


Dear Sir/Madam –

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Eastern City District Plan.

I am a resident of Dulwich Hill, who is very concerned about the potential impact of the 
Sydenham to Bankstown strategy on our heritage suburb.

I see the District Plan as a key enabler of the Sydenham to Bankstown urban renewal 
strategy, and therefore would like to see amendments in the District Plan.

1) Short-term housing target

I note that the District Plan has a short-term housing target of 5,900 dwellings (between 
2016 and 2021) for the Inner West Council area.

I am concerned that some of the housing target may reflect dwellings produced from the 
Sydenham to Bankstown urban renewal strategy.

A large part of this concern is due to the fact that it makes no sense to introduce additional 
housing into our corridor, in the short-term, while our railway line is due to be progressively 
shut down to build a new Metro line.

As you would be aware, our line will be shutdown for eight weeks a year (and additional 
weekends) from July 2019. Commuters will instead by transported by buses to Sydenham 
station, or to the adjoining Airport and South Line.

There are likely to be extraordinary delays to commuters and, as a result, I would request 
that your short-term housing target not rely on any new dwellings in the Sydenham to 
Bankstown corridor.

To support this position, I would point out that the Inner West Council on 12 October stated 
by resolution: “We are extremely concerned about the potential highly disruptive cumulative
traffic, noise and other impacts from both private construction for new housing and the 
proposed construction of the new Metro line, along with the reduced commuter rail capacity, 
between 2019 and 2024 and request that this issue is thoroughly investigated by the NSW 
Government before the strategy is finalised.”

2) Reference to Sydenham to Bankstown strategy

I note that the District Plan places a heavy reliance on new dwellings from the Sydenham to 
Bankstown Corridor. I object to this decision.

The Sydenham to Bankstown urban renewal strategy will be highly destructive to our 
heritage and character-filled suburbs. It pushes gross overdevelopment in our community, 
while not supporting this development with appropriate infrastructure.

As a result, I ask that your District Plan to remove reference to this urban renewal strategy.

I also note that your District Plan refers to the strategy as a “transformation strategy” on 
page 38. Apart from incorrectly reporting on the strategy’s title, I would also like to say that I 
do not want Dulwich Hill “transformed”.

3) Lack of planning for open space

I am alarmed by the District Plan’s failure to adequate plan for new open space along 
growth.



The District Plan includes no specific actions to create additional open space and in fact 
says there is “limited opportunity to provide additional capacity alongside growth”.

Instead, rather than creating new open space, the District Plan advocates on behalf of
removing golf clubs off golf courses, to free up land for parks. It also justifies its lack of action
on delivering new open space by claiming (without evidence) that “a trend towards indoor 
sports, and sports requiring less space such as futsal, is beginning to appear”.

The District Plan represents small-minded thinking on open space, at odds with Sydney’s 
proud history of creating new open space alongside growth. Indeed, one of Sydney’s big 
international selling points as a tourism and international talent destination is that some 50 
per cent of the metropolitan area is open space. This shows that there is an economic 
imperative in providing open space alongside growth – not just an environmental one.

The fact of the matter is, despite the claim in the District Plan, that the land is there to 
acquire for open space – it just requires political willpower and backing to do it. 

The NSW Government had, from the 1950s to the mid-2000s, a strong program to acquire 
land for open space. This program led to the acquisition of major regional open space such 
as Sydney Park at St Peters and Mort Park at Balmain, along with other important land 
parcels alongside Sydney Harbour. More recently, Ballast Point was acquired by the NSW 
Government and turned from an oil storage terminal and into a beautiful harbourside park.

The District Plan should refer to the need for such a program to be re-introduced, rather than 
simply relying on the increased utilisation and enhancement of existing open space, or other 
small incremental increases in open space alongside development sites.

There is now an opportunity, for instance, to acquire Canterbury race course as 35 hectares 
of open space, to service both the Eastern and South regions.

The fact that this race course is currently zoned only for “private recreation” and therefore 
able to be acquired for little cost as a major potential open space reservoir belies your claim 
that there is “limited opportunity” for additional open space growth.

In fact, the acquisition of Canterbury race course is specifically supported by the Office of 
Sport in submission lodged in respond to the Sydenham to Bankstown corridor strategy.

The same submission attacks the methodology used to plan for open space in the 
Sydenham to Bankstown urban renewal strategy, saying it “lacks detail on current and 
forecast supply and demand of sporting facilities within the area”. 

It also criticises plans to try to use car parks and utility easements for open space, which is 
another District Plan idea.

4) Affordable housing

I am concerned the District Plan may actually reduce the amount of affordable housing in our 
suburb. 

This is because:

The proposed rezoning areas in our suburb under the Sydenham to Bankstown 
urban renewal strategy targets precincts containing existing affordable housing, in 
particular areas such as Constitution Rd, Denison Rd, Ewart St, Hercules St and 
Bayley St; and



The low five per cent affordable housing target in your District Plan means that new 
development would contain far fewer affordable housing dwellings than the current 
affordable housing bulldozed by this new development; and
Evidence indicates that in areas such as Dulwich Hill, market rents for new properties 
are substantially higher than for many existing properties, irrespective of the 
increased supply, which means people evicted from bulldozed existing homes will not 
be able to move into the new ones; and 
The weak provisions of the Affordable Rental Housing SEPP do little to protect 
existing affordable rental housing, both when it is set to be bulldozed for new 
development and when this housing is being strata-subdivided and sold-off.

In short, I believe the proposed complete dependence on developer-led, high density 
construction, particularly in suburbs such as ours, is short-sighted and is not likely to lead to 
a balanced, responsible approach to affordable housing. 

Such an approach also threatens an obdurate reliance on one solution – allowing buildings 
as large and as tall as possible to replace the modest multi-unit dwellings that prevail locally, 
in the hope that trade-offs or levies can deliver some affordable housing. Such an approach   
remains insouciant towards impacts on local people, the local environment and heritage.

I don’t think this is the correct approach from the perspective of fairness, public amenity, 
sustainability or indeed – as a developer free for all – the integrity of the public planning 
process.

In addition to inclusionary provisions for master planned new development, I believe council 
and the NSW Government should have a tandem focus on protecting existing affordable 
housing via rigorously applying and indeed strengthening its existing guidelines and statutory 
protections for existing affordable housing.

Affordable housing policies need to focus as much on strategies to conserve existing low 
and moderate rent housing, together with a planned, staged approach to inclusionary zoning 
in new development, with other alternatives in the mix - such as community housing and 
group housing in lower scale and terrace developments alongside existing older types single 
dwellings and walk ups.

Conclusion

The District Plan continues the overdevelopment attack on our suburb, while ignoring 
important actions which could be taken to improve open space and better protect existing 
affordable housing.


