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29 October 2021 
 
Independent Planning Commission NSW 
Suite 15.02, Level15 
135 King Street 
SYDNEY NSW 2000 
 
Dear Commissioners 
 

Weigall Sports Complex, Sydney Grammar School (SSD-10421) 
 

We are grateful for the opportunity to make this further joint submission and respond to the invitation from 
the Independent Planning Commission (IPC) to expand on our oral submissions made on 15 October 2021.  
 
We also take this opportunity to suggest amendments to the proposed draft Conditions of Consent (draft 
Conditions) prepared by the Department of Planning, Industry and Environment (Department).  
 
Our comments and suggested amendments on the draft Conditions should not be taken as an acceptance 
on our part that the issues raised by us can be adequately addressed by conditional consent. For example, 
we remain of the view, for the reasons set out below, that the location of the proposed development is 
undesirable and that feature cannot be cured by attaching conditions.  
 
If, contrary to our primary position, the IPC forms the view that the location is acceptable and the Proposal 
should be approved on a conditional basis - then we request that our submissions on the draft Conditions 
be taken into account. 
 
Overall, the community is disappointed and confused by many aspects of the Applicant’s Response to 
Submissions (RtS), supplementary reports and addendums. Regrettably, the community lacks confidence 
that there is a genuine desire on the part of the Applicant to act as a good neighbour to ensure the 
proposed development, both during the construction phase and once opened, is responsive to the 
concerns of the local Paddington community. 
 
We reiterate the importance of protecting the amenity of neighbouring properties – especially the publicly 
owned assets that provides vital inner city social housing which are in short supply. We ask the IPC, as 
decision maker, to protect and safeguard the amenity and quality of this important housing. 
 
1. Construction Impacts 

 
a. The community are concerned about the potential impacts that the Proposal will have on 

neighbourhood amenity during the estimated 18-24 month construction timetable.
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b. Congestion and safety concerns created by significant truck movements (together with noise, dust and 
vibrations) associated with the works are of particular concern. The draft Conditions do not go far 
enough to mitigate these impacts. 

 
Traffic Impacts 

 
c. The traffic impacts generated by the construction requires further attention. The Applicant has now 

provided particulars of the amount of truck movements expected to be generated by the works – 
estimated at: 
 40 trucks (for bulk excavation and demolition stage – for approximately 6 to 8 weeks); and 
 10 trucks (for the construction stage – approximately 2 years).1 

 
d. The Department concludes that construction traffic and parking impacts can be managed and mitigated, 

subject to recommended conditions including preparation of a Construction Traffic and Pedestrian 
Management Sub-Plan Management Plan (CTMP).2 
 

e. In our view, further particulars of the CTMP must be included in any consent conditions. 
 

f. The manoeuvrability of construction vehicles from Lawson Street into Vialoux Ave will undoubtedly 
conflict with trees and parked cars and result in road safety issues. The Department itself is concerned 
that ‘the manoeuvre is extremely tight, and may conflict with parked cars or require multiple point-turns, 
which may disrupt traffic and result in road safety issues.’3 Pleasingly, the Department has requested an 
amended construction site access/entry arrangement that does not rely on Vialoux Ave.4  

 
g. The Applicant’s proposed construction vehicle access route (CVAR) identifies entry via Lawson Street 

and through Vialoux Ave - a quiet local road with a cul-de-sac. The introduction of construction vehicles 
into this area will greatly change its current ambience. The Lawson Street residents will be particularly 
impacted as construction vehicles pass the front of their homes accessing the site and will drive past 
the back of their homes as they exit the site via Neild Ave. This is unacceptable. 
 

h. The use of Alma Street for the exit of construction vehicles during works associated with the carpark is 
a curious choice. The School community was particularly (and rightly) concerned about the 
neighbouring White City development and construction vehicles crossing the Applicant’s access point to 
the Weigall playing fields on Alma Street. The Applicant’s parent community raised concerns about 
student safety, noise and other impacts associated with that development. A petition was tabled to 
Woollahra Council on behalf of approximately 600 members of the School community expressing their 
concerns.5 
 

i. With such a large perimeter to the Site, including direct access to arterial roads, the CVAR should be 
amended so that construction vehicles do not utilise the local road network surrounding the site (with 
specific prohibition for Lawson Street, Alma Street and Vialoux Ave). 
 

j. We urge the IPC to include a new condition that Site access/entry should be made via Neild Ave close 
to the Applicant’s entry gates on the corner of New South Head Road. A construction entry gate could 
be created that ensures all trucks movements are removed from the local road network and internalised 
on Site. Trucks could then exit the Site from the intersection at Neild Ave and Boundary Street. 

 
k. Whilst this alternative CVAR may create some disruption to the Applicant’s use of its grounds, it is only 

temporary. The Applicant should bear the burden of its own development and truly mitigate construction 
impacts on its surrounding neighbours. 

 
Hours of Work 

 
l. The Proposal contains a number of inconsistencies concerning hours of work. Whilst the Construction 

Management Plan (CMP) contains more considerate operating hours6, the proposed work hours 
                                                                 
1 NSW Department of Planning, Industry and Environment Assessment Report, September 2021 (Report) at p.90. 
2 The Draft Conditions - C.15 
3 The Report at p.90. 
4 Draft Conditions - C15(e) 
5 ‘Woollahra Municipal Council Ordinary Council Meeting Minutes’, 25 March 2019 at p.132 
6 M-F:7am-6pm, Noisy Works:9am-5pm and Saturday:9am-1pm at p.13 
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detailed in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) are beyond Council’s standard hours of work and 
are unacceptable.7  

 
m. The Department must impose appropriate conditions to alleviate what will be intrusive noise generated 

by the construction.  
 
n. Any consent conditions must be consistent with Council’s standard conditions for hours of work. 

Proposed Condition D8 must be amended to ensure all noisy works (including rock breaking, rock 
hammering, sheet piling, pile driving works) cease at 4pm (Monday to Friday). 

 
Parking  
 
o. Priority must be given to avoiding any new demand for on-street parking around the site. The CTMP 

states that construction workers (in the approximate amount of 155 full time employees8) will be 
‘discouraged’ from using private vehicles to come to work.9 There is, however, no practical deterrent to 
prevent workers from utilising the (already limited) on-street parking spaces in the surrounding streets. 

 
p. With adequate space on site, the IPC must insist that all vehicles associated with the works, including 

workers’ vehicles, are wholly accommodated within the site. A further condition to this effect must be 
imposed. Establishing an on-street works zone or permission for the standing of construction vehicles 
in any streets on the local road network must also be wholly prohibited and appropriately conditioned. 

 
2. Environmental Amenity 
 

a. The addition of a new 17m (5 storey) building will unreasonably impact on the environmental amenity 
of adjoining properties. The residents of Lawson Street and Vialoux Ave will be most severely 
impacted.  

 
b. The Department has recognised this and concluded that ‘the proposed siting of and scale of Building 1 

is not entirely satisfactory as the eastern section of the building (program pool wing) would result in 
view loss and other amenity impacts on the adjoining properties to the south.’10 

 
c. The Applicant’s initial visual impact assessment did not analyse or in any way address the impacts to 

the homes located at 23, 29-33 or 25-27 Lawson Street. This was a major oversight. 
 
d. At the Department’s request, the Applicant has now prepared various addendums to its Visual Impact 

Assessment Report. However, the Applicant has only assessed 3 apartments at 29-33 Lawson Street 
(apartments 18, 32 and 33). This too is unacceptable. 

 
e. The Department concedes that ‘impacts to apartments at the northern ends of the building wings 

closest to the site have not been provided’.11 There is very little further commentary concerning the 
addendums prepared for 29-33 Lawson or 12-16 Neild Ave other than an alarming conclusion that ‘the 
Department considers the overall impacts to be moderate/severe.’12 

 
f. We reiterate our opinion that the previously uninterrupted views to green open space, trees and an 

attractive outlook to Rushcutters Bay (and beyond) will be compromised. For many residents in the 
Lawson Street apartments (some that are largely housebound), this attractive outlook has many 
benefits – especially to their health and wellbeing. The sense of space created by the expansive views 
across the valley floor and playing fields cannot be underestimated. 

 
g. The IPC must insist on a more thorough assessment. The inclusion of more than 3 apartments from 

the Lawson Street homes is fundamental to a proper and complete analysis. 
 

                                                                 
7 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 2 November 2020, at p.145 
8 ibid at p.14 
9 ibid at p.28 
10 The Report at p. v 
11 The Report at p.50 
12 ibid 
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h. It should also be emphasised that even those homes without a north facing outlook will still be 
impacted by the Proposal. This is due to the unreasonable intrusion that the Proposal will have on 
outdoor private common spaces. 

 
i. We had the privilege of visiting the well established garden situated at 29-33 Lawson Street. The 

mostly long term residents have established a community garden with attractive plantings, garden pots 
and outdoor furniture. For many residents, this unique outdoor space is their only easily accessible 
means of enjoying fresh air, sunlight and neighbourly interactions. The residents take pride in this 
space and the sense of community it has created. An outdoor clothes line and laundry area also 
adjoins the garden. 

 
j. Although the Applicant has undertaken an overshadowing impact assessment (which concludes has 

severe impacts on many of the apartments in 8 Vialoux Ave13), the Applicant has not adequately 
analysed impacts to this outdoor space.  

 
k. At the request of the Department, the Applicant clarified that the Proposal would ‘reduce direct sunlight 

to 50% of the rear communal open space of 29-33 Lawson Street by 2 hours.’14. It also impacts 2 of the 
clothes lines. 

 
l. Despite the proposed further setback and border plantings, the introduction of a new 5-storey built 

form, imposing into their backyard - blocking views, sunshine and a sense of security - will 
unreasonably impact residents’ enjoyment of this charming community space.  

 
m. Whilst a 2 hour reduction in sunlight may arguably meet minimum solar access requirements, given the 

particular and unique circumstances of the Applicant’s neighbours, it is fundamental that the Applicant 
explores a different approach to ensure that solar access is maximised. 

 
3. Public Views 

 
a. The Applicant acknowledges that views surrounding the site (and as identified in the Woollahra DCP) 

are significant views and vistas. ‘View 24’ along Alma Street, which includes a glorious row of Palm 
Trees (located along its middle intersection) is of particular prominence and is also listed as a heritage 
item in the WLEP.15 

 
b. The construction of a visually intrusive carpark at the end of Alma Street will undoubtedly impact this 

unique vista (including the view that then opens to the valley floor of the Weigall fields). The top level 
parking will contain an open roof structure adding rows of cars to the vista. It is difficult to see how the 
proposed screening and planting could improve such a scene. 

 
c. The Applicant’s revised view analysis of ‘View 24’ is flawed. The photograph of the view of Alma Street 

is not taken from an appropriate angle and does not represent the true position.16 The view 
assessment needs to be made from the top of Alma Street looking directly down to the Weigall fields, 
through the palm trees and over the valley floor.  

 
d. The Department must independently assess these impacts to ensure the protection of existing views 

and vistas. Serious consideration must be given to relocating the car park structure. 
 
4. Post Occupation 

 
Traffic Impacts 

 
a. There will be significantly increased vehicle and pedestrian traffic once the construction is completed. 

The intensification in use of the site includes hours of operation significantly beyond the current hours 
of use of the site. Whilst the Applicant recognises the intensification of use, there is very little proposed 

                                                                 
13 EIS at p.122 
14 The Report at p.59 
15 Ibid at p.12 
16 Addendum 2 to the Visual Impact Assessment Urbis, dated July 2021 at p.15 
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to address these impacts on the immediate community. The community is understandably concerned 
that neighbourhood amenity and pedestrian safety will be impacted in the long term. 

 
b. It is concerning that the Applicant has now provided an updated Operational Plan of Management 

which details the capacity for spectator seating - a total of 415 spectators.17 There seems to be some 
inconsistency between the number of anticipated students (including players and spectators) plus 
parents (including spectators and drop-offs). 

 
c. In our view, when considering the published numbers for spectator seating, the Applicant seems to 

have underestimated the total number of users of the site.  
 
d. The Department must require the Applicant to demonstrate that spectator seating has been included in 

its analysis, especially with respect to traffic impacts. 
 

Hours of Operation  
 
e. The proposed hours of operation, require further analysis. For example, it is not clear why drop-off 

facilities are needed from 6am on weekends, when the complex will not open until 7am. 
 
f. It must be accepted that the true operational impacts of the Development cannot be predicted with 

great certainty. Although draft Condition F13, provides for noise monitoring and reporting, there is no 
real remedy in the event operational noise levels are unacceptable. Reduced hours of use may be the 
only real solution.  

 
g. For this reason, conditions concerning hours of operation must be reviewable conditions. We therefore 

urge the IPC to impose a reviewable condition with respect to hours of operation.  
 

Parking  
 
h. Paddington has a high demand for on-street parking, it is extremely limited and highly contested. 

Increased parking pressure generated by the Proposal has not been adequately addressed. Especially 
when the spectator seating (see paragraph 4(b) (above)) is taken into account.  

 
i. The traffic impacts of the current drop-off and pick-up zone (DOPU) on Alma Street have adversely 

impacted the local road network for a number of years – especially the long car queuing generated at 
peak School times. It is pleasing that this has been acknowledged and that the proposed car park will 
allow queuing to be contained within the School grounds (once the development is completed).  

 
j. It is difficult, however, to see how this arrangement will work in practice. Many parents will have a 

natural tendency to go the quickest route and avoid the car park queue altogether (and continue to 
queue on the local road network). The Operational Plan of Management does not contain sufficient 
detail on how this new arrangement will be managed and further particulars must be provided. 

 
k. Furthermore, it is not clear if the Applicant intends to also utilise the current on-street parking 

concessions in the form of the existing DOPU zone on Alma Street. Given the great demand for on-
street parking, many in the community feel that the arrangement should not continue (and the DOPU 
zone removed) once safe queuing is accommodated within the School grounds. The Applicant must 
provide further details on precisely how the DOPU will operate together with how this recognised 
queuing problem will be managed during the construction phase. 

 
l. There is also little mention of the off-street parking currently enjoyed by the School at the site and 

whether this arrangement will continue once construction is complete. The Department must insist that 
the Applicant clarifies this position. 

 
 
 
 
 

                                                                 
17 Operational Plan of Management at para.4.2 
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5. Siting Options  
 

a. The Applicant considered a number of alternative site locations based on a number of factors. The 
analysis, however, is brief and contains very little commentary or evidence. Not surprisingly, the 
preferred option (being the Proposal described and assessed in the EIS) performs: 
 poorly with regards to minimising view impacts and overshadowing impacts; and 
 well with regards to least impacts to the playing fields and maximising the northern orientation and 

aspect.18 
 
b. Most of the adverse impacts and concerns detailed above would be far better ameliorated if the 

Applicant selected an alternative location (within its substantial site area of 9,955m).  
 
c. The Department’s suggested ‘Option 5’ has not been given adequate attention. It is our submission 

that this alternative option must be explored. 
 
6. Cumulative Impacts 

 
a. There is little acknowledgement let alone any assessment of the cumulative impacts of the 

neighbouring White City development. The community (including the Applicant itself) has been very 
vocal with respect to the construction impacts of the White City development. In the event the 
construction period was to overlap, the impacts on the community would be felt twofold.  

 
b. Serious consideration must be given to the very real possibility that both developments will be 

undertaken in tandem and the significant impacts this will have on the community. 
 
c. The IPC must insist that the Applicant liaise with the Hakoah Club to ensure that if both developments 

were to overlap, a coordinated and considered approach to protecting residential amenity and reducing 
cumulative impacts is implemented. A joint plan detailing the precise steps of such an approach should 
be a condition of any approval. 

 
d. The current draft condition C15 does not adequately address the impacts of the White City 

Development. The adjoining development is also a 2 year proposition with its own truck movements of 
approximately 80 trucks per day. 

 
e. At a minimum, the alternative CVAR, utilising the Applicant’s own land and prohibiting use of the local 

road network (as discussed in paragraph 1(i)(j) (above)), is fundamental to truly mitigating cumulative 
construction impacts and ensuring pedestrian safety. 

 
7. Paddington Greenway 
 

a. Rushcutters Creek is an attractive green corridor and if made accessible to the community could 
become much needed green space, establishing a green corridor and create active transport links. 

 
b. Woollahra Council has received a grant of $300,000 from the State Government for planning and 

design of the Rushcutters Creek section of the proposed Greenway. The proposed Greenway requires  
the Applicant’s cooperation (along with other landowners).  

 
c. Draft Condition E13 includes the preparation of a Green Travel Plan including the: 

 the promotion and use of active and sustainable transport modes; 

 provision of bicycle maintenance equipment in the bicycle parking facility; and  

 provision of charging equipment for ebikes in the bicycle storage area to enable and encourage 
their charging; 

 
d. We encourage the IPC to require that the Applicant commits to supporting the proposed Greenway and 

updating its Green Travel Plan in the future if the Greenway Project proceeds. A conditions requiring 
Electric vehicle charging infrastructure should also be included in both buildings. 

 

                                                                 
18 EIS at p.6 
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8. Community Use 

 
a. Many in the community have drawn comfort from the belief that the new facilities will in turn be 

available to nearby schools and community groups. 
 
b. The Applicant’s revised Operational Management Plan includes limited options for community use of 

the facilities. Unfortunately, the Applicant only offers potential swimming pool access. We remind the 
IPC that the Proposal includes the construction of four multi-purpose courts. It is envisaged that the 
Applicant will use the courts for basketball and volley ball. 

 
c. Community use of the multi-purpose courts are not included in the Proposal. Given the lack of such 

facilities in the area and the growing popularity of sports such as basketball, shared use of these 
facilities would provide a real public benefit. 

 
d. We urge the the IPC to impose conditions that particularise the terms of community use, including 

access to the multi-use courts. 
 
e. Based on the Applicant’s revised Operational Management Plan, it is not possible to conclude that 

social impacts would be mitigated by hypothetical community use.  
 
f. Moreover, sporting facilities that are shared with external organisations on a very restricted basis does 

not provide a public benefit nor can it outweigh the impacts on the amenity of neighbouring properties. 
 
9. Community Consultation 

 

a. We reiterate our disappointment about the timing and nature of the exhibition period and community 
consultation process generally. The process for many is too overwhelming and at times intimidating. 
The accessibility of large volumes of materials, addendums and further reports has been confusing and 
inaccessible – especially for those in the community who don’t have internet access or limited 
computer skills.   
 

We would be pleased to discuss any aspect of our submission.  
 

 

 

 
 

Alex Greenwich MP Cllr Harriet Price 
Member for Sydney Councillor Paddington Ward 
NSW Parliament Woollahra Municipal Council 


