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The draft Greater Sydney Region Plan and the draft District Plans have been reviewed and 
the following comments are put forward 

1. Mistaken growth perspective 

The scope of the draft plan is recognised and understood. However, from a State 
perspective the draft Plan mistakenly overconcentrates on accommodating future growth in 
the Sydney metropolitan area (section 4 Liveability). It should look instead at 
accommodating a much lower level of future growth in the Sydney metropolitan area and 
directing a sizeable proportion of future growth to cities and regional centres elsewhere in 
the State. The largest, most obvious centres available to accommodate such growth are 
Newcastle and Wollongong. Regional centres suited for growth are Tamworth, Armidale, 
Dubbo, Wagga and Albury.  

Refocusing some of the growth projected for the Sydney metropolitan area to the cities and 
regional centres mentioned above would have the following benefits: 

a) Provide improved infrastructure and associated redevelopment opportunities for both 
public and private land in the cities and regional centres mentioned; 
  

b) Effectively address, far more than any other means, the huge housing affordability 
problem affecting the Sydney metropolitan area. Measures to address this problem 
over the last two to three decades have been ineffectual and the problem has 
worsened. While redirecting some of the projected growth to the cities and regional 
centres mentioned cannot be relied upon to solely resolve the housing affordability 
problem and other current measures (such as SEPP Affordable Rental Housing 
2009, to nominate only one of several) should still be pursued, this measure would 
be the most effective one by far. 
 

c) Reduce the city-country divide which has bedevilled both the state and the nation 
since the late 1800s. (Read the A. B. Patterson poem Clancy of the Overflow;  
 
Consider the fact that Australia is one of the most urbanised large countries in the 
world. In other words, it has the available space to not concentrate its growth in its 
largest city.  
 
Consider the fact that dispersing the growth would not economically disadvantage 
the state or the nation – it fact, it would be the reverse – it would be an economic 
stimulus. Economic powerhouse nations such as Germany, France and the US are 
not reliant on their largest city or cities for their economic well-being. Their numerous 
middle-sized and regional cities are the productive drivers of their economies.  
 
Finally, consider the fact that removing low density in a place such as Arncliffe 
(Bayside West precincts – one of the many current Planned Precincts and Growth 
Areas) and providing R3 and R4 zoned areas for apartment development and 
associated “vibrant” shops and cafes, does not create sustainable economic 
development, only short-term stimulus, of no lasting value. Redirecting the growth to 
a centre such as Goulburn, as part of a Sydney-Canberra economic and transport 
corridor, would create long-term economically sustainable development, benefitting 
the adjoining rural areas, the urban centre and the State. To use US examples, the 
road and rail corridor between Washington DC and New Your City (partly served by 
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the New Jersey Turnpike) or the Ohio Turnpike as part of the road link between 
Chicago and Philadelphia) represent transport corridors which are integral to 
facilitating and maintaining economic growth. The opportunities for equivalent road 
and rail transport corridors in NSW are available, such as the long-discussed 
Sydney-Canberra corridor)   
 

d) Improve the well-being, physically and mentally, of Sydney residents, fatigued after 
years of high-levels of construction activity (construction noise, traffic disruption, 
public transport disruption and road accidents and deaths due to the number of 
heavy trucks using the roads (Sydney Morning Herald 11 December 2017 
Sydneysiders “fatigued” by never-ending development). 
 

e) Offer real, long term protection to metropolitan fringe areas where agricultural (food 
and flower growing) activities provide produce and products for the Sydney market 
and for residents seeking the life-style offered by low density rural-residential 
development. 
 

f) Retain a realistic dividing line between the metropolitan area and the surrounding 
countryside, thereby retaining/preserving urban and rural character. 
 

g) Reduce the growth/re-development pressure on existing low-density areas in the 
Sydney metropolitan area, particularly areas of good housing stock with long-term life 
expectancy. This includes conservation area and non-conservation areas, with a built 
form which is characteristic of quality Australian suburbia. Conservation isn’t only just 
about listed heritage items and designated conservation areas. 
 

In support of the alternate strategy outlined above, the following points are relevant: 

 
h) Redirecting some of the growth projected for the Sydney Metropolitan Area, as 

outlined above, would require upgrading (to varying extents) the current road and rail 
transport links between the metropolitan area and the nominated other centres. 
 

i) In regard to the Sydney Metropolitan Area itself, these transport corridor upgrades 
should be co-ordinated i.e. assessed against the projected increased urban densities 
in the Sydney Metropolitan Area, particularly in the Western Parkland City and the 
Central River City. The concern is that the projected increased residential densities 
potentially jeopardise the land needed for the inter-state and intra-state transport 
corridors. For example, does the urban renewal area Macarthur to Glenfield 
adequately take into account the land requirements, local transport and associated 
environmental impacts for the “transport connectivity” route shown on page shown on 
page 7 between Campbelltown and Liverpool and south-west of Campbelltown?  
 

j) The legislative framework for regional development under the EP&A Act already 
exists by way of SEPPs and regional plans.   
 
 

2. Place Based Planning (p. 38)  

This approach has been attempted in several iterations in the metropolitan area over the last 
twenty years. These include the former Warringah LEP 2000 and the draft version of 
Camden LEP 2010 (fortunately abandoned). One current version in a different form, is the 
City of Parramatta Council’s Place Managers.  
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Planners brainstorming, with or without the assistance of urban designers, over how they 
envision a centre being transformed in the future usually results in either nothing happening 
or what happens bears no resemblance with what was envisioned. When it does happen, 
the results are often either sterile or unremarkable places, sometimes with public art thrown 
in.  

Planners would be wise to be guided by the Japanese concept of MA (less is more) (Where 
there is clutter, even valuable things lose their value. Where there is too much, nothing 
stands out. A total lack of clutter (allows) things to exist, stand out and have meaning.) The 
ideas and recommendations of NSW urban designer Jan McCredie and other Sydney based 
urban designers to allow the open space (often as a corridor link) to be the dominate form 
and influencing factor in shaping urban areas should be embraced as a starting point.  

Good, pleasant, workable and successful places generally don’t result from being 
overplanned and over-designed. Keep the planning down to the planning principles on which 
the art and science of town planning is based – convenience, accessibility, aesthetics, facility 
wellbeing and protecting the natural environment. Secondly, recognise that to a considerable 
degree successful places often occur because of other factors, beyond the control of 
planners and urban designers – such as the social-economic character of the locality’s 
population. 

A few Sydney metropolitan examples of successful places are The Spot in Randwick and the 
Wahroonga Shops. Darling Harbour, on the other hand, is a good example of a mediocre 
urban place, despite the huge inputs from State and local government, architects, designers 
and planners, at the time of its conceptualisation. Martin Place is another example of only 
minimal success, with the now removed Flugelman artwork. The more an important place 
doesn’t work, the more makeovers it will experience – Church Street Mall, Parramatta is a 
good example.   

The concepts mentioned in the draft Plan on page 38 (complexity, mosaic, unique potential, 
shared vision, values that capitalise, distinctive attributes etc) are useful terms for padding 
town planning reports but unfortunately in reality are code for sterility and failure. The lesson 
to be learned is don’t overplan. KISS - Keep It Simple, Stupid.  

3. Universal Design (p. 42)  

With little explanation and no graphics, it sounds worrying. How relevant or applicable is this 
to the Australian context? It sounds like the pedestrian, unimaginative, cookie cutter public 
housing, particularly post-War, to address housing shortages, with a mix of Soviet style 
urban design imagination thrown in.  

My recommendation is that this be deleted from the draft Plan. Uniformity and lack of 
imaginative design are already the widespread result SEPP 65’s Apartment Design Guide. 

4. The Infrastructure Catch-Up Game 

Actions 2 and 3 (p.55 Housing Targets and Housing Strategies) are worrying and objected 
to. As infrastructure provision almost invariably lags behind and remains behind density 
growth, the catch-up game remains permanent and an immutable truth. The exception is 
release areas, other than their transport links within the broader context. 

Despite the draft Plan’s earnest and upfront claims for Integrated Planning (p. 1 – concurrent 
preparation with Future Transport 2056 and State Infrastructure Strategy and Section 3 
Infrastructure and Collaboration), the timing requirements underpinning Actions 2 & 3 will 
ensure that the catch-up game remains. To break this nexus, don’t upzone areas until the 
transport and infrastructure projects have been commenced and have reached a point of no-
return i.e. they will come on stream. At that point and only at that point, should the planned 
housing upzoning come into place.  
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5. Growth Projections 

 

It is unclear (and possibly not addressed) whether the implementation of the Priority Growth 
Areas and Urban Renewal Corridors and Priority Precincts (figure 16, p. 53) and growth i.e. 
upzoning in other areas will accommodate the housing targets (table 3, p. 50). If not, are 
additional Priority Growth Areas and the like required and if so, approximately how many? 
What will the urban form in terms of dwelling types in 2036 look like?   

 

Leland Sanchez 
15 December 2017 
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