
 

 

19 February 2016 
 
The Hon. Rob Stokes, MP 
Minister for Planning 
GPO Box 5341 
SYDNEY NSW 2001 
 
Dear Minister 
 

31 Wheat Road, Sydney IMAX Building Redevelopment 
 
The proposed IMAX building redevelopment will result in gross overdevelopment of Darling 
Harbour, reduce integration of the precinct with adjacent areas and impact on public space and 
neighbours. My submission presents very serious concerns about this proposal, which I oppose in 
its current form.  
 
Concurrent DA 
The site already has an approved development application for office, retail and entertainment 
purposes and the proponent is asking for a second approval for different functions, being hotel, 
serviced apartments, retail, function and entertainment use. The proponent essentially wants two 
valid approvals in order to keep options open. 
 
This is an outrageous approach to planning that must be rejected. It is not strategic and weakens 
arguments for both proposals – there is clearly no urgent need for either. Allowing two different 
approvals on a parcel of land is ad hoc planning and allows the final determination of what will be 
developed on the site to occur behind closed doors. It sets a dangerous precedent and provides 
the community and other landowners with no certainty. 
 
I understand it is normal procedure for a proponent to relinquish a previous approval before 
submitting a new one and this approach is vital for development on public space and that has 
potential impacts on large numbers of people. 
 
The proponent should be required to select one approach for approval.  
 
Bulk and Scale 
The proposed development is for a 23 storey tower plus a separate two-storey building, with a total 
gross floor area of 63,500 square metres adjacent to Tumbalong Park and the waterfront. This is a 
massive increase in development compared to the existing 11-storey building with total gross floor 
space area of 7,389 square metres. 
 
The proponent tries to justify the proposed increase as being in line with the change in scale, built 
form and character of the Sydney International Convention, Exhibition and Entertainment Centre 
Precinct plan from ‘low rise valley’ to high rise. This is unacceptable.  
 
Darling Harbour will suffer from cumulative impacts and lose any human scale with too much high 
rise development. Darling Harbour’s success as public space requires it to be an inviting public 
place to spend time, including for families with children. The proposed substantial IMAX tower is  
of particular concern given its location adjacent to public recreation space where amenity will  
be lost as a result of this proposal.  
 



The excessive bulk proposed in this development will reduce integration with the CBD and 
adjacent Pyrmont, contrary to the aims of the Darling Harbour Live project. It will also create view 
impacts for public space and homes. 
 
The bulk and scale of the building must be reduced. 
 
View Impacts 
The proposed tower is large and will significantly impose on both public and private views making 
Darling Harbour less attractive to visitors and limiting integration with adjacent precincts. 
 
Darling Harbour is dedicated public land within the central business district and one of its vital roles 
is providing visitors access to the harbour, blue skies and a varied skyline. No particular 
development should dominate outlooks, however the proposed IMAX building will dominate 
immediate to long-distance public views, blocking the sky, including from Cockle Bay, the Druitt 
Street and Pyrmont Bridge pedestrian bridges and Pyrmont Wharf 10. This will impact severely on 
the character, amenity and attractiveness of these public spaces.  
 
The building will also terminate important view corridors that connect the CBD with Darling Harbour 
from a number of street intersections.  
 
A large number of adjacent residents will suffer from significant to devastating view impacts from 
the proposed development, including in Maestri Towers, World Towers, Peak Apartments and the 
Emporium Apartments. Views are important to the wellbeing of apartment residents, who live with 
no private open space. A view can connect someone inside an apartment with the outside world 
and create a sense of space. Loss of views to apartment residents is a major impact that must be 
avoided. 
 
The proposal must be amended to reduce view impacts.  
 
Traffic Impacts 
The 170 car parking spaces proposed for this development is excessive and must be reduced 
given the location and proximity to other transport options. 
 
Providing such a large number of spaces will encourage private vehicle use and add to existing 
major traffic congestion in the central business district and inner city. There are currently no 
parking spaces on the site and conditions of consent should significantly reduce the proposed 
number of spaces to encourage active transport. 
 
This area is within easy walking and cycling distance to entertainment and services and is well 
serviced by public transport including buses and trains, and in the future light rail, ferry and metro 
rail. Conditions of consent should require provision of information about public transport options to 
hotel and serviced apartment patrons upon booking.  
 
Vehicle access points to the site must ensure pedestrian safety and priority for walking and cycling, 
and the recommended minimum 110 bicycle spaces must be a condition of consent.  
 
Conditions must be imposed to prevent parking and traffic impacts.  
 
Back of House  
The proposed tower focuses ‘back-of-house’ services at the southern elevation of the building 
where it is not visible from the public domain. I am concerned that this is contrary to the said 
objectives of the Darling Harbour Live project to integrate Darling Harbour with adjacent areas and 
not have buildings create walls or turn their backs on adjacent areas. This proposal will exacerbate 
growing problems of the adjacent Ultimo and Pyrmont communities being isolated from Darling 
Harbour.  
 
Conditions of consent must ensure that the proposed building does not create dead spaces 
in and must be integrated with adjacent precincts. 
 



City Screen 
The proposed city screen on the lower levels of the western façade represents commercialisation 
of public space and will prevent the quiet enjoyment of the space. 
 
One of Darling Harbour’s chief functions is to provide the public with open space and access to the 
harbour. As public space, Darling Harbour should not be commercialised with large signs, 
advertisements and movie trailers. The visual and audio pollution from the proposed screen will 
significantly reduce amenity in the precinct, will impact on the tranquillity of adjacent parks and 
areas and make Darling Harbour a less attractive place to visit.  
 
The proposed city screen should be refused. 
 
This proposal has major deficiencies and serious impacts that mean it should be refused or 
approved with significant conditions imposed to protect public and neighbourhood amenity.  
 
Could you please inform me what action you will take in response to these concerns? 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Alex Greenwich 
Member for Sydney 
 
 
 
 


