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11 December 2017 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Greater Sydney Commission 
PO Box 257  
Parramatta 2124 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Sir or Madam, 
 
 

Submission to the draft District Plans & draft Greater Sydney Region Plan 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the draft District Plans and the draft 
Greater Sydney Region Plan (GSRP).  
 
The submission has been divided into general feedback regarding the GSRP, and the District 
Plans broken into: Infrastructure and Collaboration; Liveability; Productivity; and Sustainability 
priorities. The finalisation of the plans provides a unique opportunity to set strategic planning 
priorities and complete the strategic framework for Sydney’s future growth.   
 
 
 
Yours Sincerely, 
 
 
Jaime Hogan 
 
M.Plan, M.Arch, B.Des.Arch(Hons1), MPIA Assoc. 
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Vision 
The shared vision between the two strategic documents of delivering a ‘30 minute city’ 
experience for as many Greater Sydneysiders as possible is strongly supported however the 
delivery of such a city will involve strong Governance with a clear structure and accountability 
framework. Despite the planned mass transit upgrades planned by 2036 and 2056, there will 
remain parts of Greater Sydney that are unable to reach any of the three metropolitan centres 
within 30 minutes by public transport simply due to traffic and insufficient infrastructure. For 
example, some areas within the Waverley and Woollahra LGA’s, and Sutherland and Northern 
Beaches LGA’s are already subject to significant traffic stress, and the increase in density of any 
of these areas without additional measures to reduce private vehicle usage will result in further 
stress for commuters.  
 
Whilst the plan aims for Greater Sydney residents to be able to access jobs, services and 
recreation within 30 minutes, the Eastern Suburbs will continue to receive a disproportionately 
large amount of visitation from both tourists and Sydneysiders from outside the LGA. The 
GSRP, District Plans and FT2056 documents acknowledge that tourism is a key component of 
the Eastern Harbour City however there is little planned to facilitate improved transport to and 
within the Eastern Beaches area. The narrative around the Eastern Suburbs remaining largely 
untouched should be re-considered, as at first glance it looks as though this part of Sydney 
has been earmarked as an area for minimal change to protect the existing wealthy residents 
and to further increase land values. In addition to this, the Region Plan continues to locate the 
majority of investment and opportunities above the so called ‘Latte Line,’1 with housing uplift 
concentrated along or below the line. As the inequality in Sydney continues to grow between 
those with opportunities and those South-West of the ‘Latte Line,’ the GSC may consider that 
a document that further enhances the lives of the privileged is not a good look for a city that 
wants to be Global.  

Food Bowl   
The increasing sprawl of the three cities is not supported. If development continues 
according to the Three Cities Vision, Sydney stands to lose more than 90% of its current fresh 
vegetable production.2 Currently the planning system does not prioritise agriculture as a land 
use, meaning urban sprawl into potential farmland continues to ensure that the greatest 
economic value is delivered.3 However for Sydney to be a truly sustainable city, it must be 
able to self-sustain and provide the majority of its food from local farmers. Local farmers are 
a key component of our overall economy and community, and they should not be squeezed 
out by profits.  
 

1 Saulwick, J., 2016, ‘How Sydney’s planners are using the ‘Latte Line’ to try and reshape the city,’ The Sydney Morning
Herald, December 17 2016.
2 Cordell, D. et al., 2016, ‘Urban sprawl is threatening Sydney’s foodbowl’, The Conversation, February 25 2016.
3 Ibid.
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As the organisation guiding Sydney’s future, the GSC must ensure that these lands are 
protected from urbanisation, or restriction of uses at the urban fringe by new residents that 
complain about amenity impacts from the noise and aromas of nearby farms. The vision of 
the ‘River City’ should seriously be reinvestigated, with agriculture prioritised in these areas 
over suburban sprawl.  
 
Ten Directions 
The Ten Directions that have been set out provide a general focus around the people in our 
city and the benefits of design led improvements in the built and natural environment, and 
this is to be commended. The metrics and objectives proposed to support the implementation 
of the Ten Directions are supported, and provide a clear framework to deliver the aims of the 
plan. Particularly supported is the provision of an Urban Tree Canopy metric for urban cooling; 
the increase in precincts with low-carbon initiatives; prioritising active transport and public 
transport as methods for moving people around the city; and planning to encourage people 
to walk to centres and open spaces.  
 
Equity and General Narrative 
Whilst the vision of the ‘30 minute city’ makes a move towards a more equitable Sydney, the 
narrative of the three cities should be expanded to include a discussion around the inequity 
inherent in the structure of Sydney and how the plan aims to address this.  
 
The Eastern City has highly valuable assets including Centennial Park, Hyde Park, Botanical 
Gardens, the Harbour and the Eastern Beaches. The overarching goal of the plan should be to 
provide equal access to Sydney’s natural valuable assets, in addition to jobs, education and 
services. Additionally, Sydney’s East holds a number of high quality schools and universities, 
and valuable services including hospitals and high paying jobs, which should be available to 
the entire city. Given Sydney’s vision to become a ‘Global City,’ the GSC should look to other 
Global City plans such as OneNYC (New York’s metropolitan plan) that identifies existing social 
issues and implementable actions and targets to achieve change.4 The GSC may consider 
expanding the vision for Greater Sydney to include: not only 30 minute access to jobs, but also 
30 minute access to a range of jobs (including the knowledge industry) from entry level to 
executive; a metric to reduce poverty; measures to encourage social inclusion; and a metric to 
increase access to opportunity.  
 
Social Housing and Social Infrastructure 
The GSC must prioritise the delivery of social infrastructure as highly as physical infrastructure. 
With increasing growth in high density suburbs, there must be an equal strategic direction for 
the provision of social infrastructure including schools (especially secondary) and TAFEs, parks, 
hospitals, community facilities and libraries, and social housing. The outlined social 
infrastructure actions should be expanded to align with the physical infrastructure outcomes, 
to emphasise that the two aspects of city building are equally important.  
 

4 http://www.nyc.gov/html/onenyc/downloads/pdf/publications/OneNYC.pdf
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In addition to the two social infrastructure actions (Actions 8 and 9), the GSC should also 
include the following actions to align with the proposed Physical Infrastructure delivery: 

1. Prioritise social infrastructure investments to support the vision of a metropolis of three 
cities. 

2. Align forecast growth with social infrastructure. 
3. Sequence social infrastructure provision using a place-based approach. 
4. Consider the adaptability of social infrastructure and its potential shared use. 

 
In addition to the discussion around affordable housing, and housing affordability, the GSRP 
must ensure that in planning for a Greater Sydney, we as a city are inclusive of all of our 
residents. This involves planning and providing for residents who are homeless and in social 
housing by providing more facilities and services to help create opportunities for people and 
a sense of community.  
 
The current business model for the NSW Land and Housing Corporation (LAHC) is to upgrade 
old building stock, and in doing so significantly increase the overall capacity of a site to 
develop and sell market and affordable dwellings which offset the cost development. 
Unfortunately the social dwelling stock is usually replaced one for one, essentially reducing 
the proportion of social housing available to the market.  
 
Greater Sydney’s population is projected to increase, and with 32,627 people on the social 
housing waitlist (at June 2016)5, it is unacceptable to continue to deliver market and affordable 
housing without increasing the overall supply of social housing concurrently. The data 
provided by NSW Family and Community Services indicates that the waiting periods across 
the Greater Sydney region are predominantly 10+ years6. To ensure that Sydney retains its 
diversity and social richness, it is imperative that new actions are added to the GSRP and 
District Plans to: specifically identify social housing as a crucial type of social infrastructure; 
ensure that existing social housing is retained; and ensure that the overall supply of social 
housing is increased to continue to service the population.  
 
Brain Drain 
The GSRP acknowledges that:  
 

“Recent research indicates that about half of young (18-25 year old) Greater Sydney 
residents are considering leaving Greater Sydney in the next five years, with housing 
affordability being a key issue.”7   
 

The GSRP does not address this astounding statement with any meaningful actions or 
provisions. The phenomenon of young highly educated and skilled workers leaving a city is 
commonly known as ‘Brain Drain,’ and is an issue affecting a number of cities and countries 
around the world. Given that it is today’s young people who will be working within Greater 

5 NSW Family and Community Services, Expected Waiting Times for Social Housing Overview June 2016.
http://www.housingpathways.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/332274/2016_EWT_Overview_table.pdf
6 Ibid.
7 GSC, 2017, ‘draft Greater Sydney Region Plan’, pp59.
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Sydney over the next 40 years, it is of grave concern that the GSC does not offer specific actions 
to ensure that this demographic is supported and retained. Whilst housing affordability is likely 
to be a significant issue, this same research notes that “many highly skilled workers would 
rather live someplace else.”8 As indicated in the research, there are other issues in addition to 
housing affordability that are influencing the emigration of Sydney, including restrictions on a 
previously vibrant night life, limited public and active transport opportunities, or limited 
opportunities for graduate and entry level jobs that allow entry into the market.  
 
In addition to young people intending to leave, Sydney also has a larger rate of national 
migration out of the city than into the city, with 93,000 Sydneysiders moving interstate or to 
Regional NSW in the 2015-2016 financial year, and only 70,000 moving in.9 Whilst the GSC, 
and the NSW and Commonwealth Government continue to position Sydney as a Global City, 
the existing local communities, young and old, must be first and foremost in any plan to grow 
and expand Sydney. The GSC must work with Councils and the NSW State Government 
agencies to ensure that Sydney does not suffer a ‘Brain Drain,’ and that communities are not 
eroded due to the insatiable desire to be Global.  
 
Provision of Funds 
The GSC must give consideration to the mechanisms to enable Councils to collect funds to 
support the delivery of local infrastructure and affordable housing beyond S94 / S94A 
contributions. This may come from additional contributions to Councils via value sharing 
mechanisms, or via grants or funds to deliver large public projects such as those noted within 
the Green Grid. It is important that the NSW Government Special Infrastructure Contributions 
(SIC) do not diminish Councils’ ability to collect contributions to deliver locally significant 
infrastructure.  
 
Affordable Housing 
The GSRP and the District Plans identify that affordability needs to be addressed by providing 
a range of housing types, particularly more affordable compact housing, as well as mandating 
affordable housing for sites subject to uplift. Increasing housing supply alone will not improve 
affordability in the short or medium term, as it has not done over the past 10 years. 
 
In urban areas where the population is growing and preferences and needs are diverse, 
housing sub-markets will develop and – however ‘efficient’ the housing production system is 
– it is likely that not all needs will be met. Given that general increases in housing supply have 
only a limited trickle-down effect in creating more affordable housing, there is a need for a 
more targeted approach to redress ‘market failure’ – via the delivery of dedicated affordable 
housing – especially for low income groups. Affordable rental housing is a key strategy here. 
The inclusion of affordable housing can be justified to avoid the social dysfunction and 
foregone human capital experienced when affordable housing is not provided in areas with 
good access to opportunity. Affordable rental housing must be provided in perpetuity, as the 
factors creating unaffordable housing for low income groups are structural, not cyclical. 
However, it is acknowledged that this may not be the optimum tenure solution and therefore 

8 Leggatt, J., 2017, ‘Why the best workers are fleeing Sydney’, The Committee for Sydney.
9 Ibid.
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additional research into the best tenure mix should be conducted to determine the most 
appropriate long-term solution for the provision of affordable rental housing.  
 
The adoption of an affordable housing target is strongly supported. The GSRP affordable 
housing contributions target for a contribution of 5-10% of the value to be mandated as part 
of any uplift falls sorely short of what is required in the Sydney housing market. The affordable 
housing target should be generated from the ground-up as the notional 5-10% target based 
on uplift seems mathematically improbable to be able to produce the required affordable 
rental dwellings. The current target carries far too many assumptions and appears to be 
speculative at best. A target that is a percentage of the value of the whole development, not 
only of any uplift, is strongly encouraged and the percentage must be a much higher 
proportion in line with other global cities around the world. In large urban renewal precincts 
around the world, other Governments require between 20 – 50% affordable housing 
components to be delivered.10 To actually be a ‘Global City,’ the GSC must seriously revisit their 
proposed target, to ensure that large urban renewal areas or priority precincts are required to 
deliver a significant proportion of the development on site as affordable housing, whilst areas 
that are not undergoing significant renewal may be required to make a monetary contribution 
for affordable housing.       
 
The GSC target needs to be a more aggressive and informed policy position. As an alternative, 
the affordable housing target should apply to all ‘major’ residential flat building (RFB) and 
mixed use development and not just where there is value uplift through rezoning. The target 
should apply to the entire development if the GSC hope to meet the annual affordable housing 
requirements stated in the District Plans.  
 
SEPP 70 and Affordable Rental Housing SEPP 
Action 4 from the GSRP, listed below, is strongly supported, however the provision of any 
‘viability test’ must be transparent to ensure that the policy champions the public interest, and 
does not promote private interests.  
 

Action 4  
Work with the NSW Department of Planning and Environment to implement 
Affordable Rental Housing Targets. 
The Commission will work closely with the NSW Department of Planning and 
Environment to streamline implementation of new programs particularly in respect to 
the workings of the 
Affordable Rental Housing State Environmental Planning Policy and State 
Environmental Planning Policy No 70 – Affordable Housing (Revised Schemes). 
Tasks will include finalising a consistent viability test for the targets to support 
Councils and relevant planning authorities and ensuring that housing strategies 
include a sufficient affordable housing needs analysis and strategy to identify 
preferred affordable housing areas in each local government area. 

 

10 Harris, M., Simpson, R. and Phibbs, P., 2015, Megaprojects: A Global Review and an Outline of some Planning Principles.
University of Sydney Festival of Urbanism, text available online.
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The adoption of additional areas for inclusionary zoning under SEPP70 should also be 
considered. The research work that has informed the preparation of all District Plans would 
point to a need for affordable rental housing in most LGAs within Greater Sydney. When the 
aims of the Policy (below) are considered more generally there is a case for many more LGAs 
to be included. The Policy: 
 

 “(a)  identifies that there is a need for affordable housing in the local government areas 
within which that land is situated, and 
(b)  describes the kinds of households for which affordable housing may be provided, 
and 
(c)  makes a requirement with respect to the imposition of conditions relating to the 
provision of affordable housing.” 

 
At this stage, inclusion in the SEPP appears to be discretionary and only applies in areas of 
significant uplift in densities such as Green Square and Ultimo. The welcome news of 
Randwick’s proposed inclusion also follows a process of identifying areas of significant uplift.  
 
Affordable housing will remain an issue if the proposed target and considerations are pursued. 
The GSC and DPE are encouraged to formulate a single affordable housing policy position. 
Collapsing the proposed provisions in the District Plans and the provisions of SEPP 70 and the 
ARH SEPP into one policy may be one option worth considering.  
 
Value Sharing 
Under Objective 2, the GSRP discusses the benefits of using value sharing as a potential 
mechanism to fund infrastructure, however does not commit to a methodology, amount, 
mechanism or purpose. The case for value sharing is sound and agrees with the stated benefits 
and applaud the GSC for including value capture as part of the funding mix in the GSRP and 
District Plans. 
 
Value sharing is an important mechanism to generate public domain improvements which is 
necessary to ensure the liveability for higher density areas. As outlined in the GSRP, value 
sharing should not be implemented instead of other forms of contributions, such as s94A, but 
should be seen as an additive form of contribution.   
 
By linking increases in density to infrastructure improvements, value sharing not only ties 
increases in demand generated by additional persons, but also links the planning externalities 
associated with additional development to improved or at least maintained levels of liveability. 
Hence value sharing creates a connection between increased development and liveability. The 
importance of this connection or nexus cannot be understated, particularly given the plan to 
accommodate further growth in existing urban areas. 
 
The implications of the ‘feasibility’ consideration  
The consideration of feasibility is objected to in the strongest possible terms. Planning is a 
deliberate market intervention to discount some uses in favour of others to promote the public 
interest. Feasibility should therefore not be a consideration for planning decisions, as it would 
represent a shift in focus from promoting the public interest, to promoting private interests.  
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Feasibility assessment would undermine the ability to ensure optimal value sharing and would 
encourage developers to game the system. It would allow developers to evade or reduce value 
capture contributions as they can easily ‘prove’ that value capture makes development 
unfeasible. If developers cannot argue feasibility concerns, then they have certainty to build 
value capture rates into their feasibilities from the start, which influences how much they can 
pay for the land. 
 
Protection of open space  
Action 66 to maximise the use of existing open space and protect, enhance and expand public 
open space is strongly supported. These spaces provide for active recreation and social 
connection vital to a healthy community. Despite their private ownership they provide a 
valuable community benefit that must be protected. The GSRP and the District Plans must 
protect all types of RE2 zoned land throughout Metropolitan Sydney. Identifying this as a 
priority will ensure that valuable open space assets are not lost through short-sighted 
decisions made in response to immediate pressures, and an action to ensure this is supported.  
 
The increased accessibility targets to open space, as well as sharing sports and recreational 
facilities, are also strongly supported. 
 
 

 

The place-based approach to delivering infrastructure is supported provided that the 
infrastructure is social, green and transit oriented. Growth must be aligned with infrastructure 
so as not to place additional demands on ageing infrastructure or infrastructure that is already 
at capacity.  
 

Active Transport and Walkability 
Action 20 to minimise private car parking and maximise precinct-based provision of car 
parking, and the level of access of public transport is strongly supported. The action to provide 
flexible parking infrastructure that can be adapted to other uses in the future is also 
encouraged so that our centres can adapt and evolve over time. 
 
Housing affordability and the planning system 
While the urban development lobby has argued that urban planning has been a major driver 
of prices – via increased costs and restricted supply – the evidence suggests that this is untrue. 
Planning policy that increases development costs without requiring built-form changes (such 
as developer contributions) does not increase the cost of dwellings, as these costs cannot be 
passed on. Planning controls that require built-form changes, such as car parking, can be 
passed on because the market is willing to pay a premium for these features. In terms of the 
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supply side argument, the evidence suggests that increasing housing supply alone has a 
limited impact on housing affordability and prices in the short or medium-term. 
 
The revised District Plans have expanded this argument to include other measures to support 
housing affordability including more compact housing, key worker housing, and new owner-
developer apartment models. This diversified approach is strongly supported to ensure that 
housing is accessible to all members of our community. 
 
The District Plans propose measures for more compact housing on small lots or by ‘clever’ 
design in apartments. When constructing new buildings, removing the balconies, designing 
compact apartments, and eliminating car parking allows the development to be delivered at a 
more reasonable price point for consumers, and may also increase access to solar access in 
habitable rooms and increase social connectivity within the building. 
 
Australia has the some of the largest house sizes in the world, and evidence indicates that the 
average size of a single dwelling house in Sydney has doubled since 1950 from 100sqm11 to 
about 240sqm today.12 This is still significant even when compared to other OECD nations such 
as the US 201sqm, Canada 181sqm, Sweden 83sqm, Italy 81sqm and the UK 76sqm.13 
Concurrently occupancy rates and the average number of people living in each household has 
been declining, resulting in the average floor area per person increasing from 30sqm (1950) 
to 87sqm (2013).14 In addition to this, some areas have suffered a net reduction in dwelling 
numbers due to the trending conversion of older building stock (low and medium density 
alike) into larger dwelling houses, or boutique residential flat buildings.  
 
Larger dwelling sizes combined with lower occupancy rates are both environmentally and 
socially unsustainable and inefficient for a growing city. An alternative to this trend is to 
provide owners of such housing a choice to develop shared housing or ‘Manor Houses’ as 
proposed in the draft Medium Density Housing Code by way of permitting these housing 
options in the land use table of the R2 Zone, without changing key development standards 
such as FSR and Height of Buildings. This would provide much needed diversity in the 
development options for traditional housing in the R2 Zone which covers vast areas of Sydney, 
increase housing supply, and build on the demand created by the successful implementation 
of secondary dwellings in the State Environmental Planning Policy (Affordable Rental Housing) 
2009.  
 

 

11 Frost, L., 2001, ‘Our house: histories of Australian homes – 26: An outer suburban house of the 1950s,’ Australian
Heritage Commission 2001.
12 ABS, 2013, ‘Average Floor Area of New Residential Dwellings.’
13 Wilson, L., 2013, ‘How big is a house? Average house size by country,’ Reneweconomy. Available at:
http://reneweconomy.com.au/wp content/uploads/2013/07/house 1.gif
14 Stephen, A. & Crawford, R., 2016, ‘Size does matter: Australia’s addiction to big houses is blowing energy budget,’ The
Conversation. Available at: https://theconversation.com/size does matter australias addiction to big houses is blowing
the energy budget 70271
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Place-based planning 
Design-led and place-based planning is a strongly supported priority of the District Plans. 
Many Councils acknowledge the importance of balancing density and liveability through 
outstanding place-making and urban design.  
 
The focus on centres and neighbourhoods, and the encouragement of innovative approaches 
to revitalise high streets in decline is strongly supported in Actions 17 – 21.  
 
The Better Placed principles referenced in the District Plans should be incorporated into all 
design related priorities and actions particularly major infrastructure upgrades or extensions 
that require large-scale master planning. The GSRP should outline in detail how Councils can 
and should implement Better Placed. The place-based approach should also be better 
integrated into TfNSW’s new ‘Movement/Place’ framework as foreshadowed in the GSRP 
document.  
 
Education 
The co-location of schools with other compatible uses is generally supported (health, offices, 
transport, and recreation). The preamble text briefly outlines the NSW School Assets Strategic 
Plan, and how School Infrastructure NSW (a new specialist unit within the department) will 
undertake school community and infrastructure planning.  
 
The GSC must ensure that any proposed increases in density throughout Greater Sydney are 
accompanied by a commensurate increase in school capacity (particularly Government 
secondary schools).  
 
The State Government should seriously reconsider the current requirement to zone schools, 
hospitals and places of public worship the same as the adjoining land. Failure to do so will 
undermine the ability of Councils to ensure there is adequate capacity for this essential 
infrastructure in the long term.  
 

 
Local Sustainable Housing Study 
The Office of Environment and Heritage are currently undertaking the Local Sustainable 
Housing Study (the Study). The Study is investigating current barriers to the design and 
implementation of sustainable housing throughout NSW. Given the quantity of housing 
currently being delivered around Sydney, and the pipeline of 725,000 dwellings planned for 
the future in the GSRP, the GSC must champion the provision of sustainable housing. 
 
Housing that is delivered meeting minimum water and energy efficiency targets will lock in 
poor efficiency for the life of the building, approximately 20-50 years, putting Sydney well 
behind any goal to reach a net-zero target in the future.  
 
Housing utilising materials that are inefficient or unsustainably sourced creates poor quality 
buildings that are undesirable for habitation, result in poor social and urban outcomes and are 
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likely to lead to the redevelopment of buildings over shorter lifespans with increased carbon 
emissions. 
  
Actions that develop the capacity and capability of Councils to develop sustainable 
development strategies, and to increase water and energy efficiencies above the minimum 
requirements of the BASIX SEPP, should be included in the plans. 
 
This is a key time in Sydney’s growth, and it is crucial that all new housing is delivered as 
sustainable housing. This includes housing that is adaptable for an ageing population; able to 
minimise resource consumption; maximise decentralised energy and resource production and 
recycling; uses sustainable materials; and contributes to an improvement in the natural 
environment.  
 
Inclusion of habitat corridors 

 
Planning Priority E15  
Protecting and enhancing bushland and biodiversity 

 
The planning priorities and actions to enhance biodiversity through bushland corridors, and 
to manage urban bushland and remnant vegetation as green infrastructure. This should also 
be extended via an action that includes street trees so that Councils may also manage these 
assets as green infrastructure.  
 

Action 61  
Protect and enhance biodiversity by: a. supporting landscape-scale biodiversity 
conservation and the restoration of bushland corridors b. managing urban bushland 
and remnant vegetation as green infrastructure. 
 

Councils also play a significant role in improving habitat connectivity and improving the quality 
of habitat at parks both small and large. While this is true and essential to enhancing the 
environment, the green grid as outlined in the District Plans often misses important 
biodiversity corridors and locations that exist on public and private land. These corridors 
connect small parcels of park space or well vegetated streets 
The District Plans speaks to the conservation and preservation of habitat, however there should 
be an additional Sustainability Priority that aims to increase the quality of habitat in Greater 
Sydney with Councils as key delivery partners.  
 
Urban Heat Island Effect 

 
Planning Priority E17  
Increasing urban tree canopy cover and delivering Green Grid connections 

 
Action 64 to mitigate the urban heat island effect is supported via the increase in the urban 
tree canopy in the public realm is strongly supported.  To achieve a true reduction in the urban 
heat island effect across the Eastern City District and the Sydney Basin a range of interventions 
are required to offset the urban heat island effect. This can be achieved through a reduction 
in non-permeable surfaces in new and existing developments (e.g. green roofs), maximising 
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canopy as well as the mid-story and ground cover vegetation and increasing WSUD. These 
measures should be supported and listed through actions. 
 
Any proposals to mitigate the urban heat island effect is supported but should be an action 
applicable to Greater Sydney and not just urban renewal projects and Priority Growth Areas.  
Relying on the green grid to facilitate this will achieve very little as the green grid only covers 
a very small linear area.  
 
The majority of land in Sydney is under private tenure and to achieve tree canopy there must 
be an increase in tree cover in these locations. Currently the responsibility predominantly lies 
with Councils to implement these initiatives and unfortunately LEP and DCP controls are 
unable to achieve this to great effect on their own. The ‘Urban Green Cover in NSW Technical 
Guidelines’ cover some of these issues but these are guidelines and difficult for Councils to 
enforce through development applications. District Plans should be explicit in their support in 
mandating actions to mitigate urban heat island in all new developments. 
 

 
A transparent continuation of the Technical Working Groups associated with the early 
development of the District Plans is recommended. These Working Groups provided an 
exceptional opportunity for ideas and knowledge sharing and may be an innovative approach 
to the implementation and development of the future plans.  
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