ‘provides significant high density development 
in close proximity to the [Railway] station’ and ‘leaves the rest of the precinct alone’.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 4: 3D Model of the Preferred Development Form of the Draft Master Plan 

Source: Draft Master Plan 

 
3.14 Whilst it is acknowledged that the Draft Master Plan area is in close proximity to the St Leonards Railway Station, the 

street network, topography and character of the area mean that rezoning of part of the Draft Master Plan area to a 
high density built form is inappropriate. There are imperative design and planning merits to not support a significant 
increase in the current heights of the built form in the area.  
 

3.15 In this regards, we note that the St Leonards Strategy and the ‘St Leonards Strategy Precinct Report’, dated 
November 2013 indicated that the topography of the land does not support high rise units and that steep, south 
facing slopes will create significant overshadowing issues (as outlined above),  
 

3.16 As individual sites are progressively redeveloped to high density development, low density housing not developed 
(for various reasons) will become isolated and individually adversely impacted from overshadowing. 
 

3.17 The additional height is inconsistent with the outcomes envisaged by the St Leonards Strategy 2006. One of the 
objectives of the St Leonards Strategy 2006 is to create a unified built form pattern for St Leonards given the 
fractured nature of the centre which is split between Lane Cove Council (Council), North Sydney Council and 
Willoughby City Council. Section 3.6 of the St Leonards Strategy 2006 states that: 
 

“The graded height limits in the North Sydney Council part of the centre create a coherent pattern stepping down to Naremburn 

and Crows Nest. We consider that this principle should be repeated in the Lane Cove Council part of the centre, with buildings 

stepping down from the Highway frontage towards the south west. West of the rail line, building heights need to be lower to 

consider the residential amenity below them to the south.” 

 
3.18 Figure 5 below shows Figure 20 of the St Leonards Strategy 2006, which supports the recommendation to step the 

height down from the Pacific Highway to the south.  
 

3.19 Whilst wider strategic planning policy supports higher density development near Railway Stations and public 
transport corridors, it is sound planning practice to: 
 Provide a ‘transition area’ between high density centre development and existing low density residential 

development The proposed heights of the high density areas in the Draft Master Plan will not result in 
development stepping down from Pacific Highway as intended by the St Leonards Strategy 2006 and would 
result in a detrimental urban design outcome.  

 Provide development proposals that consider the nature of the precinct (for example the topography and 
character of the area). 
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 Give consideration to other high density development in the wider area.  
 

 

Figure 5: Height Progression from Pacific Highway 
Source: St Leonards Strategy 2006 

 
Excessive Bulk and Scale/Streetscape Impact 
 
3.20 The high density built forms proposed by the Draft Master Plan provide a bulk and scale that is inconsistent with the 

desired future character of the area and the proposed future streetscape of this part of St Leonards. The proposed 
development is contrary to the community expectations for the area and will result in the loss of character style 
housing in the area.  

 
3.21 The nature of the area does not support high density development across the Marshall South Subprecinct (being the 

area bounded by Marshall Avenue, Canberra Avenue, Berry Road and River Road). Good urban planning allows for 
tiered development zones to minimise overshadowing and amenity impacts. For instance, the bottom of Holdsworth 
Avenue should not have the same density as the beginning of the Avenue. We note that Council is proposing some 
reduction in scale but consider that this is not of a sufficient magnitude and, with proposed additions to scale using 
VPAs, will potentially lead to higher buildings in the undesirable locations.  
 

3.22 The Draft Master Plan does not have adequate transition allowances for building heights at the parameters of the 
rezoning areas, especially along Berry Road and River Road. Consideration should also be given to stepping down 
building heights in the area facing Newlands Park to avoid overshadowing impacts on this important open space 
area. 

 
Lack of Green Open Space 
 
3.23 No additional green open space for the community is proposed as part of the Draft Master Plan. Council’s report for 

the Ordinary Meeting dated 8 December 2014 presents that deep planting and small pocket parks will suffice as 
green open space and that developer-funded ‘pocket parks’ could be incorporated between high rise developments.  
 

3.24 Newlands Park is the only open space currently available in the area and is often full on weekends. We express our 
concern that there is a lack of open green space to accommodate for the needs of any new residents from the 
rezoning and that this will have a significant detrimental effect on the amenity and property values of existing 
properties.  
 

3.25 Our assessment revealed that across the Lane Cove, Willoughby and North Sydney Local Government Areas that 
intersect with St Leonards, the only really usable open space as a ‘park’ is Newlands Park. Refer to Figure 6 below 
for an assessment of the provision of useable green open space in the St Leonards/Greenwich area. We note that 
there is insufficient open space to cater for the current residents and the influx of residents from the proposed high-
density developments in the area (this includes development that is currently under construction, recently approved 
or developed as well as from the rezoning under the Draft Master Plan). 

 
3.26 The proposal put forward by Council’s consultants under the option to rezone the remainder of the precinct is to have 

small pocket parks wedged next to high rise buildings as a method of adding additional parks. This is proven not to 
work since the Council has already implemented the same concept on top of Park Road, Portview Road, Anglo Road 
and bottom of Park Road, all these areas have been presented as parks but have failed for the following reasons: 

 The small parks are of an unusable size.  

 As the parks adjoin high rise developments on a sloping topography, they do not have the desirable features of 
a park being open with adequate space and sufficient sunlight.  
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3.32 We note that, as per Item 84 of the Council meeting minutes from 22 April 2014, Lane Cove Council has already (by 
May 2014) surpassed its interim target of 2,700 apartments for increased housing density under the State 
Government’s development plan for Sydney. Thus there is less of an impetus to have additional high-density 
residential development in the Council’s LGA and the St Leonard precinct in particular.  
 

3.33 Research of local government records across the three LGAs of Lane Cove, Willoughby and North Sydney highlights 
that 3,000 new apartments are recently constructed, planned or underway in the St Leonards area. Hence, the 
compelling motivation to build in the Draft Master Plan area should be minimal, as housing targets have already 
been met.  
 

3.34 St Leonards is at the junction of three different LGAs (Willoughby, North Sydney and Lane Cove). However, the Draft 
Master Plan does not appear to be coordinated across all three Councils. North Sydney Council and Willoughby 
Council have both expressed concern over the Council’s decisions to increase building heights and residential 
capacity and noted that it is contrary to strategies agreed by the three Councils under the St Leonards Strategy 
2006. We express our concern for the lack of coordination between the three Councils and the impacts that this will 
have for the future of the St Leonards area.  
 

3.35 Strategic planning for the area is taking place by Lane Cove Council where the implications of their decisions are not 
being considered in context of adjoining local government boundaries and broader district issues resulting in a 
reduced capacity to achieve good development management outcomes with a focus on social, environmental and 
economic sustainability whilst maintaining local character and identity.    
 

3.36 We note that there is no natural boundary within the Draft Master Plan area to integrate high rise development into 
the existing low density built form without significant adverse amenity impacts. We consider that any development 
along the rezoned boundary should have conditions placed on the development to reduce building envelopes to 
allow a transition between these areas and minimise amenity impacts to residents adjacent to the rezoned land.  
 

4.0 Conclusion 
 

4.1 The rezoning of the St Leonards area to a high density built form will result in significant adverse traffic impacts and 
congestion, will exacerbate existing parking availability problems and affect the amenity of residents in the locality. 
The proposed bulk and scale of future development in the area is not suitable for the locality given these traffic, 
access, parking and amenity issues. 
 

4.2 Council has not undertaken a full and proper assessment of the environmental impacts of the rezoning in terms of 
traffic and congestion impacts on the residents of the St Leonards area. 
 

4.3 The proposed high density rezoning will detrimentally impact on the residential amenity of the residents of the St 
Leonards area. 
 

4.4 The nature of the area with small narrow blocks, narrow streets, steep topography, limited access mean that high-
density development will impact on the privacy, shadowing, infrastructure and the amenity of residents in the area. 
 

4.5 The developments that will be built as a consequence of this Draft Master Plan will not deliver an outcome that is in 
keeping with State Environmental Planning Policy No 65—Design Quality of Residential Flat Development. 
 

4.6 We request that Council considers the concerns discussed in this submission and includes these comments into the 
report presented to the Council once the public exhibition period has ended. 
 

Having regards to the grounds for objection as set out at Part 3 above, the Draft St Leonards South Master Plan should 
not be adopted by Council.  
 
Should you have any queries, do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 
 
Yours sincerely 
Milestone (AUST) Pty Limited 

      
Chloe Dunlop     Lisa Bella Esposito 
Senior Planner     Director 
 

 




