
AUGUST 20, 2019 

Chair – NSW Independent Planning Commission 

Level 3, 201 Elizabeth Street, Sydney NSW 2000 

Dear NSW IPC, 

I am writing to express my objection to MP 08_0098 MOD 13 Star Casino redevelopment as a Pyrmont and city of 

Sydney resident. 

In order to maintain confidence in the decision-making processes for major developments in NSW and your 

independence from government (given you are not subject to direction or control of the Minister for Planning or any 

government agency); I implore you to disapprove the request to modify the Switching Station and Star City Casino, 

Pyrmont. 

Specifically I object to the proposal to construct a 237 m tower, providing 220 hotel rooms and 204 residential 

apartments.  

I agree with the reasons set out for refusal listed by the department of planning: 

1. The modification request would introduce a new tower form that is inconsistent with current strategic 

planning for the site and locality and fails to promote the orderly use and development of land contrary to 

object (c) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (Part 1, Section 3.1).  

2. The modification request would introduce a new tower form that is inconsistent with its immediate context 

and would result in unacceptable visual impacts due to its scale, isolation and visual dominance of the 

existing Pyrmont character and fails to promote good design and amenity of the built environment contrary to 

object (g) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (Part 1, Section 3.1).  

3. The modification request would introduce a new tower form which does not appear appropriate for its 

context, thereby contrary to case law that established planning principles for the consideration of height and 

bulk (Veloshin v Randwick Council [2007] NSWLEC 428).  

4. The modification request would introduce a new tower form that is incompatible with its existing and 

planned future built form context and would appear isolated, dominant, and visually intrusive in local and 

distant views to the detriment of the established character of Pyrmont and the wider cityscape, contrary to 

Principle 1 (Context and neighbourhood character), Principle 2 (Built form and scale) and Principle 9 

(Aesthetics) of Schedule 1 of State Environmental Planning Policy No.65 – Design Quality of Residential 

Apartment Development (Part 4, Clause 30).  

5. The proposed modification is not in the public interest. 

Matthew Mead 
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I believe the IPC should heavily weight the Planning Departments independent design advisor Professor Peter Webber 

advice in relation to the visual impact assessment, and in particular the following points made in relation to the 

proposed tower with reference to the Visual Impact Assessment:  

• View from Balls Head Reserve illustrates its isolated form adversely impacting on views to the Harbour and Goat 

Island (Figure 20)  

• View from Central Barangaroo Foreshore indicates how it would be completely unrelated to its context in this part of 

Pyrmont. (Figure 21)  

• Views from Pyrmont Bridge and east Cockle Bay both demonstrate its undue prominence, even in the context of the 

very large Convention Centre and ICC buildings. (Figures 25 & 26)  

• View from Giba Park where it would be closer, the tower becomes highly intrusive. (Figure 30)  

• Pymont Bay Park view (demonstrates clearly that the tower would loom over the environment in this area, with little 

regard for its pedestrian context (Figure 31). 

https://www.ipcn.nsw.gov.au/resources/pac/media/files/pac/projects/2019/07/star-casino-site-mp-08-0098-mod-

13/referral-from-department-of-planning-industry-and-environment/assessment-report.pdf 

 

I also endorse the City of Sydney Council “objection to the proposed tower height of 237m being more than 8 times the 

maximum building height permitted under the SLEP. Council considered that the tower was contextually 

inappropriate and inconsistent with surrounding buildings in height and form and would not contribute positively to 

the skyline.” 

I conclude with extracts from the Planning Departments independent design advisor Professor Peter Webbers report 

as to why this tower should not be allowed to proceed. It would:- 

 Be unduly prominent, with its over-assertive built form unrelated to its context. 

 Have adverse impacts on views from residential properties, and cause winter overshadowing and negative 

impacts on outlook 

 Symbolise and draw attention to the site of the Casino as a venue for gambling 

 Not result in public benefit near the order needed to offset and/or justify its negative impacts 

 Establish a very undesirable precedent which would potentially encourage applications for further tower 

buildings on nearby waterfront sites.  

 

Warm regards, 

Matthew Mead 

 




