AGENDA

A meeting of the Access and Inclusion Committee
will be held on Cammeraygal Land at the Ros Crichton Pavilion
Council Chambers, 200 Miller Street, North Sydney
at 5:30 PM on Tuesday 25 February 2025.
The agenda is as follows.

Therese Cole
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER

North Sydney Council is an Open Government Council. The records of Council are available for public
viewing in accordance with this policy, with the only exception being made for certain confidential
documents such as legal advice, matters required by legislation not to be divulged, and staff matters.
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1. Opening of Meeting

2. Acknowledgement of Country

RECOGNITION OF THE CAMMERAYGAL PEOPLE

We respectfully acknowledge the Traditional Custodians of the land and waters of North
Sydney local government area, the Cammeraygal people.

3. Apologies

4. Confirmation of Minutes

The Minutes of the previous meeting held on 29 October 2024, copies of which had been

previously circulated, were taken as read and confirmed.

5. Disclosures of Interest
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6. Welcome - Brendan Metcalfe, Director State Rezoning, NSW
Department of Planning, Housing, and Infrastructure

Brendan Metcalfe is the Director State Rezoning, NSW Department of Planning, Housing and
Infrastructure.

Throughout my urban planning career I've grown expertise in urban design, master plans,
planned precincts, comprehensive local environmental plans, planning proposals and
development control plans.

Currently | lead a group of talented and passionate planners who manage the North
District of Greater Sydney at the Department of Planning Industry and Environment.
source: LinkedIn

Council’s submission on the TOD addressed to Mr Metcalfe, dated 30 August 2024, is
attached.
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Attachment 6.1.1

NORTH SYDNEY
COUNCIL

200 Miller Street, North Sydney, NSW 2060 | ABN 32353 260 317
All correspondence PO Box 12, North Sydney, NSW 2059

P (02) 99368100 | E council@northsydney.nsw.gov.au

W www.northsydney.nsw.gov.au

Mr Brendan Metcalfe

Director, State Rezoning

Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure
Locked Bag 5022

PARRAMATTA NSW 2124

EB (CPE)

30 August 2024

Dear Mr Metcalfe

SUBMISSION ON THE NSW GOVERNMENT’S
CROWS NEST TRANSPORT ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT (TOD) REZONING PROPOSAL

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the NSW Government’s Crows Nest TOD rezoning
proposal, exhibited between 16 July — 30 August 2024. On 26 August 2024, North Sydney Council (Council)
considered a report on the matter and resolved:

1. THAT Council endorse the submission to the Department of Planning, Housing and
Infrastructure on the Crows Nest Transport Oriented Development (TOD) rezoning
proposal (Attachment 1).

2. THAT the CEO be delegated authority to make further submissions on any issues that
arise following the conclusion of the exhibition period.

3. THAT Council endorses the submission of the Access and Inclusion Committee (now
Attachment 2) and provides support for the Minister for Planning and any department
staff to attend the next meeting of the Committee.

North Sydney Council recognises the urgency of the housing crisis, the complexity of the causes and solutions
and is committed to careful planning for population growth and delivering affordable housing. The rezoning
proposal has the potential to deliver some high-quality mixed-use towers, affordable housing and local
services, close to exceptional public transport and health infrastructure.

“Switching off” infill affordable housing bonuses under the Housing SEPP and draft low and mid-rise housing
reforms is supported on the basis that the precinct has now undergone a final masterplanning process led by
the Department.

Council’s submission at Attachment 1 identifies further opportunities to improve the design and function of

buildings earmarked for uplift and to reduce some of the overshadowing and other environmental impacts of
those buildings on Crows Nest, St Leonards and surrounds. Council is willing to work with the Department to

f facebook.com/NthSydCouncil

) twitter.com/NthSydCouncil
north.sydney
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Attachment 6.1.1

refine the planning amendment and Design Guide to ensure the Crows Nest TOD becomes an exemplar of
“density done well”. Note, for example, our advice on Liveable Housing Design.

Concern is raised in the submission, however, at the extensive, rapid rezoning of the precinct for
predominantly residential purposes. The combined effect of the NSW Government’s Crows Nest TOD rezoning
package, the St Leonards Crows Nest 2036 Plan and Build-to-Rent (BTR) provisions enables an estimated
reduction of 11,000 planned jobs capacity in the precinct in the North Sydney LGA alone.

Such a reduction makes no sense for a Strategic Centre in the North District that is so well located and serviced
by public transport. It will significantly compromise the planned, long-term economic function of the centre
and create further environmental, social and economic impacts as the growing population is obliged to travel
further for employment. Long term trends in relation to “work from home” are not fully understood. There are
clear risks to fundamentally changing state government’s approach to planning for jobs growth in the absence
of an updated region plan and “locking in” such a high proportion of land for residential purposes at one point
in time. Accordingly, an exemption from ‘Built-to-Rent’ provisions, retaining the E2 Commercial Core zone and
revised non-residential FSR development standards are sought.

Council also calls on the Department to work with us on the land use mix and design of the Crows Nest Metro
Site A and other measures to protect sunlight to Ernest Place and Willoughby Road. Design Excellence will only
be achieved through better collaboration with local government.

Concern is also raised at the lack of funded plans to deliver the necessary open space, recreation, cultural and
social infrastructure to support the growing population. Introduction of NSW Government’s Housing and
Productivity Contribution has come at the expense of local infrastructure, which suffers from a lack of funding
options. It is not reasonable for the rezoning package to rely on Council to deliver major public open space
upgrades to Hume Street Park, for example, if there is no mechanism to fund it. The submission calls for the
preparation of an updated social impact assessment and identification of adequate funding mechanisms to
deliver essential services and facilities for the growing community.

Recommendations are also made with respect to active transport and road network, the timely provision of
education facilities and ensuring service constraints to potable water, sewer and electrical infrastructure are
addressed.

Please find attached North Sydney Council’s submission to the Department on the Crows Nest TOD rezoning
proposal. The submission comprises of 29 key moves, detailed comments and requested amendments to the
State-led Rezoning Proposal and Design Guide, and a copy of a letter to the Minister for Planning and Public

Spaces from the North Sydney Access and Inclusion Committee.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment.

Yours faithfully

W. /'4(57

NEAL MCCARRY
MANAGER STRATEGIC PLANNING
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Attachment 6.1.1

North Sydney Council

Submission to the Department of Planning, Housing and Infrastructure

Crows Nest Transport Oriented
Development (TOD) rezoning proposal

Submission date: 30 August 2024

TOD affordable housing

bonus provision Crows Nest metro
Sita A

+8

2036 Plan

TOD proposed building uplift built forem

Source: North Sydney Council
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Attachment 6.1.1
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Attachment 6.1.1

1. Introduction

North Sydney Council is committed to supporting strong economic, social and environment
outcomes for Crows Nest, St Leonards and surrounding suburbs. Council’s review of the Crows
Nest TOD rezoning package has been approached with the following objectives:

e support well-designed, higher density commercial, mixed-use and residential development
around St Leonards Station and Crows Nest Metro station that have good separation
distances and carefully transition to Willoughby Road and surrounds to the east, and
Wollstonecraft to the west to protect sunlight and residential amenity

e support contributions to affordable housing held in perpetuity where impacts to additional
height and density can be justified and managed

e recommend amendments to the EIE rezoning proposals and Design Guide provisions that
will ensure the Crows Nest precinct will be an exemplar of ‘density done well’, particularly in
relation to built form design, long term economic function of the centre, environmental
performance, health and wellbeing of the community and active transport measures

e identify gaps in the rezoning package, particularly in relation to funding mechanisms and
strategies to support the population growth with critical open space, social infrastructure
and recreation facilities

e ensure the planned density is supported by adequate utility capacity and a road network
that supports the safety and amenity of pedestrians and cyclists

e consider how the state government could work more closely with local government and the
community on any future plans for our local government area.

Overall, the Crows Nest rezoning package has the potential to deliver some high-quality mixed-use
towers that will result in greater housing supply, including affordable housing, and local services
close to exceptional public transport and health infrastructure. Given the extent of uplift, switching
off the additional infill affordable housing pathway is supported. This submission outlines proposed
amendments to the rezoning proposal and Design Guide aimed at achieving the above objectives.

Concern is raised however, at the extensive, rapid rezoning of the precinct for predominantly
residential purposes and continued application of the NSW Government’s build-to-rent provisions
in commercial centres. This will significantly compromise the long-term economic function of the St
Leonards Strategic Centre — one of only a few major centres in Metropolitan Sydney supported by
metro and heavy rail - overturning a decades long policy position of the NSW Government.

Similarly, concern is raised at the lack of open space, recreation, cultural and social infrastructure
plans to support the estimated 16,000 new residents in the precinct. A funding mechanism to
deliver Hume Street Park upgrades - as envisaged by Sydney Metro, the 2036 Plan and this Crows
Nest TOD - is acutely needed. A social impact assessment should be undertaken as a priority. We
would welcome the opportunity to work with the Department to address these issues.

This submission outlines the following:

Section 2 summarises the ‘Key Moves’ that aim to enable the Crows Nest TOD precinct
support density done well

Section 3 provides detailed comments on the Explanation of Intended Effect for the Crows
Nest TOD Precinct, Design Guide and associated technical documents
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Attachment 6.1.1

2.Key moves

These ‘key moves’ aim to enable the Crows Nest TOD precinct support density done well.

Section
3.1
Infrastructure

Key move
n 1okl Call upon the State Government to ensure a funding
mechanism is in place to support population growth with essential
open space, community facilities, access and public domain
improvements.

m Establish an infrastructure taskforce to fund, prioritise and
ensure the timely delivery of necessary infrastructure to support the
existing and incoming population.

3.2 Built form
design,
character and
heritage

M Protect afternoon sunlight to Ernest Place and Willoughby
Road by undertaking shadow analysis at spring and autumn equinox
to refine building heights and/or other controls to sculpt the tower
forms in the precinct.

m Reduce proposed building heights in ‘Block 3’ to provide an
appropriate transition to Willoughby Road and the Five-Ways
intersection.

m Apply a maximum FSR to all properties within the ‘Focus for
accelerated rezoning’ area to provide greater consistency.

m Incorporate important recommendations from the Urban
Design Report into the Design Guide and add critical design
provisions (such as minimum lot size, maximum tower length, tower
setback and public domain upgrade) to achieve the proposed
outcomes.

m Work with Council to carefully amend the EIE rezoning
proposal and Design Guide to address a suite of errors, omissions
and inconsistencies to height, FSR and built form controls.

m Provide clear setback controls for developments above
heritage items and near the Five Ways intersection.

3.3 Site-specific
matters

[\E1et: Defer the Crows Nest Metro ‘Site A’ from the rezoning
proposal and collaborate with Council to refine the land use mix.

[NEI&ET Should the ‘affordable housing non-residential FSR
reduction bonus’ be pursued on Crows Nest Metro ‘Site A’, amend
the built form controls to provide separate towers and reduce the
overshadowing impact to Ernest Place and Willoughby Road.

m Defer 290 Pacific Highway from the rezoning proposal to
resolve built form controls and delivery mechanisms of proposed
open space along Sinclair Street.
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Attachment 6.1.1

3.4 Planning for
future
employment

pElek 1 As a principle, protect and enhance the long-term
employment capacity of the St Leonards Strategic centre and Crows
Nest Precinct to support the growing population of the North
District.

m Retain the non-residential FSR from the 2036 Plan to protect
the precinct’s commercialrole.

M Note the cumulative impact of the Affordable Housing and
Build-to-Rent provisions is estimated to lose 11,000 planned local
jobs.

m Either turn off the Build-to-Rent provisions on land zoned E2
Commercial Core or apply minimum non-Residential FSR controls
that are slightly under the maximum FSR controls that apply to each
site.

3.5 Affordable

pElex s Retain mandatory affordable housing to be held in perpetuity

housing as a TOD principle.
\Elek b Key sites with bonus uplift are not supported, due to the
unacceptable negative economic, social and amenity impacts.
3.6 Liveable ﬂﬂﬁﬂ Incorporate liveable housing design standards into the

housing design

Design Guide to be a requirement for all new developments.

3.7 Community
resilience

m Undertake a social impact assessment a matter of priority.

MWork with North Sydney Council to address existing and
future funding gaps in social infrastructure that cannot be funded
through Council’s existing local infrastructure contributions plan.

M NSW Government to release plans to meet the increased
demand for schools.

3.8 Arts and
culture

\ElerPI Work with North Sydney Council to address existing and
future funding gaps in cultural infrastructure that cannot be funded
through Council’s existing local infrastructure contributions plan.

3.9 Parks, open

m Identify a funding mechanism to enable the timely expansion

spaces and of Hume Street Park as a priority.
recreation
3.10 m Incorporate design standards into the Design Guide to

Environmental
sustainability

ensure all new developments are to use only electricity for all energy
requirements associated with normal operations.
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Attachment 6.1.1

3.11 Transport

\Ele>k] Prioritise pedestrian safety and connectivity with reduced
speed limits, traffic calming treatments and pedestrian signal
prioritisation at traffic signals.

M Deliver safe and connected cycleways to promote cycling
and encourage young people to cycle to school.

\Ele¥¥/ Implement parking maximums to reduce car ownership and
deliver the aims of Transit Oriented Development.

Implementation

3.12 Utilities LEMA detailed analysis is undertaken to capture the full scope of
the upgrade to infrastructure and services to support the increase in
housing supply and recognise how this financial burden will not be
borne solely by Council and its residents.

3.13 \Elerl Ensure Council’s future participation in planning our centres

and greater community involvement.
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Attachment 6.1.1

3. Issues and recommendations

3.1 Infrastructure funding and delivery

KEY MOVES

m Call upon the State Government to ensure a funding mechanism is in place to support
population growth with essential open space, community facilities, access and public
domain improvements.

m Establish an infrastructure taskforce to prioritise and ensure the timely delivery of
necessary infrastructure to support the existing and incoming population.

ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

m Infrastructure funding

A population increase of approximately 16,000 people is forecast across the St Leonards
and Crows Nest precinct. Without an adequate infrastructure contributions framework to
deliver essential supporting infrastructure and facilities the stated objective within the EIE of
delivering housing supported by public places, vibrancy and community amenity will simply
not be met.

m State Infrastructure

Development in the precinct will be required to pay a Housing and Productivity Contribution
(HPC) of $10,000 per additional dwelling, to help fund State infrastructure across Greater
Sydney. This payment is made directly to the State Government prior to construction
commencing. In announcing the 8 TOD Tier 1 precincts, the State Government committed to
directing $520 million from that fund to be shared across the 8 precincts. Details on the
timing and actual infrastructure that will be funded in the Crows Nest precinct are unknown
at this time nor the governance arrangements and project selection process.

When the draft Special Infrastructure Contribution (SIC) was first exhibited (mid 2019) it was
accompanied by an itemised project list for the precinct. Whilst North Sydney Council did
not necessarily agree with the all the projects identified, their inclusion at least ensured that
the contributions accumulated could only be expended on these projects within the
precinct. When the St Leonards Crows Nest 2036 Plan was finalised in August 2020, a SIC
requiring the payment of $15,000 per additional dwelling was formalised. The (legal)
determination of the SIC included a truncated Infrastructure Schedule totalling some
$116.5 million dollars to be accumulated and spent within the precinct. An extract is
provided below. This identified road crossing improvements, education, open space
(including reference to Hume Street Park) and pedestrian and cycle improvements.
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Attachment 6.1.1

Infrastructure Attributable cost

1. Road crossing improvements — to 54,888,722
improve connectivity and pedestrian
safety

2. Education - additional school places $22,708,961
required by projected population
growth in the special contributions area

3. Open space — provision of open space | $78,369,237
through creating new or expanded
parks such as Hume Street Park and a
new park in St Leonards South

4. Pedestrian and cycle improvements — | $8,891,776
to enhance and expand cycleways and
pedestrian paths along critical links
such as Willoughby Road and Chandos

Street
5. Planning and delivery $1,722,880
TOTAL $116,581,576

Figure A.1 - Extract Environmental Planning and Assessment (Special Infrastructure Contribution - St Leonards

and Crows Nest) Determination 2020

The SIC for St Leonards and Crows Nest was subsequently repealed when the HPC order was
made in October 2023. As a result, there is little certainty that funds levied and accumulated
through the HPC will be spent within the precinct. Given the intensity of development
proposed the need for the timely delivery of supporting infrastructure is paramount.

It is also noted that Council at its meeting of 24 June 2024, it resolved;

2. THAT Council call on the State Government to provide a special infrastructure
contribution for the Crows Nest Accelerated TOD Precinct to fund and deliver essential
community infrastructure for the existing, planned, and additional planned population
including open space, road upgrades, community facilities etc, and upgrades to essential
services.

The re-zoning of lands, as proposed by the EIE, will result in significant land value uplift to
individual landowners due to the increased development capacity. The imposition of a SIC on
new development (to fund necessary supporting infrastructure within the precinct) can be
better factored into development feasibility models if done at the time of re-zoning. This will
help ensure necessary infrastructure is delivered within the precinct to support the current
and growing community.

It is also noted that the NSW Government has a range of funding mechanisms available to
provide or enhance regional infrastructure such as schools and State roads. It is inappropriate
to fund such infrastructure from development levies, if it comes at the expense of local
infrastructure, which suffers from a lack of funding options.

Access and Inclusion Committee - 25 February 2025 Agenda Page 14 of 233



Attachment 6.1.1

LOCAL INFRASTRUCTURE

The North Sydney Local Infrastructure Contributions Plan (2020) allows Council to levy new
development to help fund local infrastructure such as Open Space and Recreation facilities,
Community facilities, public domain works and active transport. These funds are able to be
levied to help meet the increased demand created by new development. Importantly, under
the relevant legislation, in an ‘in-fill” environment like North Sydney the cost of new and
upgraded facilities cannot usually be attributed entirely to the incoming population. As a
result, Council is unable to fully fund projects from funds levied under s7.11 and needs to find
alternate sources of funding such as grants or general revenue, to deliver new and upgraded
facilities.

This challenge has been further exacerbated due to the ‘cap’ of $20,000 on new residential
development that was imposed in 2011 — a figure has not been the subject of review or
indexation in over 13 years.

To help address the need to deliver appropriate and necessary supporting infrastructure,
North Sydney Council has previously been able to negotiate Voluntary Planning Agreements
at the time of consideration of site-specific amendments to LEP planning controls. This has led
to Council being able to secure public benefits (such as a new arts facility, open space,
monetary contributions towards facilities and the like) that it would otherwise have been
unable to provide. However, since the imposition of a SIC (now replaced with the HPC)
landowners have been unwilling to contribute towards these wider public benefits citing
feasibility reasons because of the additional State imposed levies. Given that the EIE will result
in a precinct wide uplift to development potential the imposition of a SIC would provide an
income source for the delivery of supporting infrastructure within the precinct.

Recommendations:

e Reinstate a SIC to apply to the St Leonards Crows Nest precinct with all levies
accumulated to be spent within the precinct.

o Establish a multi-agency taskforce or program to fund and prioritise the timely delivery
of necessary supporting infrastructure.
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Attachment 6.1.1

3.2 Built form design, character and heritage

KEY MOVES

m Protect afternoon sunlight to Ernest Place and Willoughby Road by undertaking shadow
analysis at spring and autumn equinox to refine building heights and/or other controls
to sculpt the tower forms in the precinct.

m Reduce proposed building heights in ‘Block 3’ to provide an appropriate transition to
Willoughby Road and the 5-Ways intersection.

m Apply a maximum FSR to all properties within the ‘Focus for accelerated rezoning’ area
to provide greater consistency.

m Incorporate important recommendations from the Urban Design Report into the Design
Guide and add critical design provisions (such as minimum lot size, maximum tower
length, tower setback and public domain upgrade) to achieve the proposed outcomes.

m Work with Council to carefully amend the EIE rezoning proposal and Design Guide to
address a suite of errors, omissions and inconsistencies to height, FSR and built form
controls.

m Provide clear setback controls for developments above heritage items and near the
Five Ways intersection.

ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS

3.2.1 BUILDING HEIGHT

m Protect afternoon sunlight to Ernest Place and Willoughby Road by undertaking
shadow analysis at spring and autumn equinox and refining building heights and/or
other controls to sculpt the tower forms in the precinct

The importance of vibrant local restaurants and cafes along Willoughby Road and Ernest
Place to the character, amenity and local economy of Crows Nest is recognised by the EIE,
Design Guide and supporting Urban Design Study. Willougby Road and Ernest Place is the
heart of Crows Nest.

Protecting afternoon sunlight to Willoughby Road and Ernest Place is important. It is one of
the few public areas in Crows Nest that receive sunlight during after school hours.

Over the years, successive state government decisions on the height and scale of the Crows
Nest Metro Site A over station development, and surrounding towers on the Pacific Highway
under the 2036 Plan, the Crows Nest TOD and Crows Nest TOD affordable housing bonus
provisions have incrementally — and cumulatively, blocked afternoon sunlight to the
Willoughby Road dining areas and Ernest Place.

Council’s own solar analysis indicates that Willoughby Road and Ernest Place currently has
direct sunlight until at least 5.30 - 5.45pm during spring and autumn equinoxes (See Section
3.3). Once the Crows Nest Metro Site A and Crows Nest TOD towers are constructed, as
currently proposed, Ernest Place will begin to be overshadowed some time between 4.10-
4.25pm onwards.

10
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Attachment 6.1.1

No shadow studies have been released to support the Crows Nest TOD rezoning proposal.

Itis recommended that Council work with the Department and their consultants to
undertake shadow analysis at spring and autumn equinox and identify opportunities to
improve sunlight to Ernest Place and Willoughby Road.

Reduce proposed building heights to ‘Block 3’ of the Pacific Highway

Willoughby Road has been identified (2036 Plan & NSDCP 2013) as a key high-quality
character area that is to maintain its current scale and density. This is reinforced within the
urban design principles in the Design Guide emphasise that “Willoughby Road is important
and is to be protected. New development is to ensure minimal overshadowing and avoid
unreasonable visual impact to the public domain”. As the character and function of
Willoughby Road are vital to the community, any impacts arising from the proposed changes
must be minimised and carefully mitigated. In particular, the transition between new high-
density developments and the existing low-density, fine-grain development along
Willoughby Road requires meticulous consideration.

437-475 Pacific Highway (Building 1)

Building 1, which is located adjacent to properties fronting Willoughby Road is proposed to
have its building height increased from 8 storeys (as per the 2036 Plan) to 16 storeys (refer to
Figure B2.1 and B2.2).

Further to this, the EIE seeks to increase the maximum building height to 59m to allow a 16-
storey building. However, the proposed metre height limit (59m) is inconsistent with other
sites which are also anticipated to accommodate a 16-storey building (56m).

This increase would significantly alter the scale of this sensitive transition area, impacting
on the character and amenity of the Willoughby Road streetscape. Figure B2.3 illustrates
the view southwards along Willoughby Road, where the proposed 16-storey building would
be seen directly behind the fine-grain 2-storey retail shops, creating a bulky visual impact
that detracts from the existing character of Willoughby Road. In comparison, the previously
proposed 8-storey building height in the 2036 Plan offers a more appropriate height

transition, providing a more respectful interface and preserving the high-quality amenity of
Willoughby Road.

Buildings 2 and 3, located on the south-western side of Pacific Highway, are proposed to
increase in height from 8 storeys (as per the 2036 Plan) to 16 and 12 storeys (refer to Figures
B2.1 and B2.2).

These height increases are out of scale with the character of Willoughby Road and the
heritage value of the Five-Ways Intersection. They will negatively impact the visual amenity
of Willoughby Road, reducing the opportunity for a visual break between the proposed
towers along Pacific Highway (see Figures B2.2 and B2.3).

Additionally, these sites feature a row of well-established heritage fagades, which, along

with the iconic Five Ways Intersection, serve as a gateway to Crows Nest Village (see Figures

11
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Attachment 6.1.1

B2.2 and B2.4). These low-scale, fine-grain retail shops are key to the local character that
sets Crows Nest apart from other high-density suburbs.

To protect this local character and provide appropriate scaled development over this group
of heritage fagades, it is recommended to retain the consistent 8-storey building height from
the 2036 Plan, with a 4m setback above the podium, as advised in the Crows Nest TOD
Urban Design Report. This approach would largely conceal the buildings behind the
development on the north-eastern side of Pacific Highway, create a visual break, respond to
the heritage fagades, and preserve the fine-grain local character (refer to Figure B2.3).

Overbearing
heights to
Willoughby Road

Consistent ——
response needed
to these heritage
shopfronts

Wi,
2036 Plan Proposed

>

Figure B2.1: Building heights comparison between 2036 Plan and Crows Nest TOD at Block 3 (Source: Urban Design
Report marked up by NSC)

Building 1:

Reduce the building height to 8st
to provide a proper transition
towards Willoughby Road.

Buildings 2 & 3:

Reduce the building height to 8st
to provide a visual break,
minimise the visual impact from
Willoughby Road and protect the
local character.

Figure B2.2: Building heights recommendation at Block 3
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Figure B2.3: Buildings 1, 2 & 3 - View southwards along Willoughby Road

. .
xﬂi_ Pacific Highway (Building 3) i 328-348 Pacific Highway (Building 2)

el

Figure B2.4: Heritage facade along Pacific Highway at Crows Nest

Recommendations:

e  Work with Council to carefully shape and locate towers to improve afternoon sunlight to
Willoughby Road and Ernest Place before finalising building heights and FSR

e Reduce the maximum height limit on 437-475 Pacific Highway - Building 1 to 8-storeys

e Work with Council to carefully design the 5-Ways ‘Block 3’ (including Buildings 2 and 3)
which are likely to better support a maximum 8-storey buildings as per the 2036 Plan

e Include a 4m above podium setback along Pacific Highway for 312-348 Pacific Highway
in the Design Guide as advised in the Crows Nest TOD Urban Design Report

13
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@ Realign proposed building heights in metres to correlate with building heights in
storeys

The EIE includes proposed building height controls specified in metres, which is a supported
approach as it provides clear height limits and helps avoid unnecessary clarification or
adjustments during the preparation of development proposals. These heights are generally
based on the recommended built form in terms of storeys within the Urban Design Report.

However, it has been observed that some sites have been allocated additional building
height that is not necessary and is misaligned with the proposed building heights in storeys

under this Package (Figure B3.1). These discrepancies are described in detail in the
following subsections.

1 Chandos Street

2 Atchison Street &
77-83 Christie Street

58-64 Atchison Street

34-38 Oxley Street

398 Pacific Highway
378-390 Pacific Highway

360-376 Pacific Highway

. 50 Rocklands Road &
\+198 Pacific Highway

* |

Figure B3.1 - LEP height of building map - misaligned height in metres

1 Chandos Street

The EIE seeks to increase the maximum building height at 1 Chandos Street to 64m (the
equivalent of 18 storeys), consistent with the remaining sites along the southern side of
Chandos Street between Christie Street and Mitchell Street. However, the height limitis
inconsistent with the anticipated number of storeys for the site, which is identified under the
EIE Package and former 2036 Plan as 12 storeys.

Other sites that are envisaged to accommodate 12 storeys have been afforded a maximum
height of 43m. Accordingly, a maximum 43m height limit should be applied to this site.

14
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Furthermore, increasing the height limit to that proposed on this site would have
detrimental impacts on solar access to Christie Street Reserve, which is inconsistent with
the desired solar access outcomes of the EIE Package.
¥ — ™~ I
--ﬁ--------_-----l ----------------I

e =
PEYRCE L . I o4 .

Figure B3.3 - Proposed building heights diagram (height in storeys) Figure B2.4 - Proposed LEP HOB map (height in metres)

2 Atchison Street & 77-83 Christie Street

The EIE seeks to increase the maximum building height at 2 Atchison Street and 77-83
Christe Street to 64m (the equivalent of 18 storeys). However, the proposed height limit is
inconsistent with the anticipated number of storeys for these sites, which are identified
under the EIE Package and former 2036 Plan as 16 storeys for 77-83 Christie Street and 29
storeys for 2 Atchison Street.

Itis further noted that North Sydney Council’s Planning Study for Precincts 2 & 3 envisaged
that all of these sites accommodating a consistent 16 storey built form. This issue was
raised when Council made representations in response to the draft versions of the 2036
Plan, which was in part heavily based on the outcomes of Council’s Planning Study for
Precincts 2 & 3.

To ensure a more consistent approach to development potential as originally envisaged, it is
recommended that the Urban Design Report be amended to reflect a 16 storey built form
outcome across all three sites.

Sites that are envisaged to accommodate 16 storeys, have been afforded a maximum height
of 56m. Accordingly, a maximum 56m height limit should be applied to these sites.

360-376 Pacific Highway

This site is subject to a bonus height provision enabling a building to a maximum height of
86m (22 storeys) if 15% affordable housing is provided.

Based on the floor-to-floor height assumptions within the Package, and the anticipated
number of storeys, a maximum building height of 78m would apply. This indicates that the
bonus height allocated to the site is excessive and would lead to increased amenity impacts
on surrounding development.

378-390 Pacific Highway

This site is subject to a bonus height provision enabling a building to a maximum height of
106m (30 storeys) if 15% affordable housing is provided.

Based on the floor-to-floor height assumptions within the Package, and the anticipated
number of storeys, a maximum building height of 103m would apply. This indicates that the
bonus height allocated to the site is excessive and would lead to increased amenity impacts
on surrounding development.

15
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34-38 Oxley Street

The Urban Design Report identifies that these sites are to accommodate an 8 storey built
form. The sites are currently subject to a 26m height limit and a minimum non-residential
FSRof 1:1.

Based on the Package’s floor-to-floor assumptions, an 8 storey built form cannot be erected
on this site. Itis recommended that the height limit be increased on these sites to 30m to
reflect the desired outcome.

20-34 Clarke Street

The Urban Design Report identifies that these sites are to accommodate an 8 storey built
form. The sites are currently subject to a 20m height limit and a minimum non-residential
FSR of 0.5:1.

Based on the Package’s floor-to-floor assumptions, an 8 storey built form cannot be erected
on these sites. Itis recommended that the height limit be increased on these sites to 30m to
reflect the desired outcome.

58-64 Atchison Street

The EIE seeks to increase the maximum building height at 58-64 Atchison Street to 54m (the
equivalent of 16 storeys). This proposed height limit is inconsistent with other properties
adjacent to the site which have the same number of anticipated storeys, maximum FSR and
minimum non-residential FSR controls, which have a 56m height limit. Accordingly, a
maximum 56m height limit should be applied to this site.

50 Rocklands Road & 198 Pacific Highway

The EIE seeks to increase the maximum building height at 50 Rocklands Road & 198 Pacific
Highway to 59m (the equivalent of 17 storeys). This proposed height limitis unlikely to be
achieved, as both of these sites are only 12m in width and have a combined depth of
approximately 45m, it would be impossible to erect a new building to the height proposed
once the need to apply appropriate separation distances above the podium level are taken
into account. Further, there is no capacity to incorporate these sites with the property at
220 Pacific Highway which was redeveloped within the last 10-15 years and is strata
subdivided. Itis therefore recommended that there be no change in height to this site,
which should remain at 16m. In addition, to avoid any confusion, the Urban Design Report
should be amended to reflect a 4 storey built form outcome.

246-258 Pacific Highway

The EIE seeks to increase the maximum at 246-258 Pacific Highway to 29m (the equivalent
of 8 storeys). However, this height limit is contrary to that suggested within the Urban
Design Report which suggests a 14 storey building is to be accommodated on the site. A
further review of the Urban Design Report suggests that no additional uplift is anticipated on
this site. To avoid any confusion, the Urban Design Report should be amended to reflect an
8 storey built form outcome.
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398 Pacific Highway

Whilst the EIE does not seek to increase the existing maximum building height of 16m at 398
Pacific Highway, the Urban Design Report suggests a 27-storey tall building (approximately
92m) is to be accommodated on the site, consistent with the adjacent site at 402-420
Pacific Highway. A further review of the Urban Design Report suggests that no additional
uplift is anticipated on this site. To avoid any confusion, the Urban Design Report should be
amended to reflect the retention of a 4-5 storey built form outcome.

Recommendations:

e Reduce LEP building heights in metres at 1 Chandos Street, 2 Atchison Street and 77-83
Christie Street to match the proposed building heights in storeys. 437-475 Pacific
Highway also does not match but is recommended to be reduced to 8 storeys (see
above)

e The Urban Design Report be revised to apply a maximum of 16 storeys to 2 Atchison
Street

e Reduce LEP building heights with affordable housing bonus at 360-376 Pacific Highway
and 378-390 Pacific Highway to align with the proposed building heights in storeys; note
comments at Section 3.5

e Increase the LEP building heights at 34-38 Oxley Street, 20-34 Clarke Street and 58-64
Atchison Street to align with the proposed maximum height in storeys

e Remove any proposed LEP building height changes to 50 Rocklands Road & 198 Pacific
Highway and amend the Urban Design Report to reflect a 4 storey built form outcome.

e The Urban Design Report be revised to apply a maximum of 8 storeys to 246-258 Pacific
Highway

e The Urban Design Report be revised to apply a maximum of 4-5 storeys at 398 Pacific
Highway

e The Design Guide be revised to include the height of buildings in storeys map.

Amend floor-to-floor height assumptions to ensure realistic measurements

The EIE, Design Guide and Urban Design report include maximum “floor-to-floor height
assumptions”. Inclusion of such a provision is supported as it provides greater clarity as to
what is expected to be delivered. However, some of the assumptions are either too
generous or unrealistic, which may cause unnecessary clarification or adjustments during
the preparation of development proposals. Table B4.1, below outlines Council’s
recommendations in relation to the proposed floor to floor height assumptions.

TABLE B4.1: Analysis of floor-to-floor assu
Maximum floor height

Crows Nest TOD

Council Suggestion

Ground floor (all uses)

5m

Ground floor commercial: 5m
Ground floor residential: 4m

Above ground floor (residential) 3.2m 3.2m
Above ground floor (commercial) 3.8m 3.8m
Rooftop service zone (2-20 storeys) 2m 3m

Rooftop service zone (21-40 storeys) 4.5m 4.5m

Access and Inclusion Committee - 25 February 2025 Agenda
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The proposed maximum floor to floor height set for the ground floor level of 5m is regardless
of use. The Package applies to land intended to be used solely for non-residential purposes,
mixed use purposes and solely residential purposes.

A 5m floor to floor height for is too excessive when the entire development is to be used for
residential premises. The Apartment Design Guide suggests a 3.7m floor-to-floor height for
residential ground floor within local centres to provide flexibility and conversion to non-
residential uses.

The proposed floor-to-floor height of 2m for the rooftop service zone for buildings between
2-20 storeys is insufficient to accommodate lift overruns and other rooftop structures
required to service the building. It is recommended that the roof top service zone for 2-20
storey buildings be increased to 3m.

Recommendations:

e Provide different maximum floor height controls for ground floor commercial and
residential uses: 5m for commercial use and 4m for residential use.

e Increase the maximum floor to floor height control for the rooftop service zone for 2-20
storey buildings to 3m.

3.2.2 FSR AND NON-RESIDENTIAL FSR CONTROLS
Reduce ground floor GBA-GFA efficiency assumption to 50%

The EIE, Urban Design Report and Design Guide apply some assumptions with respect to
the translation of Gross Building Area (GBA) to Gross Floor Area (GFA) to establish
appropriate FSR and Non-residential FSR controls. The inclusion of this translation is
supported in principle as itincreases clarity in the application of the FSR and Non-
residential FSR controls. However, the efficiency assumption of 65% for the ground floor
level in relation to non-residential floor space is overly optimistic. This is due to the practical
requirements for vehicle entry, fire egress, driveways, and other essential service functions
at ground level. A more appropriate rate is 50% for such uses and has historically been
considered best practice in applying non-residential FSR controls where only the ground
floor level of a mixed use building is to comprise non-residential development to ensure
active street frontages.

Recommendations:

e Reduce the GBA-GFA efficiency assumption for ground floor (non-residential) to 50%,
which is the standard industry rate.

Apply a maximum FSR to all properties within the “Focus for accelerated rezoning”
area

Most sites within the Precinct have a maximum FSR control applied to them, are generally
consistent with the outcomes envisaged under the 2036 Plan and as revised under the
proposed EIE in relation to additional analysis undertaken. However, there are a number of
sites where a maximum FSR has not been applied.

18
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It appears that a maximum FSR has not been applied to those properties which have been
redeveloped in the recent past. However, itis unclear as to why all the other sites which are
not proposed to have a maximum FSR applied, but gain uplift through increased maximum
heights have been specifically excluded.

Applying maximum FSR controls across all sites in the Precinct provides a higher level of
clarity and transparency as to the expected outcomes on each site in a consistent fashion.

Specific sites are addressed below:

7-17 Sinclair Street

The EIE seeks to increase the maximum building height to 29m at 7-17 Sinclair Street,
consistent with the remainder of properties zoned R4 High Density Residential on the north-
eastern side of Sinclair Street. However, this property has not received a maximum FSR
requirement, consistent with the other R4 High Density Residential zoned properties on the
north-eastern side of Sinclair Street (which is proposed to be 2:1). Itis therefore
recommended that a 2:1 FSR control is applied to 7-17 Sinclair Street to ensure that any
redevelopment on this site is consistent with the remainder of the street.

1 Chandos Street

The EIE does not seek to impose a maximum FSR control over 1 Chandos Street. This
represents an inconsistent approach to the application of this control in the Precinct.

The 2036 Plan proposed a maximum FSR of 9:1 for this site. However, upon applying the
proposed setback controls within the Package, an FSR of 8.3:1 is achievable based on the
GBA to GFA assumptions (except for ground level non-residential floorspace, which has
been reduced to 50%). Itis therefore recommended that an 8.3:1 FSR is applied to this site.

11 Chandos Street

The EIE seeks to increase the maximum building height to 64m at 11 Chandos Street,
consistent with the remainder of properties zoned MU1 Mixed Use on the southern side of
Chandos Street. However, this property has not received a maximum FSR requirement,
consistent with the other properties zoned MU1 Mixed Use on the southern side of Chandos
Street, which is proposed to be 6.5:1. Itis therefore recommended that a 6.5:1 FSR control
be applied to 11 Chandos Street to ensure that any redevelopment on this site is consistent
with the remainder of the street.

Recommendations:

Apply a maximum FSR of:

2:1to 7-17 Sinclair Street, consistent with adjoining properties.

8.3:1 to 1 Chandos Street consistent with built for outcomes for this site.

6.5:1to 11 Chandos Street consistent with the 2036 Plan and adjoining properties.

O O O

3.2.3 OTHER BUILT FORM CONTROLS

Misaligned setbacks between 3D views, sections and setbacks map and unsupported
proposed setback changes to NSDCP2013
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Both the Urban Design Report and Design Guide, illustrate the desired setbacks for land
throughout the Precinct. However, a number of discrepancies have been identified between
the proposed setbacks depicted in the 3D views, cross-site sections, and the setbacks map.
Itis important to ensure that the setback controls outlined in the Design Guide are
accurately and consistently reflected in all visual representations.

Additionally, the proposed setback controls seek to introduce several modifications in
comparison to the 2036 Plan and North Sydney Development Control Plan (NSDCP 2013).
Upon review, it is evident that some of the proposed setbacks are not supported as they
undermine the desired character of the area and negatively impact on local amenity.

Further details on these issues are provided in the accompanying list and diagram (see
Figure B7.1).

LMMANUASD-JTINREC ] = —
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Figure B7.1 - Propose setback controls map - misalignments and unsupported changes

Misaligned setbacks:

1. Nicholson Street: The proposed setback diagram shows a 3m setback along each
side of Nicholson Street, while the sections indicate a 6m setback. Itis requested
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that the setback diagram within the Design Guide be amended to reflect a 6m
setback.

Unsupported setbacks:

2. Clarke Lane and Hume Lane: A nil setback is proposed to both sides of the

laneways. The 2036 Plan sought a 1.5m reverse podium setback along its north-
eastern side, while remained silent with regards to its south-western side. NSDCP
2013 specifies a 1.5m whole of building setback to the north-eastern side of the
laneways and a varied setback to the south-western side adjacent to the Crows
Nest Metro site to align with the SSD Concept Approval. Implementinga 1.5m
setback, especially along their north-eastern side would align with the setback
further north along Hume Lane, creating a consistent street frontage. Considering
the significant foot traffic generated from the Metro Station and the potential
through-site link at Hume Lane, a 1.5m setback is essential for pedestrian amenity.

@

Hume Street: A nil setback is proposed between Clarke Lane and Clarke Street,
while a 1.5m setback is proposed between Pacific Highway and Clarke Lane (Metro
Site C frontage). NSDCP 2013 requires a consistent 2.5m setback along Hume
Street for an aligned frontage and a direct pedestrian connection to Hume Street
Park. Therefore, a 2.5m setback is recommended for this location.

o

Clarke Street: A nil setback is proposed between Hume Street and Hume Lane, and
5m between Hume Street and Oxley Street. Whilst the 2036 Plan was silent, NSDCP
2013 requires a 3m setback (except for Crows Nest Metro Site C which hasa 1.2m
setback) to allow space for outdoor dining and landscaping. While the 5m setback is
welcomed between Hume and Oxley Streets, a 3m setback should apply as it will
still enable the ability to provide landscaping and pedestrian activity. In addition,
implementation of a 5m setback could adversely impact on the redevelopment
potential of these sites, as the depth of the lots would be reduced to approximately
22m.

@

Pacific Highway: A 3m setback is proposed on both sides of Pacific Highway
between Oxley Street and Hume Street, except for the northern end of the western
side, where a Om setback is proposed. Both the 2036 Plan and NSDCP 2013
recommend a 3m setback along the entire Pacific Highway frontage for this block to
provide a consistent street frontage and sufficient footpath space for pedestrians
near the Metro Station. Therefore, to maximise pedestrian amenity, it is
recommended that continuous 3m setback be applied.

[

Oxley Street: A nil setback is proposed at this location. The adjoining block along
Oxley Street across Pacific Highway has a 1.5m setback. Given the large site area,
providing a continuous 1.5m setback would not negatively impact development
feasibility and would achieve a consistent streetscape along the length of the Oxley
Street green link, a regional cycling link. The 1.5m setback can also support
additional landscaping, providing a comfortable environment for active transport
users.

21
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7. Pacific Highway: A 3m setback is proposed along Pacific Highway, west of Mitchell
Street. The 2036 Plan and NSDCP 2013 suggests a 3m reverse setback for the lower
two ground levels in this section to allow for footpath widening and to
accommodate reasonable development floorplates given the limited width of the
sites. Itis recommended that a reverse 3m setback be reinstated for these sites.

1

Christie Street: A nil setback is proposed along the western side of Christie Street.
Whilst the 2036 Plan was silent with regard to any setbacks along this side of the
street. NSDCP 2013 requires a 3m reverse setback along the western side of
Christie Street to provide additional space for footpath widening near the railway
station and to maintain a consistent street frontage.

Recommendations:

e Amend the proposed setback control diagram to correct any misalignment with the
section diagram and incorporate Council’s recommendations.

Misaligned podium heights between 3D views, sections and street wall heights map
and unsupported proposed podium height changes to NSDCP 2013

Several discrepancies are noted between the proposed podium height controls in the 3D
views, sections, and control map. It is crucial that the Design Guide accurately reflects
these controls.

Additionally, some proposed podium heights differ from those under the 2036 Plan and the
NSDCP 2013, and are not supported. Details are provided in the accompanying list and
diagram (see Figure B8.1) below.
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Figure B8.1 - Proposed street wall heights map - misalignments and unsupported changes
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Misaligned street wall heights:

1.

2.

o

>

Nicholson Street and Oxley Street (Block 4): The street wall height diagram shows a

2-storey street wall, whereas the 3D view and section indicate a 3-storey street wall.
Hume Street (Block 4): The street wall height diagram shows a 4-storey street wall,
while the 3D view indicates a 3-storey street wall.

Hume Street (Block 3): The street wall height diagram shows a 4-storey street wall,
however, the 3D view indicates a 2-storey street wall.

Clarke Lane (Block 3): The street wall height diagram shows a 6-storey street wall,
while the 3D view indicates a 2-storey street wall and the section shows a 4-storey
street wall.

Unsupported street wall heights:

5.

©

N

©

[

Falcon Street and Willoughby Road: The street wall height diagram shows a 2-storey

street wall, but NSDCP2013 specifies 3 storeys. The site includes a heritage-listed
building with a 3-storey street wall.

Clarke Street, Hume Street and Clarke Lane: The proposed 4-storey street wall with
an 8-storey building height contrasts with the 2036 Plan's recommendation of 2
storeys. Due to the site's topography, NSDCP2013 suggests 3 storeys along Clarke
Street and Hume Street, and 2 storeys along Clarke Lane. Aligning with NSDCP2013
is recommended for a smoother transition to Willoughby Road.

Clarke Street and Clarke Lane: The proposed 4-storey street wall is higher than the
2-storey street wall suggested by NSDCP2013, which supports a more human-
scaled streetscape and larger footpath setback for outdoor dining.

Oxley Street, Albany Street, Clarke Lane and Pole Lane: The proposed 6-storey
street wall exceeds the 3-4 storeys of existing buildings as per NSDCP2013. Most
sites here are recently built and already comply with the 2036 Plan. The podium
heights should be adjusted to match NSDCP2013.

Pacific Highway, Mitchell Street and Atchison Street: The site and the adjacent site
at 617-621 Pacific Highway has a proposed 6-storey podium height. Given the
block's westward slope, it is suggested to reduce the proposed podium height to 4
storeys for better alignment along Pacific Highway.

Recommendations:

e Amend the proposed street wall height control diagram to correct misalignments with
the 3D views and section diagrams and incorporate Council’s recommendations.

Clarify the above podium setback controls for development over heritage items near
the Five Ways intersection

The Package acknowledges the significant heritage elements enhancing the Five Ways
intersection. The Urban Design Report suggests that new developments that are proposed
to be erected and incorporate the retention of the heritage item, should be designed
sensitively and to highlight the heritage fagades. Specifically, it recommends:

e Incorporating large reverse setbacks for the first 1-2 storeys above the podium level over
heritage items along Pacific Highway
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e Providing consistent upper podium setbacks for any adjoining proposed development
around the Five Ways Intersection to accentuate the intersection with strong heritage
elements

While these design considerations are supported, the specific details and dimensions for
these setbacks have not been included in the Design Guide. This lack of guidance makes it
unclear how to implement these recommendations effectively.

Recommendations:

e Provide detailed controls, including dimensions for above podium setbacks, for
developments incorporating heritage items and developments near the Five Ways
intersection.

3.2.4 LOCAL CHARACTER

Identify the public domain opportunities and the funding mechanisms for Hume Street
Park

Hume Street Park, located outside the Metro Station, is an ideal open space for residents,
workers, and visitors to enjoy sunlight and activities. The recently opened through-site link
connects the park with Willoughby Road and Ernest Place, enhancing access to local retail
and activities. The longer term vision to close vehicular traffic to Hume Street and relocation
of the above ground carpark and indoor sports facility at its northern end and childcare from
its southern end, will enable the space to be better utilised for recreational purposes.
Furthermore, as a junction between the high-density developments along the Pacific
Highway and St Leonards local centre, and the high-quality lower scale Crows Nest Village,
Hume Street Park has great potential to be the key open space for the Crows Nest Precinct
(see Figure B10.1).

The proposed uplift under the Package is concentrated along the Pacific Highway and is
generally considered to avoid additional shadow impacts over Hume Street Park. More than
50% of the park area receives solar access from 10am to 3pm in mid-winter, ensuring a
high-quality future open space for the community. This is generally consistent with the
requirements of the 2036 Plan and NSDCP 2013.

Itis evident that the proposed uplift to the Lot 4B development site in the Willoughby LGA,
will have a significant impact on Wadanggari Park, located on the southern side of Pacific
Highway atop the railway line. The resulting increase in density on this site will cause
additional shadowing, especially between 2pm and 3pm in mid-winter (see Figure B10.2),
resulting in this Park only achieving 50% solar access between 12pm and 1pm. Before 11am
and after 2.30pm, the park will be fully shaded.
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Figure B10.1 - Hume Street Park Figure B10.2 - Wadanggari Park

This situation reinforces the need to deliver a high-quality, recreational space with high
levels of solar access. Hume Street Park is well located within the heart of Crows Nest to
serve both the local community and visitors. It is also capable of receiving high levels of
solar access, due to the need to protect the low-rise character of Willoughby Road to the
east. Accordingly, public domain opportunities and related funding mechanisms for
upgrade, expansion and embellishment of Hume Street Park need to be considered and
included in the Design Guide.

Recommendations:

e Add clear objectives and provisions in the Design Guide to identify the public domain
opportunities and related funding mechanisms to rejuvenate Hume Street Park.

Identify public domain upgrade opportunities at transition boundaries

The Urban Design Report highlights the challenges in managing the interface between new
developments and existing areas where no changes are proposed, particularly towards
Crows Nest Village (east) and the Wollstonecraft residential area (southwest).

The dense urban character of the Precinct limits opportunities for delivering new open
spaces, making it challenging to provide adequate amenities for a denser population.
Therefore, imposing larger whole of building setbacks along certain streets at the sensitive
transition boundaries is crucial. These setbacks can contribute to the provision of
connected linear parks with tree canopies, landscaping, and areas for social interaction,
softening the interface at transition zones.

The proposed setback controls, which include increased setbacks at these important
interfaces, are supported. However, the rezoning package lacks clear recommendations for
public domain improvement along these large setback zones. The proposed setbacks of 6m
along Nicholson Street and 5m along Oxley Street and Clarke Street create excellent
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opportunities for additional landscaping and tree canopies to soften the boundaries where

land use and character change.
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Figure B11.1 - Sensitive transition boundaries

Recommendations:

e Include clear provisions in Design Guide for public domain improvements at transition
boundaries along Nicholson Street, Sinclair Street, Oxley Street and Clarke Street,
utilising the proposed setbacks to create landscaped areas with tree canopies and

spaces for social interaction.

m Protect existing heritage items

290 Pacific Highway

The proposal downplays the heritage value of the 290 Pacific Highway site (former NSG and
AGL showroom), recognising only the Pacific Highway facade. However, the assessment of
the current development proposal, now under appeal, indicates that additional original
fabric exists, though masked by recent alterations.
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The proposed building envelope for 290 Pacific Highway does not consider its relationship
to the existing heritage item, the Crows Nest Fire Station, and 306 Pacific Highway, all of
which are heritage-listed. The proposed envelope is taller than the current development
proposal before the court, impacting both the existing heritage item and the proposed urban
park fronting Sinclair Street.

See Section 3.2 for further details.

Five Ways Intersection

Whilst the Package acknowledges the heritage listing of four of the five corners of the Five
Ways Intersection, it does notintroduce any specific controls which would mitigate potential
impacts.

Consideration for potential heritage listing or retention

South of the Five Ways Intersection: The building on the south-eastern corner of the Five
Ways Intersection (formerly known as 423 Pacific Highway), while superficially altered,
appears materially intact. As has been recommended by Council previously (during the re-
zoning process for this site), to be conserved and restored as part of any new development

on the triangular site bounded by Pacific Highway, Alexander Street, and Falcon Street.
Given the visual prominence of this site and the Five Ways intersection, and surrounding
Heritage context its retention would represent a more appropriate response.

Lack of shadow analysis to understand the additional shadow impact caused by the
proposed changes to the Wollstonecraft residential area

The Package proposes a significant increase in density across the Precinct, making it crucial
to understand the additional shadow impact on the surrounding neighbourhoods and public
open spaces.

The Urban Design Reportincludes solar studies with heat maps that compare the impacts
of the 2036 Plan, the proposed base controls under the Package, and the proposed
affordable housing incentives under the Package. However, these heat maps are limited to
impacts on the Wollstonecraft residential area and are limited to ground, making the full
extent of the shadow impact on the residential area unclear. Additionally, the Urban Design
Report clearly states that the included solar study is cumulative, suggesting that further
analysis should be conducted on a site-by-site basis to confirm impacts.

The absence of clear shadow analysis for the Wollstonecraft residential area and the
existing and proposed open spaces makes it challenging to clearly understand and assess
the additional shadow impacts caused by the proposed uplift.

Recommendations:

e Provide clear and further shadow analysis on the Wollstonecraft residential area and the
key open spaces and streetscapes identified in the solar access map from the Design
Guide.
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3.2.5 DESIGN GUIDE

The Crows Nest Precinct Design Guide contains a vision, principles, objectives and provisions to
direct future development in the area. This Design Guide will be crucial for assessing future
projects, noting that it will prevail over any controls contained within Council’s DCP, in the event of
any inconsistencies.

Whilst the Design Guide includes a broad range of Precinct-wide guidance, there are a number of
essential matters of consideration identified under the Urban Design Report which are missing.
Additionally, there are a number of critical design provisions which need to be incorporated to
ensure the desired future outcomes are achieved, and some of the proposed provisions seem
unrealistic and need further consideration and refinement.

The following comprises a detailed list of requested amendments to the Design Guide.

Clarify whether the Apartment Design Guide (ADG) applies to the Crows Nest Precinct
Ref: Relationship to Other Plans and Planning Instruments (Design Guide - Section 1.5)

Clarify what land the Design Guide is to apply to
Ref: Relationship to Other Plans and Planning Instruments (Design Guide - Section 1.5)

Whilst Section 1.1 of the Design Guide states that the Design Guide is to apply to the “Focus
for accelerated rezoning” area identified within Figure 1, the proposed guidelines appear to
be able to be applied on a much wider scale to throughout the Precinct. This is evidentin
that Section 3 talks about “Precinct wide Design Guidelines” and includes controls that
extend beyond the “Focus for accelerated rezoning” (e.g. solar access requirements).

Reintroduce ‘Transition Between Character Areas’ to the Design Guide
Ref: Urban Design Principles (Design Guide - Section 2.3)

The Urban Design Reportincludes 8 key moves, which are incorporated into the Design
Guide as the ‘Urban Design Principles’. However, the key move relating to the ‘transition
between character areas’ (see Figure B18.1) has been omitted from the Design Guide.

Transition Between Character Areas

Itis acknowledged that at the edges of a
character area, development should respond
to the adjacent character to create an
appropriate transition between the two.

Figure B18.1 - Key Moves from Urban Design Report

28

Access and Inclusion Committee - 25 February 2025 Agenda Page 34 of 233



Attachment 6.1.1

Align the Objectives within the Design Guide to those within the Urban Design Report
Ref: Key themes and objectives (Design Guide - Section 2.4)

The Urban Design Report (page 44) outlines objectives for land use, movement,
environment, and built form. While these are addressed in the Design Guide, some key
objectives from the Urban Design Report have been omitted, including:

Land Use

e Align expected land uses with appropriate development controls and desired future
street character
e Continue to engage Aboriginal stakeholders in planning and design processes

Environment
e Support setbacks for active uses and provide opportunities for tree planting
Built Form

e Transition heights from new development to surrounding heritage conservation areas

e Recognise and celebrate historical and contemporary Aboriginal culture in the built
environment, whilst also acknowledging the diverse cultures and histories and current
urban landscape of the Precinct

Add Reference to Supporting Regional and Local Economy in Land Use Objectives
Ref: Key themes and objectives (Design Guide - Section 2.4)

The Urban Design Report (page 43) states “The utilisation of land for different purposes,
creating a balanced mix of residential and non-residential to create long-term activation for
the area and support the regional and local economy.”

This reference to supporting the regional and local economy is missing in the Design Guide.
Itis important to include this aspect in the Land Use Objectives (page 10) to align with the
Urban Design Report’s goals. Also refer to Section 3.4 to this report regarding the
importance of retention and promotion of employment floor space in this locality.

Reinforce Provisions 2 and 3 to protect employment floorspace within the commercial
core
Ref: Land use (Design Guide - Section 3.3)

The diagram on page 15 of the Design Guide shows the Commercial Core as consisting of
both MU1 Mixed Use and E2 Commercial Centre zones. Whilst Land Use Provision No. 2
seeks to protect employment floorspace through the inclusion of appropriate non-
residential FSR controls, reliance on the E2 Commercial Centre zones under relevant
council LEPs to prohibit all forms of residential accommodation will not necessarily result in
the protection of employment floor space. As discussed in Section 3.4 to this report, the
Build to Rent provisions under the Housing SEPP, would enable this employment floorspace
capacity to be converted to residential accommodation, unless a non-residential FSR
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control was also imposed. Depending on what solution is arrived at, the provisions may
need to be revised to reflect the final outcome.

Correct the land use on the land use map
Ref: Land use (Design Guide - Section 3.3)

The land use map contains a number of errors in relation to the extent of the Crow Nest
Village (local centre) and the key.

The Map incorrectly labels the mixed-use zones along the east side of Alexander Street
between Falcon Street and Devonshire Street as residential areas. In addition, a residential
area generally located between zigzag Lane, Chandos Street, Aleander Street and Albany
Street is shown as part of the local centre (refer to Figure B22.1)
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Figure B22.1 - Land use map from Design Guide

This error needs to be corrected to accurately reflect the intended land use.
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@ Add minimum lot size control
Ref: Land use (Design Guide - Section 3.3)

To support site amalgamation, ensure sufficient tower separation, and prevent site
isolation, it is recommended that a minimum lot size provision be incorporated. The
suggested provision is as follows:

e A minimum lot size of 1,500sqm for developments of 16 storeys and above along
the Pacific Highway, south-east of Oxley Street.

@ Add a maximum tower length control for towers along Pacific Highway
Ref: Built form (Design Guide - Section 3.4)

Buildings should be carefully designed and positioned to minimise the impact of their height
and bulk on surrounding residential areas. Given the proposed density increase along the
Pacific Highway, which will significantly impact upon the Wollstonecraft residential area,
incorporating a maximum tower length control for the sites along Pacific Highway into the
Design Guide is essential. This would also prevent the creation of long walls to streets,
thereby creating canyons that would reduce pedestrian amenity through the reduction in
solar access and increased wind environments.

The Urban Design Report suggests a 40m separation between towers along Pacific Highway
(see Figure B24.1) to enhance sensitivity to the local character and context.

06 Maximise tower separation

Figure B24.1 - Built form design recommendations — Urban Design Report
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To preserve amenity for Wollstonecraft residents and pedestrians, itis recommended that a
new provision be provided within the Design Guide requiring:

e No part of a building located above the podium, and which exceeds 18 storeys in
height, may have a horizontal width of more than 45m.

Amend floor-to-floor height assumptions
Ref: Built form (Design Guide - Section 3.4)

Amend floor-to floor height assumptions are follows:

e provide different maximum floor height controls for ground floor commercial and
residential uses. 5m for commercial use and 4m for residential use.

e increase the maximum floor height control for rooftop service zone (2-20 storeys) to
3m.

Reduce the GBA-GFA efficiency assumption for non-residential ground floor uses to
50%
Ref: Built form (Design Guide - Section 3.4)

This is a more accurate assumption that will improve the accuracy of FSR controls.

Add heritage controls for future development
Ref: Built form (Design Guide - Section 3.4)

The Design Guide does not include adequate and clear design guidance for future
development on and adjoining existing heritage items within the Precinct. In particular, it
does not adequately address the desired outcomes for heritage items located along the
Pacific Highway between Shirley Road and Oxley Street, which has the potential to adversely
impact the significance of these heritage items and result in excessive bulk and scale.

Amend the solar access map to reflect protected areas
Ref: (Design Guide - Section 3.4.1)

The proposed solar access map fails to correctly identify the full extent of Hume Street Park,
which includes the road reserve of Hume Street. This road reserve is zoned as RE1 in the
North Sydney Local Environmental Plan (NSLEP2013) and is expected to be transformed into
part of Hume Street Park in the long term. The solar access map should be updated to
reflect this consolidated space accurately.

Additionally, no solar access protection is being proposed for any future Holterman Street
Park, as identified in the 2036 Plan. The NSDCP2013 includes a solar access protection
control for this future open space. It is recommended to add Holterman Street Park to the
solar access protection areas.
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Precinct Boundary

Area of Change

St Leonards South

Existing/Planned Public Open Spaces
Christie Park

Newlands Park

St Leonards South (indicative)
Propsting Park

Hume Street Park

Emest Place

Gore Hill Oval

8. Talus Reserve

| g b b

(=

Proposed Public Open Spaces
9. Proposed Park

Streetscapes

10. Miichell Street

11. Oxley Street

12. Willoughby Road

Conservation Areas Inside Boundary

Residential Areas Inside Boundary

Residential Areas Outside Boundary

Figure B28.1: Extract of Figure 8 to the Design Guide and extent of missing public open spaces where solar access is to be

protected.

Reconsider the overshadowing requirement
Ref: (Design Guide - Section 3.4.1)

The Design Guide outlines solar access requirements to various public open spaces
throughout the Precinct. Strict technical compliance with these requirements will not be
able to be achieved for sites located directly adjacent to those public open spaces, if
seeking to apply the additional uplift proposed. This results in the controls unfairly
impacting upon the ability of these sites to be developed to their full potential, and is

contrary to the objectives of the EP&A Act.

This issue was specifically looked at when Council revised NSDCP 2013 to implement the
desired outcomes of the 2036 Plan. The NSDCP2013 requires “development on land
located directly adjacent to the identified public spaces may result in a net increase in
overshadowing of that space, but only if that development strictly complies with key built
form envelope controls that apply to that land under both NSLEP 2013 and this DCP.”

Itis recommended that a similar requirement to that used within NSDCP 2013 be
incorporated into the Design Guide, to ensure that development directly adjacent to those
open spaces can be developed to their potential under the revised controls.

Access and Inclusion Committee - 25 February 2025 Agenda
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@ Add public domain upgrade provisions for Hume Street Park
Ref: Landscape and Environment (Design Guide - Section 3.5)

See comments at B10.

m Include public domain upgrade provisions for the transition boundaries at Nicholson
Street, Sinclair Street, Oxley Street and Clarke Street
Ref: Landscape and Environment (Design Guide - Section 3.5)

See comments at B11.

m Include tower setback controls
Ref: Setbacks (Design Guide - Section 3.7)

The cross sections from the Urban Design Report for opportunity blocks detail minimum
tower setbacks along Nicholson Street and Sinclair Street (see Figure B32.1), which are
reflected in the 3D models and align with the proposed FSR. However, these setback
controls are not reflected in the Design Guide. To ensure the intended design outcomes are
met, it is essential to include these minimum tower setback controls within the Design

Guide.
Max 27st
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Figure B32.1 - Block 4 section - Urban Design Report

E Provide detailed above podium setback requirements for developments over heritage
items and near the Five Ways intersection
Ref: Setbacks (Design Guide - Section 3.7)

As indicated in the comments at B9 to this report, additional details are required to clarify
and provide certainty of the extent of setbacks anticipated where new development is
proposed to be erected and incorporate the retention of heritage items.
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Amend the proposed setback control diagram to correct any misalighment with the
section diagram (from Urban Design Report) and incorporate Council’s
recommendations listed in the comments at B7 of this report.

Ref: Setbacks (Design Guide - Section 3.7)

Amend the proposed street wall height control diagram to correct misalighments with
the 3D views and section diagrams (from Urban Design Report) and incorporate
Council’s recommendations in the comments at B8 of this report.

Ref: Street Wall Heights (Design Guide - Section 3.8)

Recommendations:

o Refine Design Guide to incorporate essential recommendations from the Urban Design
Report, add critical design provisions, and revise existing provisions to address to
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3.3 Site-specific matters

KEY MOVES

m Defer the Crows Nest Metro ‘Site A’ from the rezoning proposal and collaborate with
Council to refine the land use mix.

m Should the ‘affordable housing non-residential FSR reduction bonus’ be pursued on
Crows Nest Metro ‘Site A’, amend the built form controls to provide separate towers
and reduce the overshadowing impact to Ernest Place and Willoughby Road.

m Defer 290 Pacific Highway from the rezoning proposal to resolve built form controls
and delivery of proposed open space along Sinclair Street.

3.3.1 CROWS NEST METRO ‘SITE A’

The proposed TOD changes

The soon-to-be-opened Crows Nest Sydney Metro Station serves as a key catalyst for
revitalising the area, enhancing its distinctive characteristics, and providing new
experiences and services for both current and future residents.

The EIE Package does not seek to amend the base built form controls for this site which are
to maintain:

e aMU1 Mixed Use zoning;

e amaximum height of RL 180 (to allow a 27 storey commercial building);
e amaximum FSRof 11.5:1; and

e aminimum non-residential FSR of 10:1*.

The site is also identified as one of the affordable housing incentive sites. If a minimum of
15% affordable housing is delivered on the site, then the minimum non-residential* FSR
may be reduced to a minimum of 1:1.

This change aims to facilitate additional residential development, including affordable
housing. While the proposed building height and FSR will remain consistent with the 2036
Plan and the approved State Significant Development Application (SSDA) envelope, this
proposed incentive provision if adopted would significantly reduce the employment
capacity offerings and negatively impact on the long-term activation of the Precinct as well
as the regional and local economy.

The history of the site proposal

In 2018, a concept SSDA was lodged for the Crows Nest Metro Over Station Development
(OSD), comprising the development of three sites integrated with the future Crows Nest
Station. Since then, various schemes for the sites have been developed. The resulting built
form envelope for the Crows Nest Metro OSD was approved in December 2020 and was
subsequently incorporated within NSLEP 2013 at the time. Table C1.1 below provides a
summary of the development of the site proposal for Site A.
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TABLE C1.1 Comparison of Development Proposals for Site A

Figure C1.1 Concept SSDA (2018) - two residential towers

Access and Inclusion Committee - 25 February 2025 Agenda

Site A Crows Nest TOD
Concept The 2036 Plan Approved (2024)
SSDA (2020) Envelope Affordable
(2018) (2020) Base Housing
Incentive
Building RL 183 27 storeys RL 180 RL 180 RL 180
Height (27 storeys) (21 storeys) (27 storeys) (27 storeys)
FSR 9.67:1 11.5:1 11.5:1 11.5:1 11.5:1
Non- 0.7:1 10:1 10:1 10:1 1:1
residential
FSR
Uses (tower) | Residential Commercial Commercial Commercial Residential
(2 towers) (1 tower) (1 tower) (1 tower) (1 tower)
Approx. 350
units
o
|
-, _/‘ 7 S
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Figure C1.2: Approved Envelope (2020) - one commercial tower

Key concerns of the development proposals

e Concept SSDA (2018): The proposed concept scheme included a mixed use
development up to 27-storeys in height, with a commercial base and two residential
towers with 24m tower separation (refer to Figure C1.1) above. The key concerns raised
by Council at the time in relation to the Concept SSDA included:

o the proposed built form being out of scale with the fine-grain nature and village
atmosphere of Crows Nest
the extent of overshadowing impacts to Ernest Place and Willoughby Road
the limited employment opportunities and public benefits for the area.

e Approved building envelope (2020): In 2020, the NSW Government finalised the 2036
Plan and subsequently amended NSLEP 2013, by implementing the approved built form
envelope in terms of building height, FSR and Non-residential FSR for the Crows Nest
Station OSD SSDA (refer to Figure C1.2). The proposed increase in non-residential FSR
was supported as it provided a significant boost in employment floor space compared
to the original SSDA scheme. The main concerns raised by Council in relation to the
approved building envelope were:

o the bulk and massing of the built form negatively impacting the village
atmosphere of Crows Nest
the overshadowing impacts to Ernest Place and Willoughby Road
the domination of the continuous long and tall fagade with no gaps or
articulation, creating an uncomfortable environment for pedestrians.

e Crows Nest TOD (2024): Whilst the currently exhibited EIE Package, does not seek to
amend the approved built form envelope, Site A is identified as one of the affordable
housing incentive sites. In particular, the non-residential FSR may be reduced from 10:1
to 1:1 as long as 15% of the residential component comprises affordable housing. The
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Package suggests that the built form for Site A will remains as a single tower with a
significantly long unbroken fagade parallel to the Pacific Highway (refer to Figure C1.3).
The key concerns arising from the implementation of the proposed affordable housing
incentives on Site A include:
o the scale and massing of the building diminishing the village character of Crows
Nest
the overshadowing effect to Ernest Place and Willoughby Road
the extensive length of the fagade, which lacks any breaks or articulation,
overwhelms the street frontage and creates an unwelcoming experience for
pedestrians
o thesignificant decrease in employment floor space, thereby restricting
employment opportunities to a highly accessible site and could negatively
affect the long-term economic vitality of the region and local area.

|7 T Metro Site Als not proposed ™

| for additional height or FSR. Itis - .
however proposed toreduce the 4

non-residential FSR from 10:1to 11to - -

facilitate additional residential and i
thereby affordable housing.

Figure 1.3: Crows Nest TOD (2024)

Retain employment floorspace at Site A

Capturing employment opportunities at major transportation hubs is vital. The Crows Nest
and St Leonards area stands out as one of five precincts in Sydney Metropolitan area that
has both a Railway Station and a Metro Station, making it a prime location for commercial
development.

The EIE, Urban Design Report and Design Guide all emphasis the necessity to preserve
floorspace for future employment, highlighting the potential for the new Metro to stimulate
the commercial market. The objective of the Crows Nest Precinct includes creating future
employment opportunities by leveraging the increased transport capacity of the new Sydney
Metro Station.

However, the proposed changes to the Metro Site will potentially convert previously
designated commercial uses to residential uses if the affordable housing bonus provisions
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are taken up. This shift will significantly reduce the commercial offering within the Precinct
and adversely affect the long-term economic prospects of the area. Refer to Section 3.4.

TABLE C1.2: Comparison of proposed non-residential FSR and potential GFA for Site

Metro Site A | Approved Envelope (2020) Crows Nest TOD (2024) Loss
Non-res FSR Non-res GFA Non-res FSR Non-res GFA Non-res GFA
10:1 38,810sgm 1:1 3,881sgm - 34,929sgm

E Alternative solution for delivering affordable housing

Itis noted that the EIE designates Lot 4B on Herbert Street, St Leonards as part of the TOD
Accelerated Rezoning Area. This site, adjacent to St Leonards Railway Station and Royal
North Shore Hospital (RNSH) and owned by the State Government, is proposed to
accommodate a mixed-use development, a large portion of which is to be allocated to
residential accommodation. In particular, the EIE Package suggests that a 62-storey mixed-
use building should be erected on Lot 4B. Any such development on this land would be
subject to a minimum provision of 10% affordable housing.

As discussed in Section 3.5, solving the affordable housing crisis requires a broad approach
beyond just encouraging private sector involvement. If Lot 4B is developed as proposed, the
State Government could set a strong example by providing a significant proportion—ideally
30% or more—for key worker housing on this site. This would affirm a commitment to
affordable housing on government-owned land and align with existing government goals.

As an alternative, itis recommended that the affordable housing component for Lot 4B next
to the Railway Station could be further increased as an offset in the protection of the
commercial space on Site A to the Crows Nest Metro Station OSD. This approach would
strategically ensure a balanced provision of both commercial and affordable housing close
to major transport nodes in the Precinct.

@ Amend the planning controls for Metro Site A if residential towers are proposed

If the affordable housing incentives are to be implemented as proposed, the associated
planning controls need to be refined to ensure a desirable outcome in terms of amenity for
the future residents on Site A and to existing and future residents adjoining the site.

The following recommendations would align with a future residential use of the site if this
policy position was pursued by the NSW Government:

e Zoning: Retain the existing zoning regime - MU Mixed Use

o Height of Building (HOB): Retain the existing maximum height control of RL 180,
with consideration given to reducing the building heights at the site’s northern end
to reduce the shadow impact to Ernest Place and Willoughby Road

e FSR: Reduce the maximum FSR from 11.5:1 to 10:1, given residential use GBA-GFA
efficiency is much lower than commercial uses, and the need to include additional
separation and articulation treatments to provide adequate privacy, amenity, solar
access, ventilation for residential uses.

¢ Non-residential FSR: Increase the minimum non-residential FSR to 2:1 to better
reflect a consistent application of this quantum of non-residential floor space on
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adjacent sites along the Pacific Highway (reduced from the adopted 10:1 from the
2036 Plan, noting the draft 2036 Plan at the time suggested 3:1 non-residential FSR)

@ Reconfigure the Crows Nest metro Site A built form to minimise adverse impacts

The Urban Design Report highlights the challenge that the “new Metro station will bring
change to Crows Nest. Managing the impacts of this change requires consideration of the
scale of new buildings, overshadowing, pedestrian movements and demand on public
spaces.”

The currently approved building envelope presents several significant concerns. The
anticipated massing will be visually prominent from several key local viewpoints, including
Ernest Place, Hume Street Park, Willoughby Road, and the Pacific Highway. The site and
controls would enable a continuous 117-metre long tower wall parallel to the Pacific
Highway, lacking any meaningful gaps or articulation, which would contribute to significant
overshadowing of Ernest Place and Willoughby Road and conflicts with the emerging
character of St Leonards and the need to maintain the existing village character of Crows
Nest.

If affordable housing incentive provisions are to be taken up, it is essential to reconsider the
built form as a result of the changed use of the building. In particular, itis recommended
that at least two physically separated towers above a common podium be provided, with
maximum tower length and/or minimum tower separation controls be imposed to minimise
potential impacts on the surrounding neighbourhood and public domain, and future
residents in terms of privacy, solar access and ventilation.

Reduce shadow impact to the heart of the community at Ernest Place and Willoughby
Road

Willoughby Road is the vibrant heart of the Crows Nest Village, known for its fine-grain built
form, boutique shops, cafes, and restaurants. It’s often called the "Surry Hills of the north."
Ernest Place is a popular urban plaza, surrounded by coffee shops and retail premises
connecting with the Crows Nest Community Centre. Its lawn area gets decent sunlight and
is used by various community groups throughout the day and into late afternoon and early
evening during spring and autumn equinox (see Figures C5.1 and C5.2).

E-

Figure C5.1: Ernest Place looking east at 5.45pm, 27 March FigureC5.2: Ernest Place looking west at 5.45pm on 27 March
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Council has previously advised the Department that the approved Crows Nest metro Site A
building envelope has unacceptable overshadowing of Ernest Place and Willoughby Road.
Ernest Place currently receives sun up to 5.30-5.45pm at equinox (Figures C5.1 and C5.2).
The approved Site A building envelope begins casting shadows on this important open
space at 4.10-4.25pm. Sculpting of the envelope would reduce shadows to Ernest Place.

448 Pacific Highway

The EIE Package proposes height increases for some sites along the Pacific Highway,
adjacent to the Metro Station. Additionally, bonus heights are permitted for four sites along
Pacific Highway if the affordable housing incentives are taken up. The most significant
height increase for 448 Pacific Highway, St Leonards, which rises from 30 storeys under the
2036 Plan to 32 storeys under the EIE Package and then to 40 storeys (an additional 10
storeys) if the affordable housing incentives are taken up.

If the affordable housing incentives are taken up at 448 Pacific Highway, it will create
additional overshadowing impact to Ernest Place and Willoughby Road, beyond the
anticipated impacts of the envelope to Site A of the Crows Nest Metro OSD (refer to Figure
C5.3). This additional overshadowing impact is unacceptable as the approved Crows Nest
Metro OSD building envelope already creates significant shadow impacts and visual
impacts to Ernest Place and Willoughby Road within the Crows Nest village.

It is recommended that the State Government collaborate with Council to refine the
planning controls for 448 Pacific Highway and Site A to the Crows Nest Metro OSD to
reduce the overshadowing impacts to Ernest Place and Willoughby Road.

Overshadowed by the 40 storeys
future development at 448 Pacific

Highway
Overshadowed by Metro Site A

approved SSDA building envelope

Figure C5.3: Sun eye diagram at 4.10pm on 21 Sep - Ernest Place

Recommendations:

e Defer any amendments to 448 Pacific Hwy and engage in collaboration with the Council to
ensure alignment with the long-term vision for the Precinct.
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e Maintain the 2036 Plan’s 10:1 non-residential FSR with and without the introduction of an
affordable housing bonus.

e |[fthe affordable housing bonus proceeds and results in a significant reduction of the non-
residential FSR, reconfigure the built form and building envelope to minimise impacts on the
surrounding areas and public domain and provide adequate amenity to future residents. The

following recommendations align with the residential use of the towers:

(0]

(0]

Retain the maximum building height as within the approved SSDA building envelope

Reduce the FSR from 11.5:1 to 10:1, given residential use GBA-GFA efficiency is much lower
than commercial uses, and addition separation and articulation treatment are required to
provide adequate privacy, amenity, solar access, ventilation for residential use.

Increase the non-residential FSR to 2:1 to reflect the requirement at adjacent sites along the
Pacific Highway (reduced from the adopted 10:1 from the 2036 Plan, noting the draft 2036
Plan at the time suggested 3:1 non-residential FSR)

Break the long facade wall and provide towers at site with sufficient building separations. If
two towers are envisioned, the minimum building separation between the towers should be
24m

No part of a building located above the podium should have a horizontal width of more than
45m

e Collaborate with Council to refine the planning controls for 448 Pacific Highway and Site A SSDA
building envelope to the Crows Nest Metro OSD to reduce the overshadowing impacts to Ernest
Place and Willoughby Road.

e Apply a reduced parking rate to reduce the on-site parking spaces

3.3.2

290 PACIFIC HIGHWAY

Defer any amendments to 290 Pacific Highway, until a more resolved position can be
reached as to how this site may be redeveloped to the benefit of the wider community.

290 Pacific Highway, Crows Nest is located on the south-western side of the Pacific
Highway approximately 40m south-east of the Five Ways Intersection.

The site is “L” shaped, with a 24.4m frontage to the Pacific Highway, a 36.6m frontage to
Sinclair Street, a depth of 91.5m and an area of 2,789sgm. The front portion contains two
commercial buildings.

43
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7. The Access and Inclusion Committee

The establishment of the Access and Inclusion Committee (AIC) was a recommended action
in Council’s Disability Inclusion Action Plan (2022-2026) endorsed by Council in October 2022.
The AIC was established by Council in August 2023.

The Access and Inclusion Committee is an advisory body tasked with assisting Council in
achieving improved access and inclusion of services and infrastructure in North Sydney.

The role of the Committee is to provide:

e expertise and advice on how to enhance accessibility and promote inclusion within
Council’s infrastructure, facilities, events, services, systems, and processes for people
with disability.

e advice and guidance on the development and implementation of Council’s Disability
Inclusion Action Plan (DIAP 2022-2026) and other strategies and policies that impact on
access and inclusion.

e advice on how to raise awareness and promote attitudinal change within the community
to promote inclusion and access for all.

e guidance on embedding the social model of disability across the organisation.

Members of the AIC are the Chair appointed by Council, and community representatives
appointed by the Chief Executive Officer.

North Sydney Council’s Disability Inclusion Action Plan (2022-2026) is attached.
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8. Reports for consideration by the Committee

8.1. Gender Equity and Accessibility Audit of Council Sporting Facilities

AUTHOR George Carrick, Access and Inclusion Coordinator
ENDORSED BY | Marcelo Occhiuzzi
ATTACHMENTS | Appendix 1- Detailed Accessibility Analysis of Individual Sporting Grounds
CSP LINK 1. Our Living Environment

1.4 Well utilised open space and recreational facilities

2. Our Built Infrastructure

2.1 Infrastructure and assets meet diverse community needs

3. Our Innovative City

3.2 North Sydney is smart and innovative

3.3 Distinctive sense of place and design excellence

4. Our Social Vitality

4.1 North Sydney is connected, inclusive, healthy and safe

Background

At its meeting on the 11 November 2024 the Council resolved the following:

1. THAT Council conduct an urgent review of allocation of sporting fields, facilities and
amenities including changing rooms and toilets, to be undertaken before the
commencement of the winter season to measure access to facilities for training and
competition for girls and women and that the review include a breakdown of training
and playing hours, times of day allocated between genders and that the review initially
focus on Cammeray Park, Anderson Park and North Sydney Oval (including Ovals 1 and
2).

2. THAT Council undertake an audit in relation to opportunity for access to sporting
fields and facilities for people with a disability including policies and actions of any
sporting clubs hiring Council fields and facilities.

3. THAT Council also review any Hiring Policies and Conditions of Use to ensure that
they align with gender equity and access and inclusion principles.

4. THAT a further report be provided to Council and the Access and Inclusion
Committee for consideration prior to commencement of the winter sporting season.

This report responds to the above resolution.

RECOMMENDATION:
1. THAT the Access and Inclusion Committee note the report and provide feedback on how
Council may most effectively work towards sporting facilities, policy and processes being
inclusive and accessible.
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Report
1. SPORTING FACILITIES FOR GIRLS AND WOMEN

The increasing participation of women and girls in sport and active recreation requires
attention to ensure equity of access. Council aims to align contemporary practice, to achieve
equitable provision of, and access to, inclusive infrastructure, practice and processes to
support and enhance opportunities of engagement for women, girls and people with disability
to sporting and recreational opportunities.

North Sydney Council provides the community with 13 sports fields across the following eight
locations within the Local Government Area.

e Anderson Park (single field)

e Waverton Park (single field)

e Cammeray Park (single field)

e Forsyth Park (2 fields)

e Tunks Park (3 fields)

e Primrose Park (3 fields)

e Bon Andrews Oval (single field) and
e North Sydney Oval (single field)

Each location is equipped with both public toilets and changing rooms. A safe and welcoming
environment is a critical component of any change room. Noting this, Council staff have
undertaken an audit of the change room amenities, associated to each location, based on the
following guiding principles for female friendly facilities:

e aprivacy screen at the entry to the change room
individual toilet cubicles

e individual lockable shower cubicles with change seats inside each cubicle
e appropriately located hygiene disposal points

e mirror/vanity/shelving for personal items

e fold away baby change tables

e provision of Sanitary receptacles

The above principles were taken from the following references
e Female Friendly Sport Infrastructure Guidelines http://sport.vic.gov.au

e Female Friendly Change Rooms @ Sporting Facilities http://www.sport.act.gov.au
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Lockable
. . Individual | showers . . Bab
Facility Privacy . . Vanity | Sanitary ¥ Power Se'cure
toilet with . change | Points | Private
Name Screen . shelves Bins
cubicles change tables Lockers
seat
Cammeray .. .
X ] X X ] X X X
Park
Anderson
X ] X X X X X X
Park
Bon
Andrews X U X X X X X X
Oval
North
Sydney X a X a a X U a
Oval*
Primrose
1] ] X X X X X X
Park
Tunks Park ..
X ] X ] X X U X
1
Tunks Park . X
ok X ] X X X X X
Waverton .. .. X
X G a X X X X
Park
Forsyth X u a U X X X X
Park*

*Is equipped with lockable showers but no change seat
**No showers at this facility

Note: The above table contains a summary of the facilities present at each location, with ticks
(presence) and crosses (absence) indicating provision of facilities. The information has been
transcribed for screen reader use below:

Forsyth Park
e Privacy Screens- No

e Individual toilet cubicles- Yes

e Lockable showers with change seat- Lockable showers but no change seat
e Vanity Shelves- Yes

e Sanitary Bins- No

e Baby change tables- No

e Power points- No

e Secure private lockers- No

Waverton Park
e Privacy Screens- No

e Individual toilet cubicles- Yes
e Lockable showers with change seat- Yes
e Vanity Shelves- No
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e Sanitary Bins- No

e Baby change tables- No

e Power points- No

e Secure private lockers- No

Tunks Park 1
e Privacy Screens- No

e Individual toilet cubicles- Yes

e Lockable showers with change seat- No
e Vanity Shelves- Yes

e Sanitary Bins- No

e Baby change tables- No

e Power points- Yes

e Secure private lockers- No

Tunks Park 2
e Privacy Screens- No

e Individual toilet cubicles- Yes

e Lockable showers with change seat- No showers available
e Vanity Shelves- No

e Sanitary Bins- No

e Baby change tables- No

e Power points- No

e Secure private lockers- No

Primrose Park
e Privacy Screens- Yes

e Individual toilet cubicles- Yes

e Lockable showers with change seat- No
e Vanity Shelves- No

e Sanitary Bins- No

e Baby change tables- No

e Power points- No

e Secure private lockers- No

North Sydney Oval
e Privacy Screens- No

e Individual toilet cubicles- Yes

e Lockable showers with change seat- Lockable showers but no change seat
e Vanity Shelves- Yes

e Sanitary Bins- Yes
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e Baby change tables- No
e Power points- Yes
e Secure private lockers- Yes

Bon Andrews Oval
e Privacy Screens- No

e Individual toilet cubicles- Yes

e Lockable showers with change seat- No
e Vanity Shelves- No

e Sanitary Bins- No

e Baby change tables- No

e Power points- No

e Secure private lockers- No

Andersen Park
e Privacy Screens- No

e Individual toilet cubicles- Yes

e Lockable showers with change seat- No
e Vanity Shelves- No

e Sanitary Bins- No

e Baby change tables- No

e Power points- No

e Secure private lockers- No

Cammeray Park
e Privacy Screens- No

e Individual toilet cubicles- Yes

e Lockable showers with change seat- No
e Vanity Shelves- No

e Sanitary Bins- Yes

e Baby change tables- No

e Power points- No

e Secure private lockers- No

Lighting in the surrounding area, proximity to parking, and pedestrian activity, are also factors
which contribute to safety for sports participants.

The new Open Space and Recreation Strategy is indicating the Renewal and upgrade to the
public amenities at the following Sports fields:

e Forsyth Park
e Waverton Park
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As well as delivering gender-neutral player facilities, at the following key sports sites, to
encourage and cater for the growth in inclusive participation, including for girls and women:

e North Sydney Oval
e Primrose Park
e Tunks Park

Sports Field Use

North Sydney Council hires sports fields to clubs, associations, schools, individuals and
commercial customers for specific periods of time. It is currently up to those hirers, as to how
they allocate training and games for both female and male participants.

During the high impact winter season, Council’s turf/grass fields have limited usage of 32
hours per week. The exception to this, is the Cammeray Synthetic field, which can be utilised
for over 60 hours a week. During the summer period, the hours of use for the low impact
sports like cricket is unlimited.

Training and Games

Generally, training hours are allocated during the week from 3pm to 9.30pm Monday to
Friday. Saturdays and Sundays are scheduled competition/game days, however, in recent
times, clubs have been scheduling matches on Friday nights as well.

Council does not currently collect data on how hirers allocate training times, and current
policies do not place any requirements on hirers in relation to this.

Council staff reached out to two (2) of the main hirers of council facilities and they have
provided the following information, as an example regarding training and games

Football (Soccer) — North Sydney United (NSU)
NSU’s women’s development teams (Division 1) are scheduled to train on Tuesday and Friday
afternoons/early evenings at Cammeray Park.

Lower-grade and social teams train on Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday evenings at
various locations, including Primrose Park, Waverton, and Anderson Park. Each team will
select a training day and time based on what works best for the group. There are no
designated training days for male or female participants.

As there are so many participants, there will be more than one team training on a field.
Depending on the age of the users, there could be up to 6 teams training at any one time. As
an example, for teams under 8 years of age, it’s possible to fit 6 teams on a field and for adult
teams it would be 2 teams, assuming half a field is used by each team.

From ages 12 and up, most women’s games are played on a Sunday from 8.30am and can be
played right through to 7pm in the evening.
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Cricket — UTS North Sydney District Cricket Club (NSDCC)
NSDCC women’s teams train each Wednesday on the turf practice wickets at Bon Andrews
Oval as well as the Primrose Park synthetic nets from 5.30pm until 8pm.

The higher-grade teams that play on Turf wickets, will always play their matches on a Sunday.
Lower grades will play on Synthetic wickets on a Saturday.

Schools
School sport competition is mainly played during the week, between 9am and 3pm but can
also be scheduled on weekends for selected sports

2. ACCESSIBILTY OF SPORTING FACILITIES

To conduct an effective audit on accessible features of each facility, an assessment criterion
was developed based on best practice principles and guidelines (see references section for
full resource list). It should be noted that this audit was conducted by Council staff and not by
a qualified access consultant. As such, the findings of this audit identify broadly the access
strengths and challenges associated with each facility but will not provide the detail and
expertise of a qualified access consultant.

The following criteria have been used to establish a baseline level of features, utilities and
amenities relating to accessibility.

e Parking and access to facility
e Pathways

e Entrances

e Ramps/elevators

e Seating/spectator areas

e Wayfinding and signage

e Bathrooms

e Changing rooms

e Other

General Challenges

Wayfinding

Wayfinding resources, to key accessible points of interest (POIls) across all nine facilities is
poor. Council’s website contains no directions to accessible entrances, seating or bathrooms,
nor any mention of the capacity of those facilities. Once at the facility, signage to each POl is
poor and largely only indicated by signage on the door.

The cumulative impact of poor wayfinding resources is that it is challenging for anyone
interested in attending North Sydney Council facilities to effectively plan their trip and more
difficult still for them to utilise these resources once they have accessed the facility.
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Accessible Parking

All of the audited facilities, except Tunks Park and Primrose Park, lack designated accessible
parking within 5 minutes walking distance. There are potentially accessible drop-off options
at most sites, however, these are largely not designated drop-off points and are instead
service entrances or private car parks. As such, access to these drop-off points is not always
guaranteed.

A lack of accessible parking spaces and drop-off points adds additional barriers to accessing
these facilities, further compounded by the lack of wayfinding resources. Cumulatively, these
two barriers make it incredibly challenging for an individual to effectively plan their trip and
access Council sporting facilities.

Accessibility Summary

In most sporting facilities in North Sydney, accessibility is at a fair standard, with some
exceptions. In addition to the general challenges highlighted in this report, each facility has
individual areas in which accessibility could be improved (for a detailed analysis of each
facility, refer to the accessibility audit — Attachment 1). While no facility could be considered
an exemplar of accessibility, most meet basic accessibility requirements and can be fairly
easily accessed by players, spectators and casual users of the facilities.

North Sydney Oval, Waverton Park and Primrose Park are the exceptions to this conclusion
and will require significant upgrades, if they are to be considered truly acceptable. These
facilities are lacking in some basic accessibility features that present significant barriers to
entry for players, spectators and casual users.

In the cases of Waverton and Primrose Parks, there are no accessible entrances and footpaths
that allow easy access to these facilities. What pathways exist, either require the user to
navigate down large flights of stairs or down steeply graded grassy hills. This is of particular
concern at Primrose Park where there are high quality fields and cricket nets, that would be
desirable to use if they were easily accessible. They also lack accessible bathrooms and
changing facilities which further disincentivise usage by the wider community.

The facilities at North Sydney Oval are considerably better than Waverton and Primrose Park,
however, are not sufficient for its status as a flagship sporting facility in North Sydney,
particularly for spectators. The ground hosts high profile and highly attended sporting events
(including recently a Women’s Ashes cricket match), however the accessible entrance,
footpaths, bathrooms and seating all contain significant barriers that would disincentivise
usage for a significant number of attendees.

3. SPORTING FACILITIES BOOKING POLICY

North Sydney Council’s Sporting Facilities Booking Policy provides a booking process for
sporting facilities that is fair and transparent for all users and which prohibits exclusive use.

The Sporting Facilities Booking Policy, adopted by Council on the 8 May 2023, is attached as
Appendix 2. The Policy is supported by the How To Make A Booking document (Appendix 3).
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In summary the provisions of the policy are as follows:

e Booking of sporting facilities is to be made on a seasonal basis in the first instance

e Seasonal hirers of Council’s sporting facilities will be given preference over
occasional hirers

e Bookings are not based on precedent

e Preference will be given to local hirers

e Schools, sporting clubs and sporting associations will have priority over commercial
hirers.

In determining the allocation of requested bookings, staff will take into consideration:

a. The number of players/participants represented by the hirer

b. If the booking is for training/competition/social (priority will be given to
training/competition over social)

c. A fair distribution of hours between the respective hirers

d. Whether the hirer has previously complied with Council’s bookings conditions of hire

e. The impact of a particular sport on the grounds during the maintenance and growing
periods. Council Officers will advise the applicant of the current terms and conditions

f. Special events such as holiday camps will be considered on a case-by-case basis.

There are currently no guidelines within this policy that indicates any alignment with gender
equity and access and inclusion principles.

Accessibility of Booking Policy and Process

While the booking process is designed to be fair and inclusive, the format and process may
exclude some groups, due to the lack of digital accessibility of each form. The current process
requires that hirers download or print a copy of the booking form, to fill out- either physically
or digitally and return to Council for processing. This presents numerous accessibility barriers.

Firstly, the booking form contains small, cramped text with multiple check boxes and tables,
that would make it challenging for a blind or low vision person to read and complete the form.
Secondly, the process is time consuming and arduous, requiring either a high degree of digital
literacy to edit a PDF effectively and/or access to a printer and the ability to physically fill out
the form by hand. This can be challenging for several reasons, including, but not limited to,
fatigue management, executive functioning and cognition. Simplifying the booking process
with an online form that contains accessibility features and tools to support use, would greatly
improve its accessibility.

Permit for Use of a Sporting Resource

Hirers are required to adhere to the terms and conditions of the Permit for Use of a Sporting
Resource, with separate forms for summer, winter and casual hire. These documents are
attached as appendix 4.
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Some of the main conditions within the permit are as follows

e Use of amenities/infrastructure

e Booking conditions

e Grounds allocation/seasons

e Insurances

e Storage

e Wet weather/ground closure protocols

There are currently no guidelines within this permit, that indicates any alignment with gender
equity and access and inclusion principles

Outcomes of Audit

This report has broadly identified some of the key barriers to gender equity and accessibility
to access Councils sporting facilities. Following input on this report from the Access and
Inclusion Committee, the key findings will be presented in a separate report to Council.
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8.2. Key Projects and Works

AUTHOR George Carrick, Access and Inclusion Coordinator
ENDORSED BY | Marcelo Occhiuzzi, Director Planning and Environment
ATTACHMENTS | Nil

CSP LINK 1. Our Living Environment

1.4 Well utilised open space and recreational facilities

2. Our Built Infrastructure
2.1 Infrastructure and assets meet diverse community needs
2.2 Vibrant public domains and villages

3. Our Innovative City

3.1 Our commercial centres are prosperous and vibrant
3.2 North Sydney is smart and innovative

3.3 Distinctive sense of place and design excellence

4. Our Social Vitality
4.1 North Sydney is connected, inclusive, healthy and safe

5. Our Civic Leadership
5.1 Lead North Sydney’s strategic direction
5.3 Community is engaged in what Council does

Background

In mid 2024, Council undertook a comprehensive community engagement program, the ‘have
your say’, on North Sydney’s next ten years’ campaign, to understand the needs and priorities
of our community. Following the preparation of the resulting Strategies from this
engagement, Council endorsed for public exhibition, seven 10 Year Informing Strategies. This
exhibition process occurred between 27 November 2024 to 10 January 2025.

Each strategy includes an overarching outcome of where we want to be in 10 years and
strategic directions with clear measurable objectives, that outline how we will strive towards
the outcome. Under each strategic direction are specific projects and initiatives that will help
us achieve the objectives. There is also a list of Council’s existing services that support each
strategic direction.

An overview of the draft Strategies was provided to the Access and Inclusion Committee in
early December 2024.

At its meeting on 10 February 2025, Council endorsed the draft Strategies.

RECOMMENDATION
1. THAT the Access and Inclusion Committee note the report.
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Report

With the finalisation of Council’s 10-year Strategic documents, Council is currently in the
process of developing its next Community Strategic Plan and related Operational Plan. The
Community Strategic Plan will include the recommendations and key projects identified in the
seven informing strategy documents. All initiatives are due to be completed over the course
of the next 10 years, while the Delivery Plan and Operational Plan will assign deadlines,
budget and responsibility for each key action to take place in a 4-year period.

These plans are in development and are scheduled to be completed by April 2025. Of
significance is Council’s proposed Special Rate Variation (SRV), the outcome of which will
shape whether Council is able to deliver the asset, and infrastructure works and where
relevant, new and upgraded infrastructure identified in the informing strategies. Council has
selected Special Rate Variation (SRV) Option 2a, which encompasses these projects, however
the SRV will not be confirmed until the Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART)
makes its final decision, expected to occur in May 2025. While there is still some uncertainty
regarding the outcome of the SRV, Council will commence work to identify key projects and
capital works scheduled to begin in Year 1 (commencing July 2025) of the upcoming
operational plan.

Council is committed to ensuring that the Access and Inclusion Committee (AIC) forms an
integral component of the planning, design, and implementation of these works. Proactive
measures to ensure access and inclusion principles are embedded into each of these projects
from the inception are crucial for long-term success and sustainability. As such, in this meeting
of the AIC, the committee will be briefed on the most significant projects which were
highlighted as priorities in the 10-year strategic plans. These projects will be among the
largest works completed in this planning cycle and it is suggested they would be of particular
interest to the AIC. The key projects identified in the 10 year strategic plans include:

- Redevelopment of the Hume St Park site

- Redevelopment of the Holtemann St carpark site

- Preparation of a Cammeray Golf Course Masterplan

- Balls Head Quarantine Depot Redevelopment

- Council wide Wayfinding Strategy

- Accessible Neutral Bay Community Centre

- Review Council’s communication approach to improve accessibility

- Develop new Disability Inclusion Action Plan

- Develop a North Sydney Walking Action Plan

- Review of Disability Parking Policy

It is proposed that the AIC meeting scheduled for Tuesday 27 May, be presented a
comprehensive report on planned capital works for Year 1 (2025/26). This will be an
opportunity for further detailed conversation and engagement regarding the projects
highlighted above and a host of smaller scale projects which may be of interest to the AIC.
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9. General Business

- Recent employment of two people with disability in partnership with Jigsaw Australia

- Farewell to Committee member Naomi Deck
10. Confirmation of 2025 meeting dates

The following change in meeting dates (for the rest of 2025) were recently circulated to the
Committee:

Tuesday 27 May 2025

Tuesday 26 August 2025
Tuesday 25 November 2025

11. Vote of thanks and Closure of Meeting
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