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2.3 Prioritise sustainable and active transport
2.4 Efficient traffic mobility and parking
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4.2 A centre for creativity and learning

5. Our Civic Leadership
5.1 Lead North Sydney’s strategic direction

PURPOSE:

The purpose of this report is to present to Council the outcomes of the public exhibition of
Planning Proposal (PP2/23) and accompanying draft Voluntary Planning Agreement for 601
Pacific Highway St Leonards, and to seek Council’s endorsement to progress the Planning
Proposal to amend the North Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2013 and proceed with the

execution of the Voluntary Planning Agreement.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

- On 27 November 2023, Council resolved to support and forward a Planning Proposal
(PP2/23) lodged by Stockland Pty Ltd as it relates to land at 601 Pacific Highway, St
Leonards to the Department of Housing and Infrastructure (DPHI) with a request for a
Gateway Determination.

- The Planning Proposal is accompanied by a draft Voluntary Planning Agreement (VPA),
which proposes a $172,000 monetary contribution to Council to be used towards
community infrastructure.
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The Planning Proposal seeks to amend North Sydney Local Environmental Plan (NSLEP)
2013 to increase the maximum building height control for the site from 49m to RL 259
(equivalent to 171m) and establish a maximum floor space ratio (FSR) control of 20:1. No
amendment to the existing land use zone is proposed. The site is currently zoned E2 —
Commercial Centre under NSLEP 2013.

The intent of the Planning Proposal is to facilitate a 42-storey commercial retail/office
development, as envisaged for the subject site under the NSW Government’s St Leonards
and Crows Nest 2036 Plan (2036 Plan).

The Planning Proposal and draft VPA were placed on public exhibition from 18 July - 22
August 2024. 26 submissions were received, including 22 submissions that objected to or
raised concerns with the proposal.

The site is within an area subject to the State-led Crows Nest Transit Oriented
Development (TOD) accelerated rezoning process, announced by the NSW Government
on 7 December 2023. The TOD draft rezoning proposal, which was exhibited in July 2024,
includes planning controls for the subject site consistent with the Planning Proposal. The
most current advice from the DPHI is that the Crows Nest TOD rezoning proposal will be
finalised in November - December 2024.

Notwithstanding, it is recommended that Council support the Planning Proposal and
accompanying VPA to proceed to finalisation, subject to the inclusion of an additional
provision to address Council’s concerns regarding the ongoing application of the NSW
Government’s ‘Build-to-Rent’ (BTR) housing provisions to the subject site, which could
significantly compromise St Leonards’ employment capacity and ability to meet identified
State employment targets.

It is recommended that a minimum non-residential FSR control of 19:1 be included in the
Planning Proposal to ensure the intended commercial outcome of the Planning Proposal
is achieved. Alternatively, a special provision to exclude the site from ‘Built-to-Rent’
provisions under Part 4 of State Environmental Planning Policy (Housing) 2021 could be
requested. This is consistent with the policy position expressed in Council’s resolution of
26 August 2024 regarding to the Crows Nest TOD exhibition.

The inclusion of a minimum non-residential FSR control is recommended to provide
greater certainty that the intended employment outcome will be achieved on the site. It
is consistent with both the 2036 Plan and Crows Nest TOD and does not materially change
the Planning Proposal nor trigger the need for re-exhibition.
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RECOMMENDATION:

1.THAT Council endorse the Planning Proposal provided at Attachment 1 subject to the
inclusion of a minimum non-residential floorspace provision of 19:1 to ensure the site delivers
an employment outcome.

2. THAT Council note that the finalisation of the Planning Proposal and LEP amendment
process will be incorporated into the State Government’s Crows Nest Transit Oriented
Development Program.

3. THAT Council, in supporting the progression of this Planning Proposal, consistent with its
resolution of 26 August 2024, reiterate to the State Government the need for St Leonards to
provide for adequate employment generating floorspace capacity to fulfil its identified
function as a Strategic Centre.

4. THAT Council grant delegation to the Chief Executive Officer to execute the Voluntary
Planning Agreement (VPA) (Attachment 2) with a view to having this VPA executed as soon as
practical.

5. THAT Council note the submissions made, forming Attachment 3 to this report.

6. THAT Council notify all submitters of Council’s decision and thanked for their submission.
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Background

The following outlines the chronology and key milestones of the Planning Proposal process
to date:

On 19 January 2023, Council received a Planning Proposal (PP) to amend the North Sydney
Local Environmental Plan 2013 (NSLEP 2013) as it relates to land at 601 Pacific Highway, St
Leonards.
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Figure 1: subject site Figure 2: aerial photo

As lodged, the Planning Proposal sought the following amendments to NSLEP 2013:
e increase the maximum building height control from 49m to RL 276.5 (equivalent to
189m); and

e impose a maximum floor space ratio control of 20:1.

The proposal did not seek to amend the land use zone, which is currently E2 — Commercial
Centre under NSLEP 2013.

The indicative concept scheme accompanying the Planning Proposal included a 42-storey
commercial development with a five to six-storey podium and 36-storey tower above,
comprising 56,348 sgm of commercial office floor space, 408 sqm of retail floor space, and
128 car spaces over four basement levels.

On 19 July 2023, the Planning Proposal was referred to the North Sydney Local Planning Panel
(NSLPP) for its consideration. The NSLPP agreed with the recommendations outlined in a
detailed assessment report prepared by consultants Element Environment (on behalf of
Council), which found that the requested building height of RL 276.5 (equivalent to 189m) to
be excessive for the number of storeys envisaged under the 2036 Plan for the site and would
result in a greater level of impact (overshadowing, visual) than necessary.
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The Panel recommended the Planning Proposal proceed to a Gateway Determination subject
to the proposal and accompanying reference design being amended to a maximum building
height of RL 259 (equivalent to 171m) for 42-storeys and a maximum street wall (podium)
height of 20.5m for four to five storeys.

The Panel also recommended the applicant be invited to consider making an offer to deliver
public/community benefits via a Voluntary Planning Agreement (VPA) with Council, in
addition to the applicable s7.11 local infrastructure contributions which will be levied with
any future Development Application (DA) approval for the site and the NSW Government’s
Housing and Productivity Contribution (HPC).

On 14 August 2023, Council resolved:

1. THAT the Planning Proposal, including the accompanying indicative concept scheme,
be amended to Council’s satisfaction addressing the recommendations of the detailed
assessment report undertaken by Element Environment (on behalf of Council).
Specifically, the maximum building height be amended to RL 259 (equivalent to 171m)
and a maximum street wall (podium) height of 20.5m for 4 to 5 storeys.

2. THAT the applicant be invited to consider making an offer to deliver
public/community benefits via a Voluntary Planning Agreement (VPA) with Council,
and that the outcome be reported to Council.

3. THAT upon completion of Recommendations 1 and 2, the report return to Council
complete with the offer of any Voluntary Planning Agreement put forward by the
Proponent, prior to being forwarded to the Department of Planning and Environment.

On 29 September 2023, the applicant submitted an amended Planning Proposal and
reference design through the NSW Planning Portal which incorporated a reduced building
height of RL 265 (a 11.5m reduction in height), above the recommended building height of RL
259 (a 17.5m reduction in height), in order to provide sufficient scope for the servicing of the
project.

The applicant indicated that they were not willing to amend the proposed building height in
line with the NSLPP recommendation and Council’s resolution.

The applicant submitted a non-binding letter of offer to enter into a VPA, which proposed a
$172,000 monetary contribution to Council for the purposes of delivering community
infrastructure.

On 27 November 2023, the applicant’s amended Planning Proposal and VPA offer was
reported to Council for its consideration. Council resolved:

1. THAT Council support a Planning Proposal at a maximum building height to RL 259
and accept the accompanying VPA offer in-principle, and that the Planning Proposal
be forwarded to the Department of Planning and Environment in accordance with
section 3.34 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 seeking a
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Gateway Determination at a maximum building height of RL 259, consistent with the
recommendations of the detailed assessment undertaken by Element Environment (on
behalf of Council) and the North Sydney Local Planning Panel.

2. THAT the General Manager be authorised to negotiate the detailed terms and
provisions of a VPA consistent with the applicant’s letter of offer, and as outlined in
this report.

3. THAT upon receipt of a Gateway Determination, the associated draft Voluntary
Planning Agreement be exhibited concurrently with the Planning Proposal.

On 7 December 2023, the NSW Government announced the Transit Oriented Development
(TOD) Program and identified Crows Nest as one of the eight ‘TOD Tier 1 precincts’ for
accelerated, state-led rezoning under the program. The subject site is located within the
Crows Nest TOD precinct boundary.

On 18 December 2023, Council submitted the Planning Proposal to the DPHI, with a request
for a Gateway Determination.

To address the impasse between Council and the applicant on the issue of height, it was
requested that a condition be imposed on the Gateway Determination requiring the Planning
Proposal be amended to detail a maximum building height of RL 259 (inclusive rooftop
structures), consistent with the NSLPP’s recommendation and Council’s resolution of 27
November 2023, prior to public exhibition.

On 2 April 2024, the DPHI issued a Gateway Determination allowing the Planning Proposal

and draft VPA to be placed on public exhibition subject to meeting several conditions.
Conditions of the Gateway Determination included a requirement that the Planning Proposal
be amended to apply a maximum building height of RL 259, as recommended by the NSLPP
and resolved by Council on 27 November 2023, prior to being placed on public exhibition.

Crows Nest TOD Rezoning Proposal

On 16 July 2023, the NSW Government released the Crows Nest TOD Rezoning Proposal for
public comment. The ‘Explanation of Intended Effect’ (EIE) identified a maximum building
height of RL 259 and FSR of 20:1 for the subject site consistent with the Planning Proposal
actively being progressed by Council. The EIE clearly stipulated that: “Where there is an active
planning proposal that has been considered by Council, these controls have been included in
the EIE” (p.9).

The intent of this is not to introduce new controls that differ to, or undermine, active Planning
Proposals in the precinct but rather provide a more efficient means of incorporating draft
site-specific amendments in one process. This will occur as a result of an amendment (to the
precinct) being implemented via a SEPP instead of an amendment specific to this site being
undertaken individually to the North Sydney LEP as would usually be the case.
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Report

1. Issue of Gateway Determination

The four conditions imposed on the Gateway Determination are addressed in the following
subsections.

1.1 Amendment of Planning Proposal prior to public exhibition

Condition 1 of the Gateway Determination required the Planning Proposal be updated prior
to be being placed on public exhibition. Specifically, the Planning Proposal be amended to
address the following;

(a) Consistently apply a maximum building height control of RL 259 as resolved by North
Sydney Council on 27 November 2023, including in supporting documents; and
(b) Include an updated timeline based on the issuing of the Gateway Determination.

On 20 June 2024, the applicant submitted a revised Planning Proposal (Attachment 1)
addressing the requirements of the Gateway Determination.

1.2 Public exhibition

Condition 2 of the Gateway Determination required that the Planning Proposal and
accompanying draft VPA be placed on public exhibition for a minimum of 20 working days
(four weeks).

The Planning Proposal and accompanying draft VPA were placed on public exhibition for a
total period of 25 working days (five weeks), from 18 July 2024 to 22 August 2024,
commencing within 95 working days of the date of the Gateway Determination in accordance
with the timeframes for the DPHI’s ‘standard’ categorisation of the Planning Proposal in the
Local Environmental Plan Making Guidelines (August 2023).

1.3 Consultation with Public Bodies

Condition 3 of the Gateway Determination stated that the Planning Proposal required referral
to the following public authorities and government agencies:

e Transport for NSW;

e Ausgrid;

e Sydney Water Corporation;

e Sydney Airport;

e Civil Aviation Safety Authority (CASA);
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e Airservices Australia; and
e Commonwealth Department of Transport, Infrastructure, Regional Development,
Communications and the Arts (DTIRDCA).

The Planning Proposal was referred to the above public authorities on 22 August 2024
through the NSW Planning Portal. Responses were received from Transport for NSW, Sydney
Water Corporation, and CASA only. Their responses are summarised in the following
subsections.

1.3.1 Transport for NSW

No objection was raised regarding the Planning Proposal, noting the proposal is expected to
generate low traffic volumes within an existing commercial centre and result in minimal traffic
impacts to the surrounding local and regional transport network.

Advisory comments were provided to guide any future Development Application (DA),
including a recommendation that ground level setbacks along the Pacific Highway be free of
obstructions, that tree planting be located within the property boundary and improved
bicycle parking infrastructure be incorporated into any future development on the site.

1.3.2 Sydney Water Corporation

No objection was raised regarding the Planning Proposal, as there are appropriate services
located in the vicinity of the site, and the matters of augmentation and upgrading can be
addressed at the development application stage.

1.3.3 Civil Aviation Safety Authority

No objection was raised regarding the Planning Proposal, noting that CASA will assess
controlled activities (building and cranes) at the appropriate stage and upon receipt of

request from Sydney Airport.

It was recommended that NSW Health Infrastructure also be consulted as CASA does not
regulate Helicopter Landing Sites (at nearby Royal North Shore hospital).

1.4 Public Hearing
Condition 4 of the Gateway Determination did not require the undertaking of a public hearing,

in accordance with s.3.34(2)(e) of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act (EP&A Act).
However, the Condition stated that this did not discharge Council from any obligation it may
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otherwise have to conduct a public hearing such as in response to a submission or
reclassifying land under the Local Government Act 1993.

The Planning Proposal does not seek to reclassify any land under the Local Government Act,
1993 and therefore did not warrant the holding of a public hearing under s.3.34(2)(e) of the
EP&A Act.

1.5 Council as Planning Proposal Authority

The Gateway Determination stated that Council, as the Planning Proposal Authority (PPA), is
authorised to exercise the functions of the Local Plan Making Authority under section 3.36(2)
of the Act subject to the following:

(a)the planning proposal authority has satisfied all the conditions of the gateway
determination.

(b)the planning proposal is consistent with applicable directions of the Minister under
section 9.1 of the Act or the Secretary has agreed that any inconsistencies are justified;
and

(c) there are no outstanding written objections from public authorities.

Compliance with these requirements is addressed in the following subsections.

1.5.1 Satisfaction of Conditions

As demonstrated within section 1 of this report, Council has complied with all conditions
imposed.

1.5.2 Ministerial Directions

In issuing the Gateway Determination, the DPE did not raise any issue with the Planning
Proposal’s compliance and consistency with the Ministerial Directions.

1.5.2 Outstanding Objections

Of the responses received from the public authorities, none have objected to the progression
of the Planning Proposal. Therefore, there are no outstanding objections to be resolved.

1.6 Completion Timeframes

The Gateway Determination states that the Planning Proposal should be completed on or
before 24 January 2025.
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In a letter accompanying the Gateway Determination, the DPHI noted that the site is subject
to the Crows Nest TOD State-led rezoning process, and advised Council that:

Should the Crows Nest State Led Rezoning conclude prior to Council making a LEP
amendment for this planning proposal, the controls implemented in the State Led
Rezoning will be supported by the Department to remain on the site. This may necessitate
Council withdrawing the planning proposal or the Department issuing a do not proceed
Gateway alteration.

Alternatively, should the planning proposal process conclude prior to the State Led
Rezoning, the controls implemented by the proposal would not be further amended unless
considered necessary.

At the time this report was prepared, the DPHI was yet to finalise the Crows Nest TOD
rezoning proposal. However, the most current advice is that it is anticipated that it will be
finalised sometime in November -December 2024.

2. Planning Proposal & VPA (As Exhibited)

The Planning Proposal, as exhibited, addresses the conditions of the Gateway Determination

and proposes the following amendments to NSLEP 2013:

e increase the maximum building height control from 49m to RL 259 (equivalent to
171m); and

e impose a maximum floor space ratio (FSR) control of 20:1.

The indicative concept scheme as exhibited reflects a maximum building height of RL 259
inclusive rooftop structures (refer to Figure 3). It includes a 41-storey commercial tower
comprising a five to six-storey podium and 35-storey tower above, with a total 56,348 sqm of
commercial office floor space, 408 sqm of retail floor space, and 128 car spaces over four
basement levels.

The draft VPA as exhibited, proposes the provision of a monetary contribution in the sum of
$172,000 to Council to be used towards community infrastructure delivered by the Council.
This contribution is in addition to any applicable s7.11 local infrastructure contributions which
will be levied with any future Development Application (DA) approval for the site.
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Figure 3: Indicative Concept Scheme (Revised Planning Proposal, p. 28)

3. Public Exhibition Outcomes

The Planning Proposal (Attachment 1) and accompanying draft VPA (Attachment 2) were

placed on public exhibition for a total period of 25 working days (5 weeks) from 18 July 2024
to 22 August 2024.

The following provides a summary of the engagement methods that were used to generate

a

wareness of the Planning Proposal and accompanying draft VPA:

letter notifications to property owners and occupiers located in vicinity of the site

including within the North Sydney and Lane Cove Local Government Areas (LGA) (6,107

letters sent);
memo to precinct committees;
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notification in Council’s e-newsletters, including:

o Council eNews (1,868 subscribers)

o Precincts eNews (266 subscribers)

o DA eNews (270 subscribers)

a dedicated exhibition web page, including all documentation and contact information —
348 visits to the project page during the exhibition period and 162 downloads of the
Planning Proposal documents; and

physical copies of all supporting documentation and contact information on display at
Council’s Customer Service Centre and Stanton Library.

4. Submissions Overview

26 submissions were received. A more detailed summary of submissions is included in
Attachment 3. This included:

5.

22 submissions from local residents objecting to, or raising concerns with, the Planning
Proposal, including one submission from the Strata Owners Corporation of 500 Pacific
Highway (‘Landmark’ Building) and one submission from the St Leonards Strata
Community Group which represents 22 strata committees (totaling some 2,992 units and
8,865 residents) in the St Leonards area;

one submission supportive of the Planning Proposal; and

three submissions from public authorities/government agencies, raising no objections
with the Planning Proposal.

Concerns Raised

The following provides a summary of the frequency of issues and concerns raised during the

public exhibition.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

TRAFFIC
OVERSHADOWING

WIND TUNNELLING
HEIGHT

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS
LOCAL INFRASTRUCTURE
PRIVACY

SAFETY

VIEW LOSS

VPA
INDIGENOUS INCLUSION

FIGURE 4: Breakdown of key issues raised in submissions
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The key issues raised in the submissions received are discussed in the following subsections.
A more detailed summary of submissions and responses is provided at Attachment 3 to this
report.

5.1 Building Height

Many submissions (approximately 30%) considered the proposed building height of 171m

excessive for the following reasons:

e the proposed height being ‘well above North Sydney local planning requirements, goes
against local planning, and the values and wishes of the local community’;

e the height and scale of the proposal is not in keeping with or would alter the character
of St Leonards; and

e the cumulative impacts of tall buildings, specifically overshadowing and wind tunnelling
impacts, have not been adequately considered.

One submission objected to any increase in height above 49m throughout the precinct, whilst
one submission suggested a 20-25 storey tower be more appropriate for the subject site.

Comment

The subject site is located within the area covered by the St Leonards and Crows Nest 2036
Plan (2036 Plan), finalised by the NSW Department of Planning in August 2020. The 2036 Plan
aims to deliver significant residential and employment growth, including capacity for an
additional 16,500 new jobs and 6,683 new homes within the North Sydney portion of the
precinct. When the 2036 Plan was finalised, it was accompanied by a Ministerial Direction
requiring planning proposals to demonstrate consistency with the vision, design principles,
and built form controls identified in the 2036 Plan.

The 2036 Plan envisages a commercial building on the subject site to provide for employment
within the precinct with a maximum potential height of 42-storeys and a 20:1 floor space
ratio. The site is located within a height ‘knuckle area,” an identified cluster of high-density
development in the St Leonards commercial core and focal point for height in the precinct.

A maximum height limit of RL259 (equivalent to 171m) was recommended by Council’s
independent consultants and the NSLPP to accommodate a 42-storey commercial building,
taking into consideration the unique servicing requirements of commercial buildings and the
heights of buildings within the immediate context.

Whilst the proposed height represents a significant degree of change and will result in impacts
to development in the vicinity (such as solar access and wind impacts), the proposal will have
capacity to deliver approximately 41,650 sgm of net additional commercial floorspace and
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approximately 2,000 additional jobs in an established and highly accessible centre,
strengthening St Leonards regionally significant economic and employment functions. This
land use outcome was a key justification for the Council’s initial recommendation of support
of the Planning Proposal.

5.2 Overshadowing and solar access impacts

Overshadowing/loss of solar access was the second most frequently raised issue in the
submissions received. The concerns were predominantly broached by residents of 500 Pacific
Highway (the ‘Landmark Building’) to the south of the subject site, and 10 Atchison Street to
the north. Several submissions questioned the adequacy of the applicant’s shadow analysis
which excluded several recent major developments including St Leonards Square, the
Landmark Building, and 88 Christie Street.

One submission noted that the applicant’s analysis indicated solar access to residents in the
Landmark Building would be reduced to less than one hour. It was suggested that the solar
access controls applying to other residential areas should also apply to the Landmark Building.
Two submissions questioned the proposal’s compliance with the 2036 Plan’s solar access
controls and guidelines in mid-winter.

Comment

In a dense urban environment such as St Leonards, an inevitable degree of overshadowing is
expected when redevelopment occurs, and strict adherence to SEPP 65 and Apartment
Design Guideline (ADG) requirements may be difficult to achieve.

During the preparation of the 2036 Plan it was recognised that, whilst the quantum of height
and density proposed may lead to impacts on residential amenity (such as solar access), the
concentration of appropriate mixed-use development in close proximity to mass public
transport, employment, and services would better accommodate significant housing and job
targets, rather than dispersing this growth throughout more sensitive neighbourhoods with
lower levels of accessibility.

The 2036 Plan incorporates provisions that aim to protect solar access to selected ‘key’ public
open spaces and valued streetscapes, and to residential areas (R2, R3, and R4-zoned land)
inside and outside the precinct boundary. The planning proposal has demonstrated that a
future building on the site, envisaged under the proposed planning controls for the site, can
comply with these solar access provisions.

It should be noted that St Leonards Square (within the Lane Cove LGA) was excluded from the
2036 Plan’s open space solar protection provisions. 500 Pacific Highway (Landmark Building)
is located within the mixed-use zone.
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Notwithstanding, additional design and architectural considerations can still be explored at
the future DA stage to ensure overshadowing impacts are further mitigated to the
abovementioned properties and surrounding areas of the public domain.

5.3 Traffic impacts

Traffic congestion was another frequently raised concern in the submissions received. Heavy
traffic conditions in and around St Leonards during peak hours (Pacific Highway and side
streets) were noted, and concerns raised that the proposed development will further
deteriorate traffic conditions.

Several submissions raised concerns that no recent traffic study had been undertaken that
assessed the cumulative impact of large-scale development approvals on the existing road
network in St Leonards. It was noted that the last comprehensive traffic study was conducted
in 2013 and that recent studies focused on pedestrian and cycle movements, not vehicular
movements. Two submissions suggested no new development be approved until a
comprehensive traffic study is undertaken. One submission raised safety concerns, notably
increased emergency response times due to traffic congestion.

Comment

An overall reduction in the quantum of on-site parking and traffic generated by the
development is proposed; the existing 14-storey commercial building on the subject site
includes a 158-space basement carpark. It is proposed to be reduced to a 128-space carpark
(a net reduction of 30 spaces), which is below the maximum amount of car parking allowed
under Council’s parking provisions. Due to the overall reduction in parking, traffic generated
by the proposed development is expected to reduce (-eight car trips during the morning peak
and -six car trips during the pm peak), and the overall impact of the proposed development
to the surrounding network is expected to be negligible.

In May 2023, Council reduced the rate of permitted off-street parking spaces for new
residential development in areas of high public transport accessibility. The revised rates apply
to new residential developments in the R4-High Density and MUI-Mixed Use zones in areas
identified as having high public transport accessibility (i.e., parts of St Leonards, Crows Nest,
North Sydney, Wollstonecraft, Lavender Bay, and Milsons Point). The amendment was
introduced to address emerging development density increases, capitalise on new transport
infrastructure (Metro), and minimise traffic growth and impacts on amenity and place-
making.
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5.4 Wind tunnelling

Approximately 45% of submissions raised concerns that the proposal will further exacerbate
St Leonards’ wind tunnelling issues. The concentration of tall towers in St Leonards, and its
location along a ridge line, contribute to strong winds at the ground level and a compromised
pedestrian environment.

The adequacy of the applicant’s wind assessment was questioned, with a number of
submissions stating that the applicant’s reports do not take into consideration a number of
recent major developments such as St Leonards Square, the Landmark Building, and 88
Christie Street.

Comment

It is acknowledged that the applicant’s wind assessment is preliminary and that further
detailed wind modelling is required to quantify existing and future expected wind speeds in
and around the proposed development.

Notwithstanding, any future DA lodged for redevelopment of the site will be required to be
accompanied by a detailed wind impact assessment and identify suitable wind mitigation
measures to ensure an acceptable level of wind comfort and amenity (as outlined in NSDCP
2013) is achieved, both within the proposed development and to the surrounding private and
public domain.

5.5 Construction impacts

Approximately 45% of submissions stated that the volume of simultaneous development
approvals in St Leonards is causing severe congestion, road closures, and prolonged
construction disturbances (e.g., noise, dust) for local residents. Several submissions
attributed a lack of coordination between Council and the State government on the
sequencing and management of approvals, and construction, for exacerbating the issues.

Comment

It is acknowledged that the impact of construction on local residents, whilst temporary, is
pronounced, particularly in the context of St Leonards where the scale and rate of change is
significant at present, exacerbated by the extended construction period for the Crows Nest
Metro station.

Construction impacts are a matter considered at the future detailed DA stage with
appropriate mitigation measures, if required, imposed as conditions of DA consent to ensure
any potential impacts arising during construction are appropriately managed. Once specific
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construction project timeframes are clearer, Council will also play a role in co-ordinating
particularly impactful activities, such as temporary road closures, crane deliveries, loading
areas and the like within the precinct.

5.6 Local Infrastructure and Services

Approximately 25% of submissions raised concerns about the amount of high-density
development in the pipeline, projected population increases and its impact on local
infrastructure and services, and the overall ‘liveability’ of St Leonards. Concerns included the
overburdening of public services already near capacity, the lack of green space and public
amenities, and inadequate pedestrian infrastructure connecting new development to
stations.

Comment

Council recognises the need for supporting infrastructure to accompany growth and made
strong representations to that effect in its Crows Nest TOD submission to the State
Government.

This Planning Proposal will attract a s7.11 local infrastructure contribution of approximately
$7.96 million if the development proceeds. The contribution is in addition to site frontage
upgrade works ordinarily associated with a development of this nature. The Proposal will also
attract a Housing and Productivity Contribution (HPC) of approximately $1.29 million. The
HPC, which replaced the State Government’s former Special Infrastructure Contribution (SIC),
pools funds across the precinct to help provide regional open space and infrastructure
upgrades to support growth in the precinct. In addition to these mandatory levies, the VPA
accompanying the proposal offers to provide Council an additional $172,000 for the delivery
of community infrastructure. Whilst the contribution is modest, Council has limited capacity
to negotiate a greater contribution.

6. Application of ‘Built-to-Rent’ provisions in E2-Commercial Centre zoned land

In November 2021, the NSW Government amended the Housing SEPP to permit ‘Build-to-
Rent’ (BTR) housing within the E2 - Commercial Centre zone (effectively overriding the
residential prohibition in NSLEP 2013 for this zone). Council has, on numerous occasions,
raised concerns with DPHI about the implications of BTR on the North Sydney CBD and St
Leonards/Crows Nest.

There is concern that the ongoing application of the NSW Government’s BTR housing
provisions in the E2 — Commercial Centre zone could be taken up on the subject site,
significantly compromising the precinct’s employment floorspace capacity and ability to meet
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state employment targets, which would erode its standing as a Strategic Centre (the second
highest order centre in the Metropolitan Plan.

The 2036 Plan aims to reinforce St Leonards’ role as a regionally significant employment
centre, and identifies a ‘high’ employment target of 16,500 new jobs for the precinct. This is
largely to be delivered via long-term employment growth on the Royal North Shore Hospital
Site and a select number of commercial towers in small pockets of E2 — Commercial Centre
zoned land, including Crows Nest metro over-station development and the 601 Pacific Hwy
(the subject site).

In Council’s recent submission on the Crows Nest TOD, concern was raised that the combined
effect of reduced non-residential floorspace (largely due to the proposed affordable housing
bonus provisions) and the potential take up of BTR provisions in the precinct would reduce
the planned employment capacity of the precinct by an estimated -165,300 to 174,600m? or
-11,000 jobs. The conversion of the subject site from commercial to residential alone could
result in the loss of -56,348m? of employment generating floorspace or 2,680 jobs.

Whilst there are a number of restrictions imposed on BTR housing when undertaken in the
E2 — Commercial Centre zone, such as not being able to subdivide individual BTR dwellings
in perpetuity and a requirement that BTR dwellings are designed in such a way that the
space can be converted to commercial purposes again in the future, it is highly unlikely that
once constructed, the space would ever revert back to non-residential purposes.

St Leonards is a relatively compact employment centre, with only a few small pockets of E2-
Commercial Centre zoned land. The MU1-Mixed Use zone, which has very wide application
throughout the North Sydney LGA including St Leonards, provides sufficient capacity to
deliver BTR housing. The subject site, in terms of its size and proximity to both St Leonards
and Crows Nest Metro stations, is one of the few sites with the ability to have a meaningful
delivery of commercial floorspace.

The potential introduction of residential on the site also introduces a very different set of
planning considerations that have not been taken into account in the assessment of the
proposal. These include different solar access, setbacks, and separation, floor heights,
servicing and parking requirements that would result in sub-optimal amenity and greater
impacts. A residential use on the site would also likely necessitate a considerable lower FSR
applying to the site — due to planning considerations cited above and the reduced
floorspace/GBA efficiency applying to residential development.

The Planning Proposal has been assessed and progressed on the basis of facilitating a
commercial outcome on the site, consistent with the land use and built form controls
identified in the 2036 Plan (and more recently reflected in the exhibited Crows Nest TOD
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rezoning package). Considering the risks and impacts associated with the potential take up
of BTR on the subject site, it is recommended that measures be incorporated to ensure the
intent of the Planning Proposal, as expressed by the applicant in their submitted
documentation, is achieved. This is further discussed in section 7 below.

7. Recommendation

To ensure a commercial outcome is delivered on the site, and to protect the long-term

economic/employment function of St Leonards, there are two potential options:

a) a minimum non-residential FSR of 19:1 is included in the Planning Proposal; OR

b) a special provision that excludes the site from eligibility for the BTR provisions currently
available under Part 4 of State Environmental Planning Policy (Housing) 2021.

Option a) is considered to be the clearest and most practical means of ensuring a commercial
outcome is achieved on the site. Option b) is less likely to be supported by the DPHI as it
entails a more complex amendment to another planning instrument, being the Housing SEPP.

The 2036 Plan identified both a maximum FSR control of 20:1 and a minimum non-residential
FSR control of 20:1 for the subject site. This was also reflected in the exhibited Crows Nest
TOD rezoning package (p. 21, Explanation of Intended Effects) which stated:

It is proposed to amend the minimum non-residential FSR as follows:
- amend for sites in North Sydney consistent with the 2036 Plan and urban design review
with a range from approximately 0.5:1 to 20:1

(NB the only site identified in the 2036 Plan with a minimum non-residential FSR of 20:1
is the subject site).

It is recommended that a slightly lower minimum non-residential FSR control of 19:1 be
applied due to the difficulties in achieving exact compliance when both the same minimum
and maximum FSR figures are adopted for a site, and to reduce the need for any further
(clause 4.6) variations to the FSR controls at the future DA stage.

The incorporation of a minimum non-residential FSR control or BTR exclusion (in addition to
the maximum height and FSR controls already sought under the proposal) provides greater
certainty and consistency with the stated objectives of the endorsed and exhibited Planning
Proposal and does not trigger the need for a re-exhibition.
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Options

The following options are available to Council:

1) Do nothing/not support the Planning Proposal and accompanying VPA offer.

2) Proceed with the finalisation of the Planning Proposal and VPA, as exhibited, with no
further changes.

3) Recommended Option — Support the finalisation of the Planning Proposal and VPA, to be
undertaken by DPHI, provided a minimum non-residential FSR control of 19:1 is applied
to the site.

These options are assessed in the table below.

Option Finance/Resourcing | Risk/Opportunity Consultation

1. Do nothing/not The DPHI will progress with the No further
support the Planning | finalisation of the Planning consultation is
Proposal and VPA Proposal/Crows Nest TOD Rezoning. | required.
will have no This will be in the
financial/resourcing | absence of securing the public
impact for Council. benefits in the VPA and represent a

missed opportunity for Council to
receive an additional $172,000
monetary contribution towards the
delivery of community
infrastructure.

2. Supporting the This option could potentially No further
finalisation of the facilitate an outcome inconsistent consultation
Planning Proposal with the 2036 Plan, due to the beyond this report
and VPA, as application of ‘Build-to-Rent’ is required.
exhibited, with no provisions under the Housing SEPP. However, further
further changes will | The introduction of residential on consultation will be
have a minor the site would significantly undertaken with
financial/resourcing | compromise St Leonards’ any future DA.
impact for Council. employment capacity and ability to

meet state employment targets.
3. Supporting the The recommended course of action | No further

finalisation of the
Planning Proposal
and VPA, subject to
the recommended
changes, will have a
minor
financial/resourcing
impact for Council.

would facilitate an employment
development outcome consistent
with the 2036 Plan and Crows Nest
TOD and assist Council, by securing
an additional $172,000, in the
delivery of community
infrastructure.

consultation
beyond this report
is required.
However, further
consultation will be
undertaken with
any future DA.
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Option 3, is recommended for the following reasons:

- Supporting the finalisation of the Planning Proposal and execution of the VPA, provided
a minimum non-residential FSR control of 19:1 is included, will facilitate a commercial
and employment outcome on the site that is consistent with the 2036 Plan and the Crows
Nest TOD. It will also assist Council, by securing an additional $172,000 monetary
contribution, in the delivery of community infrastructure.

- Should Council not support the Planning Proposal and VPA, there is a risk that the DPHI
will progress with the finalisation of the Planning Proposal and/or the Crows Nest TOD
Rezoning proposal regardless of Council’s decision, and in the absence of the public
benefits proposed in the VPA.

Consultation requirements

Community consultation has occurred in accordance with Council’s Community Engagement
Protocol. The detail of this report provides the outcomes from the Engagement for Council
to consider prior to making a decision.

Financial/Resource Implications

This report recommends Council enter into the VPA to receive a $172,000 monetary
contribution towards the delivery of community infrastructure. This contribution would be in
addition to the developer contributions applicable under the (s7.11) North Sydney Local
Infrastructure Contributions Plan 2020 and will represent a financial benefit to Council.

The detailed terms of the VPA require the landowner/developer to cover all legal costs
associated with the administration of the agreement. Whilst additional staff time will be
required to implement the agreement, the resourcing implications of entering into the
agreement will be negligible.

Legislation

The proposal’s compliance with the relevant provisions of the Environmental Planning and
Assessment Act, 1979 and accompanying Regulations (2021) have been addressed
throughout this report.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Overview

This report has been prepared on behalf of Stockland Development Pty Ltd (Stockland) to support a
planning proposal request to North Sydney Council (Council) in relation to 601 Pacific Highway, St Leonards
(the site). The planning proposal seeks to change the statutory planning controls that apply to the site under
the North Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2013 (LEP) as follows:

= Establish a site-specific building height control, with maximum building height of RL259; and
= Establish a site-specific floor space ratio (FSR) control, with a maximum FSR of 20:1.

The planning proposal is accompanied by an indicative concept proposal which establishes a building
envelope and footprint, with a maximum building height of RL 259, for future development. The proposal is
consistent with the vision, objectives, and built form guidance within the St Leonards and Crows Nest 2036
Plan (2036 Plan).

This report is to be prepared prior to public exhibition of the planning proposal, which is required under
section 3.34(2)(c) and clause 4 of Schedule 1 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979
(EP&A Act).

Strategic Planning Background

In May 2015, North Sydney Council endorsed a strategic review of its planning framework for the St
Leonards and Crows Nest area (the St Leonards/Crows Nest Planning Study — Precincts 2 and 3) (the 2015
Planning Study). The site was included in Precinct 2 of the study area and identified as a ‘tall tower’ site.

On 7 July 2016, the NSW Department of Planning and Environment (DPE) formally commenced a strategic
planning investigation of St Leonards, Crows Nest, and the Artarmon industrial area. Accordingly, on 1 June
2017 St Leonards and Crows Nest was declared a “planned precinct”.

On 29 August 2020, the NSW Government finalised the planning package for St Leonards and Crows Nest.
This contained the final St Leonards and Crows Nest 2036 Plan (the 2036 Plan), the Special Infrastructure
Contribution (SIC) Determination, St Leonards and Crows Nest Local Character Statement, St Leonards and
Crows Nest Green Plan, Urban Design Study, and other supporting documents and legislative amendments.

The site is identified within a cluster of high-density commercial and mixed-use developments along Pacific
Highway between St Leonards Station and Crows Nest Metro Station. The site is earmarked for increased
density and as suitable for transit-oriented development to take advantage of increased accessibility to jobs.

Intended Statutory Planning Outcomes

This planning proposal seeks to amend the statutory planning controls that apply to the site through a site-
specific amendment to NSLEP to enable future redevelopment at this prominent location.

This planning proposal is informed by an indicative concept proposal which establishes a building envelope
and footprint, with a maximum building height of RL 259, for a future development proposal. The key
components of the indicative concept proposal are:

= 41 storey commercial tower;

= Four levels of basement car parking below ground level;

= Lower ground floor retail and commercial uses (including café / bar, retail premises, and reception area);
= Upper ground floor (upper lobby, potential for co-working spaces, and café); and

= Upper tower levels for commercial offices (including plant levels and communal terrace gardens).

URBIS
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The indicative concept proposal can be achieved by amending the NSLEP as follows:
= Amend NSLEP 2013 Height of Buildings Map to provide for a maximum building height of RL259;

= Amend NSLEP 2013 Maximum Floor Space Ratio Map to provide a maximum floor space ratio (FSR)
control of 20:1.

The amended planning proposal seeks to unlock the potential of a strategically-located landholding and
facilitate transit-oriented commercial development in a location earmarked for density uplift in the 2036 Plan.

Planning, Community, and Public Domain Outcomes
The planning proposal facilitates the following key planning outcomes and community benefits:

= Consistent with State Government policy which supports growth in St Leonards: Future
development will accommodate a range of commercial land uses in a major strategic centre that is well
serviced by public transport. It will generate new employment opportunities within walking distance of
major employment, retail, health and education facilities, and excellent public transport connectivity.

= Increased and diversified employment opportunities: The high amenity and contemporary office
accommodation will facilitate commercial activity and business with flexible floorplates and tenancies.

= Job creation: Future development has the potential to create approximately 3,346 full time jobs.

= Improved pedestrian access and connectivity: The proposal provides opportunities for improved
pedestrian circulation and connectivity throughout the St Leonards centre through the establishment of
site connections with adjacent properties and enhanced integration with the surrounding footpath
network, Mitchell Street Plaza, and key transport nodes such as St Leonards train station.

= Landmark tower and building envelope: The indicative concept proposal envisages a commercial
tower that has a slender and articulated form. The designed maximises separation from adjoining
development in order to allow for view sharing and minimise the effect of 'tower crowding'. The ground
floor provides activation and engagement with the public domain with clearly defined building entries.

= Public domain enhancement: The proposal provides significant potential to deliver meaningful public
domain enhancements and activation along the Pacific Highway, Mitchell Street, and Atchison Street.

= Solar amenity: The proposal preserves solar access to key public open spaces, surrounding residential
areas, and heritage conservation areas.

= Mitchell Street Plaza enhancements: The proposal presents opportunities to deliver a dynamic
interface to the Mitchell Street Plaza, with lobby entries and outdoor dining activity contributing to its role
as a focal point for the precinct.

= Atchison Street activation day and night: New retail uses to the Atchison Street frontage will create
opportunities for outdoor / sunlit alfresco dining and other ground plane activations (such as pop-up
installations). Public domain activation will complement the principal commercial office use, encourage
pedestrian activity, and reinforce Atchison Street as a vibrant day and night dining precinct.

= Community infrastructure contribution: The proponent has submitted a Letter of Offer to enter into a
planning agreement with North Sydney Council to provide a monetary contribution for the construction of
a future signalised pedestrian improvements at the corner of Albany Street and Pacific Highway.

A detailed analysis of the site and its surrounding context and the prevailing State and local planning policy
demonstrates that there is clear strategic and site-specific planning merit to the planning proposal. It is
recommended that the proposed amendment to the NSLEP be considered by Council and that Council
resolve to forward it to DPE for Gateway Determination in accordance with the EP&A Act.

URBIS
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This report has been prepared on behalf of Stockland Development Pty Ltd (the proponent) to support a
planning proposal (Council reference: PP-2023-92) in relation to 601 Pacific Highway, St Leonards (the
site). The planning proposal seeks to amend the North Sydney Local Environmental Plan 2013 (NSLEP) to
facilitate a high-density mixed-use development on the site. The planning proposal seeks to change the
planning controls apply to the site under the NSLEP as follows:

= Establish a site-specific building height control, with maximum building height of RL259; and

= Establish a site-specific floor space ratio (FSR) control, with a maximum FSR of 20:1.

The site is currently zoned E2 Commercial Centre under the NSLEP. No change to this zoning is proposed.

The planning proposal is accompanied by an indicative concept proposal which establishes a building
envelope and footprint, with a maximum building height of RL 259, for future development. The proposal is
consistent with the vision, objectives, and built form guidance within the St Leonards and Crows Nest 2036

Plan (2036 Plan).

The amended planning proposal has been prepared in accordance with the provisions of Section 3.33 of the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act).EP&A Act. It has been prepared having
regard to the relevant guidelines including the Local Environmental Plan Making Guideline (August 2023)

(DPE).

12.  ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTATION

The amended planning proposal is accompanied by the following consultant documentation, to consider the

maximum building height of RL 259.

Table 1 Amended Planning Proposal Documentation

Document

Urban Design Report

Landscape Concept Report

Preliminary Site Investigation

Geotechnical Desktop Report

Structural Engineering Report

Traffic Impact Assessment (+ Green Travel Plan)
Wind Environment Statement

Preliminary Aeronautical Impact Assessment
Council’'s Pre-Lodgement Minutes
Pre-Lodgement Design Response

Planning Agreement Letter of Offer

URBIS
GATEWAY DETERMINATION PLANNING PROPOSAL REPORT JUNE 2024

Council Meeting 25 November 2024 Agenda

Consultant
Architectus

Oculus

Golder Associates Pty Ltd
Arup

Arup

Arup

WindTech

Avlaw Consulting
North Sydney Council
Architectus & Arup

Stockland
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1.3.  PRE-LODGEMENT CONSULTATION

On 11 October 2022, Urbis submitted a Scoping Proposal to Council. The intent of the Scoping Proposal
was to provide an overview of the original planning proposal, outline the strategic and site-specific merits,
and identify preliminary environmental considerations for pre-lodgement consultation with Council. The
Scoping Proposal provided a high-level overview of the existing strategic and statutory policy context of the
site and presented the proposed vision for the original planning proposal, supported by a Concept Urban
Design prepared by Architectus. The Scoping Proposal was prepared in accordance with Attachment A of
the Local Environmental Plan Making Guideline, published by DPE in December 2021.

A pre-lodgement meeting was held on 14 November 2022, attended by the applicant and representatives of
the applicant’s project team and Council officers (Marcelo Occhiuzzi, Neal McCarry, Jing Li, and Jim Davies).
The applicant received Council’s pre-lodgement meeting minutes on 24 November 2022 (at Appendix I).

Table 2 below identifies applicant’s response at the time of lodgement of the planning proposal. Further
detail is provided in the Pre-Lodgement Meeting Response Report prepared by Architectus (Appendix J).

Table 2 Applicant Response to Pre-Lodgement Meeting

Council Comment Applicant Response

2.1 FSR

Given that the site will remain zoned E2 The planning proposal retains the site’s existing Commercial Centre
Commercial Centre zone, the minimum non- — and proposes a maximum FSR of 20:1. The planning proposal does
residential floor space ratio will not be not propose any additional land uses (including residential land uses).
required. If imposed, this will lead to a Accordingly, as noted in Council’'s meeting minutes, it is not necessary
situation where the exact FSR will need to to apply to the site a non-residential FSR equivalent to the maximum
be complied with otherwise, a clause 4.6 FSR given that the E2 Zone prohibits residential uses.

variation will be required, either for more
floor space than outlined in the maximum
total FSR or less floor space than identified
in the minimum non-residential FSR.

2.2 Building Height

Height is a sensitive issue in the precinct The plant area has been allocated that is appropriate to achieve PCA-
and one that requires careful management A grade level of servicing. Arup has provided the following statements
in terms of visual impact, solar access and to detail the proposed heights of the three plant levels.

relationship to other development. The
following is observed:

Roof Top Plantroom

This is effectively two plantroom levels as it has tanks and ventilation

* The three plant Jevels are proposed as plant at low level with cooling towers and heat pumps above. The 8m

8m, 6m and 6m in height which provide height is already at the minimum level required to fit the two levels of
for a more generous plant room height

than may otherwise be expected.

services equipment. The plant is required to be stacked as there is
insufficient room on the rooftop to accommodate a single level of
plant. There is a 3m minimum requirement for the ventilation plant to
enable ductwork across the floorplate at high level to risers which
leaves a 2.1m clear vertical height for access and the air handling unit
space beneath. There is also a minimum 5m clear height required for
cooling towers above (including deck / structure) which already
restricts to slimline units (typically this is 6m+ clear).

Mid-Level Plantroom

The key equipment item informing the 5.4m clear minimum height
requirement is the upper chamber substation. Ausgrid’s standard

URBIS
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= The proposed 4m floor to floor height for
the commercial storeys at podium levels
is greater than the minimum 3.6m non-
residential level requirement in the
NSDCP 2013.

= The proposed 3.75m floor to floor height
for the commercial storeys at tower level
is greater than the minimum 3.6m non-
residential level requirement in the

Attachment 10.9.1

Applicant Response

(NS113) mandates 4.2m clear height (3.2m for the substation and 1m
for the cabling/trench) and there is a requirement to hoist the
transformers to ground level for replacement, at which height this
requires a lifting beam / drum depth of circa 1.2m. Additionally at this
plantroom level, it is proposed to have double stacking equipment for
the other half of the floor plate with ventilation plant on top of chilled
water plant and switch rooms. Allowing for structure above, 6m is the
most reasonable lowest height (ideally it is a 6m clear height).

Low Level Plantroom

This level is for ventilation plant and there is a need for a degree of
flexibility to accommodate kitchen exhaust treatment systems, which
could require 5m clear to include maintenance and duct crossovers.
For this reason, a 6m floor-to-floor height is required for this level.

The floor-to-floor heights for the podium levels are appropriate to
achieve PCA A-grade quality office accommodation. The podium
floors have less access to daylight and are larger in size than the
tower. In order to gain adequate daylight, the floor plates require more
floor-to-floor height than upper floors. It is common for floor-to-floor
height of 4m at podium levels. As Council notes, 3.6m is a minimum
level, thus the concept is compliant with the DCP.

The Pre-Lodgement Meeting Response Report (at Appendix J)
contains a typical podium floor section detail diagram, as below.
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The floor-to-floor heights are appropriate in order to achieve PCA A-
grade quality office accommodation. Floor-to-floor height for typical A
and Premium grade office floors is 3.75m to 3.85m in order to achieve
a minimum 2.7m ceiling height and accommodate a 150mm raised

NSDCP 2013. floor depending on the core location, floor plate size, and mechanical
system selection. A floor-to-floor lower than 3.75m would limit the
mechanical system selection and restrict the flexibility for a
commercial office floor.
URBIS
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Council Comment Applicant Response

The proposed 3.75m floor-to-floor heights is appropriate based on
likely structure sizing and is comparable to other recently approved
and constructed commercial buildings in the North Sydney LGA.

As stated above, the proposed floor to floor heights are marginally
greater than the DCP minimum control and thus comply with the DCP.

The Pre-Lodgement Meeting Response Report identifies building
heights for comparable commercial buildings in the LGA, as follows.

110 Walker Stroat 100 Walker Stroet 63-83 Walkor Street 100 Mount Streot

The Pre-Lodgement Meeting Response Report contains a typical
commercial floor section detail diagram, as below.
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= The proposed roof has a 9.65m high The structure is an architectural feature that conceals the building
structure, which represents a significant ~ maintenance unit (plant and lift overrun) and demonstrates a
height increase above the 42 storey built ~ consistent stepping to lower levels reflecting the solar envelope angle.
form. It is unclear what uses are
proposed at the roof top level.

= Above the roof structure, the proposed
187.25m building height includes a void
envelope which is 10.51m in height.

A reduction in height between the two peaks  The built form controls in the 2036 Plan are established by clear urban
provides an opportunity for solar access for ~ design principles of:

areas to the south of the Pacific Highway.
The adjacent 617-621 Pacific Highway site
is closer to St Leonards Railway Station with
an endorsed height of 50 storeys (180m

Density located close to the rail and metro stations, with taller
buildings within 150-200m of either station with height
transitioning down to surrounding areas; and

URBIS
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under the North Sydney LEP 2013).
Following the 2036 Plan principle, the
redevelopment of the subject site should be
lower than 617-621 Pacific Highway.

2.3 Podium Heights

The indicative built form includes a 6 storey
podium height fronting Pacific Highway, and
a 5 storey podium height fronting Atchison
Street, which does not comply with the 2036
Plan and the NSDCP 2013.

Within the same block, the 617-621 Pacific
Highway site is adjacent to the subject site
to the west, which has a 6 storey podium
height control fronting Pacific Highway
under the NSDCP 2013. The maximum
existing ground level difference between the
two sites along Pacific Highway is 7m,
which is equivalent to approximately 2
storeys. As this block only contains these
two sites, and Pacific Highway is a major
street frontage, it is important to have a
consistent podium height for this block to
provide a good contextual response along
Pacific Highway.

It is recommended that a 4 storey podium
height is applied to Atchison Street, Mitchell

URBIS
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Applicant Response
- Focus of height in the ‘knuckle area’ within the commercial core.

The principle for a reduction in height between the two peaks in order
to provide opportunities for solar access is achieved in part by the
staggering of proposed building heights along the Pacific Highway.

It is clear that the principle is thus about concentrating density in small
clusters, rather than the urban design principles directing the need for
a particular building to be the dominant or higher building.

The proposed building height will sit comfortably in the context of the
cluster of towers in the St Leonards centre skyline. The built form
reinforces the site’s location at the topographical high point of the
‘knuckle area’ identified in the 2036 Plan as a concentrated cluster of
high-density development fronting the Pacific Highway between St
Leonards station and the new Crows Nest Metro Station.

Furthermore, the following should be recognised when comparing the
future building heights with the adjoining development:

= For a 50 storey residential building compared to a 42 storey
commercial building, the higher relative floor to floor heights for
the commercial tower will mean the actual height will be taller
compared to a 42 storey residential tower; and

= The subject site lies on significantly elevated land compared to
the adjoining site and that clearly contributes to the relative height
relationship between the future buildings.

The 2036 Plan incorporates specific built form parameters for the
subject site that have been informed by detailed urban design
analysis. It is considered that the built form parameters of the 2036
Plan prevail to the extent of any inconsistency with the DCP 2013
particularly given the terms of the Section 9.1 Ministerial Direction.

The indicative concept proposal has been designed to achieve
compliance with the 2036 Plan podium street wall heights controls.
However, the site’s topographical conditions do not allow strict
compliance with the five storey street wall height. The varied podium
height is a direct response to the gradient, which falls from the north-
east by 2.5 metres to the south and 3.5 metres to the west. This is
long accepted urban design response to site conditions.

Notwithstanding the minor variance, at the site’s most visible and
prominent frontage to the intersection of Atchison Street and Mitchell
Street, the podium expression establishes a five storey street wall
height. This is consistent with the 2036 Plan and establishes a
consistent podium datum line that aligns to the prevailing streetscape
in the surrounding locality.

The Pre-Lodgement Meeting Response Report includes the following
elevations to indicate that the indicative concept proposal achieves an

7
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Plaza and the majority of the Pacific
Highway frontages. Where the site is
adjacent to 617-621 Pacific Highway, a 5
storey podium height can be considered to
address the site level difference. In addition,
the proposed podium height should reflect
general floor to floor height to avoid an
oversized podium.

2.4 Setback

The proposal provides a mix of 3m and Om
setbacks at ground level to the Pacific
Highway, which does not comply with the
2036 Plan and the NSDCP 2013. The 3m
setback is consistently applied along the
Pacific Highway and adherence to this is
required in future documentation. This will
provide a better pedestrian experience
along this stretch of the Pacific Highway.
Colonnades should also be avoided in this
zone to create a barrier free pedestrian
environment.

The ground floor setback along Pacific
Highway to comply with the minimum
requirements in the 2036 Plan and NSDCP
2013.

8 INTRODUCTION
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appropriate contextual response in terms of podium datum lines along
the Pacific Highway and to the Atchison Street frontage.

Atchison Street Elevation

617-621 Pacific Highway

LeveLot

LEVELOT-UPPERLOBBY | GROUNDFLOOR

L00%_LovER LoveY
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Pacific Highway Elevation

617-621 Pacific Highway

mussr0 T

The indicative concept proposal has been modified to comply with the
setback requirements of the 2036 Plan and DCP. The lower ground
floor has been revised by removing all podium architectural features,
hydrant booster value, and the columns from the 3m setback zone.
These revisions provide a more generous and continuous footpath
along the Pacific Highway. They also provide continuous weather
protection and amenity along this portion of the Pacific Highway which
overall results in a superior outcome and more friendly pedestrian
experience along the Pacific Highway. The Pre-Lodgement Meeting
Response Report contains the revised ground floor plan, as below.

Ground Floor Plan
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Council Comment Applicant Response

2.5 FSR and Tower Floorplate Area

On the indicative floor plans of the typical The Pre-Lodgement Meeting Response Report includes diagrams to
mid-rise and high-rise levels, the GFA identify the GFA for the typical mid-rise floors and typical high-rise
calculation includes the office areas, but floors. These diagrams confirm the accuracy of the GFA calculations

excludes the toilet, kitchenette, and corridor ~ and confirm the GFA includes toilets, kitchenettes, and corridors.

areas. This appears to be an error (see Typical Mid-Rise Floor

diagram below). The correct GFA would
increase per commercial tower level, and as
a result, the overall FSR would exceed the

L/
330

proposed 20:1.

It is recommended that the applicant

reviews the calculation of GFA with

particular regard to inclusion of toilet, GFA:1,387 sqm

kitchenette and corridor areas and
recalculate FSR as required.

GFA:1,459 sqm

According to the indicative section, there are The Pre-Lodgement Meeting Response Report details the
three plant room levels proposed within the requirement for the three plant levels, summarised as follows.
42 storeys height limit, and the proposed Tob Plant Room
retail / commercial levels are 39 storeys. It is

questioned whether the proposed building The top plant room is necessary to accommodate tanks,ventilation

requires three levels of plant rooms with full Pl ) Emalig) 237 SVl WEE PUTZE:

size floorplates. The plantroom and roof are designed as an architectural feature that
will add to the St Leonards skyline. The roof has been designed to
provide character to the building and to the skyline. The roof design is

Clarification is sought as to whether three

plant room levels are required.
an integral part of the overall building design, and the rooftop plant

room is contained in a single structure such that it is not perceptible
from any point on the ground floor.
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Council Comment Applicant Response

Mid-Level Plantroom

The key component for the mid plant room height is the upper
chamber substation as Ausgrid’s standard (NS113) mandates 4.2m
clear height (3.2m for the substation and 1m for the cabling/trench). In
addition there is a requirement to hoist the transformers to ground
level for replacement, which at this height requires a lifting beam /
drum depth of circa 1.2m. At this level, the plant rooms are proposed
as double stacked for the other half of the floor plate by having
ventilation plant on top of chilled water plant and switch rooms.

Level Plantroom

The purpose of the low level plant room is to accommodate ventilation
plant. The necessary equipment (air handing units and duct work)
requires a minimum 5m clearance (maintenance and duct
crossovers). Subsequently it is necessary to consider the floor
structure (slab, beams, and raised floors). For this reason, a 6m floor
to floor height is adequate for the low level plant room.

2.6 Tower Floorplate Layout

It is recommended that the orientation of the  The north fagade treatment is part of the general fagade treatment for
services and hence “blank wall” treatment of ~ the tower which concept provides an elegant vertical expression

the tower be reconsidered to provide a delivering a floor-to-ceiling window solution providing view access to
tower fagade with windows fronting the main  the city below and maximizes daylight deep into the floor.

pedestrian environments of the Mitchell
Street Plaza and Atchison Street.

The design of the north fagade proposes a simple conceptual
approach that requires solid portions to help protecting the privacy of
the building to the north (20-22 Atchison Street). The Pre-Lodgement
Meeting Response Report contains diagrams to show the proposed
design of the north fagcade with an appropriate proportion between
vertical louvers and glazing. This fagade treatment protects privacy
and passively shades the tower (reducing solar heat gain and energy
consumption). It also avoids creating a solid and sterile wall.

The north fagade is envisaged as a careful, active, and dynamic
element of the tower that balances privacy, performance, views, and
activation to the adjacent urban environment. It is considered
essential to deliver a great tower outcome for St. Leonards.

North Facade Detailing and Facade View
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2.7 Ground Level Activation

The proposed ground level design includes
large lobbies fronting Atchison Street,
Mitchell Plaza and the eastern corner of the
Pacific Highway. It does not provide
opportunities for fine grain retail activities
along Atchison Street and Mitchell Plaza.
The Atchison Street elevation from the
driveway to several metres form the corner
of Mitchell Street, are hostile to the
enlivening objectives of Atchison Street and
improved pedestrian amenity.

It is recommended that fine grain retail
spaces should be explored along the ground
level street frontages facing Atchison Street
and Mitchell Street Plaza.

2.8 Mitchell Street Plaza

According to the landscape ground level
plan, the proposal does not include any
street trees in the setback zone along
Mitchell Street Plaza. Instead, the setback
zone incorporates hard paving.
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The design has been revised to respond to Council’s direction for
Atchison Street which is envisaged as a “Civic high Street” with high
degree of activation at ground level. The amendments, include food
and drinks or retail tenancies will activate the precinct to Atchison
Street and Mitchell Street Plaza. These tenancies directly address the
public domain and ensure lively and activated street frontages which
are flexible in terms of area and can operate as food and beverage or
retail spaces. The spaces can also be fragmented in smaller scale
tenancies to provide a more diverse offering to the public.

Upper Ground Floor

/Do\{ncﬁvan
__— alongside Atchison Street and

Mi treet Plaza

UPPER LOBBY

et R C R W W

The introduction of trees is envisaged in order to create “green streets’
as envisaged in the 2036 Plan. Council has encouraged densifying
biophilia in the Mitchell Street Plaza, in particular on the western side
of the subject site (601 Pacific Highway) frontage through the
introduction of deep soil planting in the 5m setback zone.
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In addition, the proposed basement levels
are built to the boundary along Mitchell
Plaza without a 5m setback. This
arrangement will limit the opportunities for
street trees in the setback zone.

Tree lined linear parks along Mitchell Street
and Mitchell Plaza are important features of
the 2036 Plan. The basement levels are
required to be located beneath the building
footprint to allow for adequate deep soil
zones.

1 2 INTRODUCTION
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The indicative concept proposal retains the existing car park structure.
The Pre-Lodgement Meeting Response Report includes a diagram to
illustrate the extent of the existing car park compared with the site
area. This area does not allow sufficient area for deep soil planting
therefore alternative landscape solutions are considered.

Extent of Existing Basement

UPPER LOBBY
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The proposal has been revised to accommodate trees along Mitchell
Street Plaza to promote a “greener” space. This design revision
provides shade, amenity, and a more aesthetically pleasant urban
environment for pedestrians. However, it is not possible to promote
deep soil planting on Mitchell Street Plaza frontage due to the existing
basement structure which is to be retained. The Pre-Lodgement
Meeting Response Report includes the diagram to depict options for
new planting along Mitchel Street Plaza in pots or planters.

Upper Ground Floor Landscape Plan
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