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Submission content: While the intentions of the GSC are good, there
are a number of problems with the proposal as it currently stands. 1.
Sydney is currently one of the lowest density cities in the world. This
plan does nothing to remedy that. There is no green belt in the plan.
There is no restriction and concentration of growth in the West.
Instead, there is sprawl into current agricultural lands and alluvial flood
plains of Western Sydney, which is being slated for 'Land Release'.
This greenfield area s, composed of agricultural areas and bushland,
an area that is almost 30% of the size of the existing footprint of
Sydney, is going to be turned over to development. There is nothing
sustainable about this. The most fine grained plans will not protect
biodiversity, nor protect our agricultural lands,, nor protect our water
supply from this 'land release', because in order to develop such an
area, inevitably you need to pour concrete. This is a profligate waste of
our precious green areas which should be reserved and turned over as
massive parklands in the sense of literally being parklands, agricultural
areas from which we obtain our freshly grown food, biodiversity areas
which protect the web of life, and our water catchment areas. Instead
this will mean low density sprawl, because that sheer size of land will
not and cannot be used for high density unless there is a plan to
increase Sydney's population to that of Shanghai or Tokyo. So low



density sprawl it will be, and the areas coloured brown in the
Commission's maps will become cul-de-sacs, and car-dependent
dormitory suburbs, requiring more cars to enter the existing motorway,
A-road and local road networks, many of which are already at capacity.
How can this area be developed without such an outcome? I would
favour an approach that developed instead close to the Airport hub,
and very selectively beyond that along the planned north-south train
line from St Mary's to Campbelltown. I'm not suggesting that areas in
the West should be totally quarantined. On the contrary, they should be
developed -- as parklands. Rather, I'm suggesting that these areas
need to be protected in their existing condition, and indeed improved
upon, with an increase of access by the public, but not its rezoning for
sprawl. So this could mean train stations along the route have very
high density next to them, but designed in a way that tapers very
quickly down to zero and rural zoning, less than 1km from the station.
This approach, revolutionary in nature, might be called 'high contrast
zoning' and yet it is currently in use in other parts of the world. It can be
characterized by high rise buildings in nature, protecting the maximum
footprint of nature, connected to other areas only by metro or train, with
no sprawl permitted. This would be a solution to many problems: i) it
would house the exact same number of people as the proposed
suburban sprawl model for the Western Parkland ‘land release’ area.
ii) it would add zero or almost zero cars to the road network, since the
concentration of population would be directly adjacent to the train
station. iii) it would give residents direct access to extensive, and not
tokenistic, natural parklands in their pristine condition. Being in
amongst large expanses of nature would be an elevator ride away. In
addition, high rise in natural surroundings would give unprecedented
views of the natural environment. iv) it would provide far more healthy
lifestyle options for residents than the car dependent model that is
being proposed by the GSC for this land release area. High contrast
zoning would also demonstrate our ability to innovate and think outside
the box, rather than follow a very outdated urban design model from
the US, that was imported into Australia into the 1950s, which the



GSC's draft document seeks to continue following in 2017. 2. There is
no underlying public transport plan. There is no integrated metro
system that is being proposed. This is a fundamental flaw, a page one
mistake. You cannot build or develop anything if you cannot get there.
There is no point in having a house or a school or a hospital or a public
swimming pool if you are not physically able to transport yourself there.
There needs to be an absolutely determined commitment to a metro
network for Sydney along with any plan. This plan has no such
proposal. It cannot be taken seriously on that count. It is a glaring
omission. There is no comprehensive metro rail network plan. Even the
diagram of proposed lines is a dog's breakfast of different shaped
lines. Actually a metro network needs to be one type of train and one
type of line, and those lines need to be arranged in a net or a spider
web or a grid. The only grid on display with uniform lines is the
illustration of the motorway network, a deceptive map also, as the fact
is that those motorways are connecting by the finest grain transport
network in Sydney available: the road. So people will continue to drive
in Sydney under this plan, in ever increasing numbers. How GSC can
plan housing and development in isolation from planning a metro
network is an illustration of the siloed nature of the various
departments that are competing with one another rather than working
together for the best harmonious outcome. This is no-one’s fault; it’s a
product of history. But it needs to be rectified. The best city is a city
where you don't need a car. Under the plans that are being proposed
in this document, you most certainly will need a car well into the middle
of this century and most likely beyond. There is no integrated metro
network and there is no conception of one. This, in spite of the fact that
100s of cities around the world either currently enjoy or are in the
process of building a cohesive, integrated high frequency metro
network. 3. The plan, with its focus on priority areas while other areas
are left high and dry, in fact reflects the continuing sprawl mentality,
and a continuing car-dependent mentality. Many areas will see zero
change by 2056. That means that the old fibros on million dollar blocks
of land close in to existing hubs will remain that way, and existing



landowners will miss out, and Sydney will continue to sprawl. This is
woven into the concept design of the document, which allows that
density be increased around hubs, while vast areas of brownfield R2
low density are left untouched, and sprawl of McMansions and cul-de-
sacs continues into our agricultural areas. Placing density around
existing train lines, fine and good though that might be, will not be
sustainable into the future for two main reasons: a. The existing
network is at capacity at many points already. Some lines will not be
able to cope with increased capacity that these densities will bring. b.
Overground trains are notoriously subject to signal failure and
interruptions from extreme, or not so extreme, weather events. For
instance, Sydney Trains can only run at half speed when temperatures
go over 39C. We are told that this will be a more frequent occurrence
under a new climate regime. An underground metro system meanwhile
is not subject to extreme weather, has a much higher throughput that
existing overground trains, and also requires less trackwork, which can
be created in a down time period from 130am to 430am, rather than
closing the line down for the entire weekend as is currently the case. It
also means that those owners lucky enough to be currently living in
priority areas will win the Lottery. Others who are left in their low
density R2 zoning will miss out. This hardly seems fair. Such a
scenario could be obviated by redefining R2 zoning to include 2 and 3
storey terraces, which is how Sydney used to be zoned before the
advent of the personalized motor car. Given that we are fast moving
into a post-car world, at least in the sense of having to own your own
car, this seems to me to be the most forward looking way of a
comprehensive metropolitan plan reflecting that reality, as ewll as
being the most democratic and farir to existing landowners. Such a
revision of the R2 zoning would also create a pleasant level of density
that you find in European cities. 4. Similarly there seems to be no fine
grain cycle network planned over the entire metropolis. Nor is there a
fine grain pedestrian access to station network, many of which are
currently blocked off by cul-de-sacs and roads that lead nowhere.
Based on extensive personal experience, I don’t believe that councils



are best equipped with the ability to understand this fine grain level of
planning. My experience with a number of councils has been that they
are not interested in cohesive pedestrian networks or cycle paths, and
when they do build cycle paths they are tokenistic in order to fulfill
quotas and located in entirely the wrong places, and are subsequently
never used, which leaves them to conclude that ‘cycling is not
popular’. This results in a massive waste of money, time and
resources. Rather, GSC should employ a sub-ministry (so to speak) of
dedicated professional cyclists based on user groups with widespread
practical use of the city with a bicycle, and rather like the development
of ‘desire paths’, allow cycle networks to spring up organically from
the existing fabric of the metropolitan urban design through the actual
use patterns. I can certainly offer many suggestions in this regard.
Thank you for considering this feedback.
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While the intentions of the GSC are good, there are a number of problems with the proposal as it 

currently stands. 

 

 

1. Sydney is currently one of the lowest density cities in the world. This plan does nothing to remedy 

that. There is no green belt in the plan. There is no restriction and concentration of growth in the West. 

Instead, there is sprawl into current agricultural lands and alluvial flood plains of Western Sydney, which 

is being slated for 'Land Release'. 

This greenfield area s, composed of agricultural areas and bushland, an area that is almost 30% of the 

size of the existing footprint of Sydney, is going to be turned over to development. There is nothing 

sustainable about this. The most fine grained plans will not protect biodiversity, nor protect our 

agricultural lands,, nor protect our water supply from this 'land release', because in order to develop 

such an area, inevitably you need to pour concrete. 

This is a profligate waste of our precious green areas which should be reserved and turned over as 

massive parklands in the sense of literally being parklands, agricultural areas from which we obtain our 

freshly grown food, biodiversity areas which protect the web of life, and our water catchment areas. 

Instead this will mean low density sprawl, because that sheer size of land will not and cannot be used for 

high density unless there is a plan to increase Sydney's population to that of Shanghai or Tokyo. So low 

density sprawl it will be, and the areas coloured brown in the Commission's maps will become cul-de-

sacs, and car-dependent dormitory suburbs, requiring more cars to enter the existing motorway, A-road 

and local road networks, many of which are already at capacity. 

How can this area be developed without such an outcome? 

I would favour an approach that developed instead close to the Airport hub, and very selectively beyond 

that along the planned north-south train line from St Mary's to Campbelltown. I'm not suggesting that 

areas in the West should be totally quarantined. On the contrary, they should be developed -- as 

parklands. Rather, I'm suggesting that these areas need to be protected in their existing condition, and 

indeed improved upon, with an increase of access by the public, but not its rezoning for sprawl. So this 

could mean train stations along the route have very high density next to them, but designed in a way 

that tapers very quickly down to zero and rural zoning, less than 1km from the station. This approach, 

revolutionary in nature, might be called 'high contrast zoning' and yet it is currently in use in other parts 

of the world. It can be characterized by high rise buildings in nature, protecting the maximum footprint 

of nature, connected to other areas only by metro or train, with no sprawl permitted. This would be a 

solution to many problems: 

i) it would house the exact same number of people as the proposed suburban sprawl model for the 

Western Parkland ‘land release’ area. 



ii) it would add zero or almost zero cars to the road network, since the concentration of population 

would be directly adjacent to the train station. 

iii) it would give residents direct access to extensive, and not tokenistic, natural parklands in their 

pristine condition. Being in amongst large expanses of nature would be an elevator ride away. In 

addition, high rise in natural surroundings would give unprecedented views of the natural environment. 

iv) it would provide far more healthy lifestyle options for residents than the car dependent model that is 

being proposed by the GSC for this land release area. 

High contrast zoning would also demonstrate our ability to innovate and think outside the box, rather 

than follow a very outdated urban design model from the US, that was imported into Australia into the 

1950s, which the GSC's draft document seeks to continue following in 2017. 

 

 

2. There is no underlying public transport plan. There is no integrated metro system that is being 

proposed. This is a fundamental flaw, a page one mistake. You cannot build or develop anything if you 

cannot get there. There is no point in having a house or a school or a hospital or a public swimming pool 

if you are not physically able to transport yourself there. There needs to be an absolutely determined 

commitment to a metro network for Sydney along with any plan. This plan has no such proposal. It 

cannot be taken seriously on that count. It is a glaring omission. 

There is no comprehensive metro rail network plan. Even the diagram of proposed lines is a dog's 

breakfast of different shaped lines. Actually a metro network needs to be one type of train and one type 

of line, and those lines need to be arranged in a net or a spider web or a grid. The only grid on display 

with uniform lines is the illustration of the motorway network, a deceptive map also, as the fact is that 

those motorways are connecting by the finest grain transport network in Sydney available: the road. So 

people will continue to drive in Sydney under this plan, in ever increasing numbers. How GSC can plan 

housing and development in isolation from planning a metro network is an illustration of the siloed 

nature of the various departments that are competing with one another rather than working together 

for the best harmonious outcome. This is no-one’s fault; it’s a product of history. But it needs to be 

rectified. 

The best city is a city where you don't need a car. Under the plans that are being proposed in this 

document, you most certainly will need a car well into the middle of this century and most likely 

beyond. There is no integrated metro network and there is no conception of one. This, in spite of the 

fact that 100s of cities around the world either currently enjoy or are in the process of building a 

cohesive, integrated high frequency metro network. 

 

 



3. The plan, with its focus on priority areas while other areas are left high and dry, in fact reflects the 

continuing sprawl mentality, and a continuing car-dependent mentality. Many areas will see zero change 

by 2056. That means that the old fibros on million dollar blocks of land close in to existing hubs will 

remain that way, and existing landowners will miss out, and Sydney will continue to sprawl. This is 

woven into the concept design of the document, which allows that density be increased around hubs, 

while vast areas of brownfield R2 low density are left untouched, and sprawl of McMansions and cul-de-

sacs continues into our agricultural areas. 

Placing density around existing train lines, fine and good though that might be, will not be sustainable 

into the future for two main reasons: 

a. The existing network is at capacity at many points already. Some lines will not be able to cope with 

increased capacity that these densities will bring. 

b. Overground trains are notoriously subject to signal failure and interruptions from extreme, or not so 

extreme, weather events. For instance, Sydney Trains can only run at half speed when temperatures go 

over 39C. We are told that this will be a more frequent occurrence under a new climate regime. An 

underground metro system meanwhile is not subject to extreme weather, has a much higher 

throughput that existing overground trains, and also requires less trackwork, which can be created in a 

down time period from 130am to 430am, rather than closing the line down for the entire weekend as is 

currently the case. 

It also means that those owners lucky enough to be currently living in priority areas will win the Lottery. 

Others who are left in their low density R2 zoning will miss out. This hardly seems fair. Such a scenario 

could be obviated by redefining R2 zoning to include 2 and 3 storey terraces, which is how Sydney used 

to be zoned before the advent of the personalized motor car. Given that we are fast moving into a post-

car world, at least in the sense of having to own your own car, this seems to me to be the most forward 

looking way of a comprehensive metropolitan plan reflecting that reality, as ewll as being the most 

democratic and farir to existing landowners. Such a revision of the R2 zoning would also create a 

pleasant level of density that you find in European cities. 

 

 

4. Similarly there seems to be no fine grain cycle network planned over the entire metropolis. Nor is 

there a fine grain pedestrian access to station network, many of which are currently blocked off by cul-

de-sacs and roads that lead nowhere. Based on extensive personal experience, I don’t believe that 

councils are best equipped with the ability to understand this fine grain level of planning. My experience 

with a number of councils has been that they are not interested in cohesive pedestrian networks or 

cycle paths, and when they do build cycle paths they are tokenistic in order to fulfill quotas and located 

in entirely the wrong places, and are subsequently never used, which leaves them to conclude that 

‘cycling is not popular’. This results in a massive waste of money, time and resources. 



Rather, GSC should employ a sub-ministry (so to speak) of dedicated professional cyclists based on user 

groups with widespread practical use of the city with a bicycle, and rather like the development of 

‘desire paths’, allow cycle networks to spring up organically from the existing fabric of the metropolitan 

urban design through the actual use patterns. I can certainly offer many suggestions in this regard. 

 

Thank you for considering this feedback. 
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