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Submission to the Greater Sydney Commission 

On the Revised Draft South District Plan 

from 

the Hurlstone Park Association (HPA) Inc. 141095 

 

 December 2017 

 

General points 

 The HPA supports many of the priorities articulated in the Revised Draft 
South District Plan (RDSDP) including collaboration, liveability and 
sustainability.  

 

 We have observed a significant gap between the GSC vision and the 
mechanics for its realization; in addition, proposed strategies lack sufficient 
detail to instil community confidence. 

 

 We are concerned that liveability of local places will be adversely affected by 
major infrastructure projects imposed on them, such as the Metro South 
project and the Sydenham to Bankstown Urban Renewal Corridor (SBURC) 
plans.  

 

 Despite clearly-expressed community concerns, there is insufficient detail to 
explain how infrastructure will be provided to match density increases. The 
RDSDP provides an image of what the future City will look like but scant 
detail for how it will get there. 

 

 The HPA does not agree that two major infrastructure projects embedded in 
the RDSDP are in the public interest, and community and bipartisan support 
is lacking. Forums attended by hundreds of people, and thousands of 
submission lodged, and many newly formed resident’s action groups 
indicate they are deeply unpopular.1 These projects are adverse to priorities 

                                                                 
1 Canterbury Bankstown Council submissions to DPE and Metro Project are both very critical of these: refer to Council 

minutes and motions of 28 November 2017. Orion Hall forum convened by Sydenham to Bankstown Alliance, October 2017 

attended by 400 people; Herb Greedy Hall forum, Marrickville, held 9 July 2017, attended by 240 people, convened by 

Sydenham to Bankstown Alliance; Tony Burke convened forum, October 2017, Orion Hall Campsie, attended by over 400 
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articulated in the RDSDP - collaboration, respect for heritage, fiscal 
responsibility.  

 
 
 

 We are concerned that a major focus of the District Plans is to justify key 
areas for density increases, or “urban renewal”. Suburbs along the SBURC 
were selected “for renewal” by the Department of Planning and Environment 
(DPE) with no input by Council or residents of those suburbs. The RDSDP is 
focused on the components of a place (e.g. housing, infrastructure, natural 
areas) rather than the communities that make up those places. The 
outcomes are already set and it appears that there is little opportunity for the 
community to alter or change those plans. There is little support for “great 
places” being created, when communities know their great places already 
exist and have evolved over time.  

 

 Many of the objectives of the RDSDP conflict with the proposed “priority 
precincts”- those areas unfairly chosen for radical “up-zoning “ face 
significant risks to maintaining urban character and heritage; maintaining 
industrial areas; enhancing waterways and protecting and enhancing critical 
urban bushland and green corridors. 

 

 The HPA would be reassured if there was a demonstration that the GSC 
fulfil its role as an independent body by critically evaluating unpopular State 
Government decisions to impose infrastructure projects – WestConnex, the 
F6 extension, South-West Metro and the SBURC, (and we might add 
proposed sports stadiums) 

 

 We also suggest that the GSC works to meaningfully engage with and 
collaborate with communities going forward to ascertain how communities 
would like to sustainably grow. Glossy brochures which identify alleged 
positive outcomes for communities based only the NSW State government’s 
vision and poorly attended community consultation workshops do not 
provide adequate community consultation. Perhaps the same strategies that 
are used to engage “Stake-holders” could be used with communities. 

 

 We suggest the GSC fulfil its independent role and critically analyse the 
privatization model the State Government has embraced to underpin its 
infrastructure projects. The Productivity Commission in its 2017 five-yearly 
review has identified an average 26% cost blow-out for major infrastructure 
projects like Westconnex and the light rail and poor service delivery as a 
consequence of privatization.  

 

                                                                 
people; Better Planning Network Forum, Parliament House NSW, held October 2017 resolved to oppose the metro, and 

priority precincts. 
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Background to the HPA 

 

The Hurlstone Park Association (HPA) was formed in 2014 in response to growing 

community concerns about over-development impacting residential areas of heritage 

homes and streetscapes. Hurlstone Park has a population of around 5000 people 

according to the latest census. The HPA builds on, and complements, community spirit 

in our small, village-like suburb. We represent a diverse and growing cross section of 

our local community with a reach of in excess of 800 people through membership, 

email and social media.  

 

Hurlstone Park is a small suburb of 1km². Built and social heritage is important to the 

residents of Hurlstone Park, and there has been great community support for the 

establishment of Heritage Conservation Areas within the suburb, as recommended in 

the Hurlstone Park Heritage Assessment Study conducted for the Canterbury 

Bankstown Council.2 The Hurlstone Park railway station, already listed locally with 

Rail Corp and under the Canterbury LEP 2012, was recommended for inclusion on the 

State Heritage Register in 2016.  

 

The HPA acts to empower the community to respond to planning proposals that 

threaten to negatively impact the things that we value in this small suburb - its heritage 

character, its social fabric, its village feel, its low crime rate and lack of congestion, its 

walk-ability and its open spaces - in short to retain its liveability. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                                 
2 Hurlstone Park Heritage Assessment Study, Stage 2 Report, September 2016, Paul Davies Architects. 
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HPA submission 

This submission specifically relates to the Sydenham-Bankstown corridor of the 

south district. 

 

The Southwest Metro and the SBURC as drivers for development need to be 

reconsidered in the light of opposition from residents, local community groups, 

expert commentators, local government and the state opposition. 

 

The HPA is concerned about the GSC’s unqualified support for the Metro conversion 

of the Sydenham to Bankstown. Like many in the community, the state opposition, the 

Greens and the Canterbury-Bankstown Council, the HPA does not support this project 

for many reasons, some of which are listed below: 

 

 A major justification for the Metro is to increase development (intensification) 

around stations. Planning for infrastructure and amenity should be in anticipation 

of growth, not a mechanism to force growth. 

 

 Another major justification is that the Metro responds to housing demand, but we 

would argue that foreign and local investors and developers are leading this 

demand.  

 

 

 The economic justifications of the metro project are not convincing. The full 

business case has not been released. Metros are the most expensive of any 

urban transport systems.3  

The HPA does not support billions of dollars being spent converting a fully operational 

rail line, diverting money away from investment into projects which should be 

prioritized in Sydney and regional NSW.  

 

 We disagree that the Southwest Metro will assist in meeting the demand for public 

transport. In addition, the service will be run privately, a model which was a failure 

in Melbourne, with the private train/tram operator abandoning the task in 2002, 

only 3 years into a long-term contact4. Private-public partnerships in NSW have 

been costly, with tax-payers carrying the burden when things go wrong. We are 

concerned about references to privatisation of public transport and infrastructure 

                                                                 
3 United Nations Human Settlements Program publications. Accessed 19th October 2017. https://unhabitat.org/wp-

content/uploads/2013/06/GRHS.2013.03.pdf 
4 2004 Australia and New Zealand School of Government, www.casestudies.anzsog.edu.au. Version 12-06-06.  

Flindershttps://flo.flinders.edu.au/pluginfile.php/1127286/mod_book/chapter/57805/Melbourne%20PT%20A%20(1).pdf 

https://unhabitat.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/GRHS.2013.03.pdf
https://unhabitat.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/GRHS.2013.03.pdf
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both in the GSC and tNSW s plans. 

 

 

 

 The Metro EIS did not contain realistic plans for dealing with major congestion 

issues during demolition and construction along the Sydenham-Bankstown 

corridor. 

 

 The Metro will result in reckless heritage destruction and devaluation and loss of 

character of long-standing small urban centres. 

 

The concept of a well-connected 30-minute city (p 75) could potentially be realised 

with adequate cross-radial transport planning, not simply replacing the T3 line with a 

metro. Much of the South District will remain unconnected by public transport with the 

current plan. For example, there is no plan to connect suburbs around Botany Bay 

which could be serviced with a Metro and the T3 line retained. In constructing the F6 

extension, the government remains reliant on privatised toll-ways.  

 

The HPA is also concerned about the DPEs “urban renewal” and “priority precinct” 

plans being embedded in the district plan.  

 

The above plans have been embraced by developers and investors but not by the 

community. A high volume of negative submissions to these draft proposals were 

generated from residents, community organisations and councils. It appears that 

millions of dollars in advertising and promotional material have failed to convince 

communities of the merits of these plans, as re-zoning has been prioritised over 

liveability criteria.  

 

The identification of Priority Precincts is underpinned by developer-led planning which 

is contrary to the interests of current residents and potential owner-occupiers, and to 

the principles of good urban design. The recent Canterbury Road review by the 

Canterbury-Bankstown council highlights some of the problems that arise when 

development is allowed without community control or attention to liveability and 

amenity.5  

 

The Sydenham-Bankstown corridor is already one of the most densely populated in 

Sydney (draft Urban Renewal Strategy, DPE, 2016). It is essential that growth is 

encouraged in a fair and sustainable way, that benefits all communities and residents 

across Sydney, and is not concentrated in areas that have already borne much of the 

brunt of development in recent years. Are housing projections for the south district 

sustainable or desirable given the proposed urban form or level of service? 

                                                                 
5 Canterbury Road review, Canterbury Bankstown Council, July 2017  

http://haveyoursay.cbcity.nsw.gov.au/29794/documents/62458 
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The HPA asks that the GSC, as an independent body, reconsiders their unqualified 

support of the Metro conversion of the Sydenham-Bankstown line, the “urban renewal” 

concept and ‘priority precincts.”. We believe the current drafts of these plans threaten 

the liveability and sustainability objectives in the short and long-term. 

There is ample evidence for good outcomes to “maximize the utility of existing 

infrastructure”  (Action 6, p 19). The current T3 stations can be upgraded for access, 

and tunnelling options under the city can deal with bottlenecks (the Inner West line is 

already coping with 4 minute trains apparently). 

 

 

 

Infrastructure and collaboration 

 

The HPA believes that community consultation has been lacking in major projects and 

planning.  

 

We note that the RDSDP (pp 18, 20) positions itself as a response to major transport 

investments under-way including the Sydney Metro City and South-West. At the time 

of publication of the GSC draft district plan, the EIS period for the South-West Metro 

had not concluded and public submissions were still open. We note therefore that the 

Metro is a “done deal” and this highlights the cynicism of the NSW Government’s 

approach to inviting public submissions on the EIS. The GSC is not displaying 

sufficient independence by embedding unpopular draft strategies in this draft District 

Plan. 

 

In some instances, it appears that public feedback results in adverse consequences. 

Opposition to the metro, for example, has resulted in reduced peak services to 

Canterbury, Hurlstone Park, Dulwich Hill (with trains stopping every 9-19 minutes). 

The Inner West stations of Ashfield, Summer Hill and Lewisham are serviced every 4-

10 minutes.  

 

We note on p 20 of the Draft Plan that the SBURC strategy is described as a 

“collaborative process”. 

We are concerned that support of the SBURC is counter to this notion as the “renewal” 

strategy has been roundly rejected by the community and experts such as Philip 

Thalis Architect, the Heritage Council and Canterbury Bankstown Council. As an 

example of planning which takes into account liveability, sustainability, the need for 

recreational space, schools, hospitals and other social infrastructure, the SBURC fails 

dismally and certainly does not exhibit “design excellence” (p 40). The GSC draft 

strategy needs to acknowledge community opposition to the SBURC, otherwise the 

GSC is manifestly not fulfilling its role as an independent scrutiniser of government 

decisions. 
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Working through collaboration (planning priority S2) 
Action 7: Identify, prioritise and deliver Collaboration Areas 
Our suburbs were selected “for renewal” by the Department of Planning and 
Environment with no input by Council or residents of those suburbs. With the 
District Plans, the community continues to be given no opportunity to substantially 
alter these housing densities and no justification as to why they need to be 
“renewed”. Canterbury-Bankstown Council is not supportive of the way the 
Department of Planning and Environment has identified suburbs for “renewal” and 
has recently voted to place an embargo on rezoning in certain suburbs until more 
detailed investigation takes place and planning for infrastructure is undertaken. 
 
 
Table 1: Urban Transformation p 21 
Focus on optimisation of government-owned land and urban renewal 
The continued sell-off of Crown Land for development purposes is not supported. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Liveability 

 

Cultural Diversity 
 
The suburbs of Hurlstone Park and Canterbury are culturally diverse suburbs with 
thriving local networks. It is commendable that the District Plans include the need to 
understand and support cultural diversity. The District Plans contain many general 
statements with almost no real strategies to support our suburbs. Often the way a 
suburb is used is not well understood by those who have never been to the suburb.  
 
The HPA suggests that Local Government is better placed to understand, enhance 
and respond to the needs of diverse communities. 
 
 
 
Healthy Communities 
 
The emphasis on healthy and active lifestyles within the District Plan is supported. 
The concepts of strong social networks, physical activity and access to fresh food 
are critical to ensuring a healthy future for the residents of Sydney. Replacing 
existing housing (and residents) with higher density development (and new 
residents) undermines existing social networks and arguably high-rise development 
is less healthy than lower and medium-density housing. It is well documented that 
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high rise developments and higher density developments have deleterious impacts 
on physical and mental health for their lack of solar access, destruction of 
neighbourhoods and community spaces for example. Jane Jacobs’ seminal work, 
The death and life of great American cities, clearly identifies the negative impacts of 
urban renewal projects which prioritise development-led renewal over community 
values and community spaces. 
 
The concept of a cycling/walking green corridor along the Sydenham-Bankstown rail 
line has been referenced by the GSC, DPE and tNSW, but it has NOT been 
committed to, only suggested IF surplus land becomes available.    
 
The HPA suggests that widespread re-zoning of long-standing, low-rise garden 
suburbs should not be undertaken; instead the GSC should commit to working 
groups with local government and community groups, along with developers with 
good will, to ensure that LEPs and DCPs reflect local need and opportunity. The 
Nightingale model of development is collaborative and aims for health communities. 
There must be a firm commitment to an active green corridor. 
 
 

Action 8: Deliver social infrastructure to reflect the needs of the community 
now and in the future 

 
With significant increases in densities it is critical that social infrastructure is planned 
at the outset to meet expected demand. The District Plans propose increases in 
families with primary-aged children and also those over 65. There is no clear outline 
of social infrastructure provision in the District Plans and the burden is shifted to local 
councils and community providers. There are more “strategies” such as a “NSW 
Ageing Strategy 2016-2022” and the “Schools Assets Strategic Plan” which do not 
give assurances that we will be able to respond to changing demands that are 
proposed in these District Plans. The District Plans suggest increased shared use of 
existing facilities and sell-off or use of publicly owned land. 
 
Major Hospital expenditure outlined in the draft Greater Sydney Plan (p100) makes no 

mention of Canterbury Hospital despite the surrounding suburbs of Canterbury, 

Campsie and Belmore being “planned precincts.” There is also no specific mention of 

increased funding of the local schools. 

There is a lot of work to do for the GSC to give the Sydenham-Bankstown residents 

any confidence that amenity or service provision will improve with the vast amount of 

growth planned. 

 

 

 

Planning priorities S3 and S4- Housing targets 

 

The Draft South District Plan applies a five year dwelling target (13,250 new 
dwellings) to the Canterbury–Bankstown Local Government Area. This represents 
60% of the South District forecast growth during this period. This target is also the 
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4th highest dwelling target out of the 33 local government areas that make up the 
Greater Sydney Region. We contend that this distribution is unfair. The debacle of 
shoddy and non- compliant development along Canterbury Road and Canterbury 
and Campsie is evidence that developers and councils that do not represent their 
constituents cannot be trusted to deliver the kind of housing that the Greater 
Sydney Plan envisages.  
 
 

Pages 10-12 of the draft Greater Sydney Plan indicate the corridor between Mascot 

and Bankstown will be subject to more intensive transit-oriented development than 

elsewhere across Sydney. This is already one of the most densely populated corridors 

in Sydney according to the DPE (in their initial draft urban renewal strategy). The 

corridor also has relatively little green/open space. 

Supply needs to be delivered equitably and fairly across the entire metropolis, not 

imposed in clumps in priority or planning precincts such as Canterbury Bankstown 

LGA which is to take 83,500 new dwellings according to the GSC draft. The 

Sydenham-Bankstown corridor is already one of the most densely populated in 

Sydney (draft Urban Renewal Strategy, DPE, 2016). It is essential that growth is 

encouraged in a fair and sustainable way that benefits all communities and residents 

across Sydney, and is not concentrated in areas that have already borne much of the 

brunt of development in recent years. This is acknowledged on p 17 of the Draft as a 

concern raised in feedback, however the Draft is silent as to how housing increases 

will be equitably distributed across the entire city. The very concept of targeted 

planning precincts is contrary to equitable distribution. There appears to be nothing in 

the Interim engagement report and submissions response report (although readers 

are directed to this) which addresses this concern. We note that the GSC has 

reaffirmed its housing targets in the Revised Draft Plans so we question whether 

community feedback has been taken on board. 

 
Meaningful and sustained community engagement prior to any development 
proposal going to council or the Department of Planning is essential to ensure we 
do not make the same mistakes. 
 

 

As a general comment, we find that the actions outlined to deliver planning priorities 

S3 and S4 are very short on detailing the mechanism by which these priorities will be 

achieved. We suggest that active partnerships between the GSC and councils and 

communities be established. 

 

 
Planning priority S5 - Housing supply, affordability and place making 

 

There are several assumptions underlying Planning priority S5 which need to be 

critically examined rather than accepted without question as the GSC draft strategy 

does.  



10 

 

 

The assumption that generating supply will cater for population growth and solve the 

problem of affordability is far too simplistic. We feel this ignores the other complex 

drivers of immigration, foreign and local real estate investment, tax incentives, the 

problem of empty dwellings and so on. Increased development has resulted in 

increasing prices due to the speculative nature of real estate.  

 

We are concerned that the GSC continues the DPE and NSW Government’s singular 

focus on housing supply to address affordability issues (although a mention of 

strategies to incentivise developers to provide rental dwellings is welcomed).  

 

The suggestion that housing supply (re Objective 11 of the draft Greater Sydney 

region Plan) will “create great places” is simplistic and converse. Great places evolve 

from careful planning that ensures liveability and sustainability for communities. All 

we’ve seen in the last few years is woeful apartment developments (for example Wolli 

Creek; Canterbury Road near Canterbury Station) and developers being enriched. We 

haven’t seen development that is focused on the benefit of people. 

 

The statement on p 35 that Priority Precincts “will be consistent with the objectives 

and strategies of the Greater Sydney Region Plan and the relevant District Plans to 

enhance liveability, sustainability and productivity. These projects will be well planned 

and designed and will be delivered in collaboration with councils and informed by key 

government agencies and their asset plans” is contested. There is no detail as to 

guarantees that these precincts will be well planned. Further how will the delivery of 

essential community infrastructure be guaranteed?  

 
The list of proposed locational criteria for so-called urban renewal investigation 

opportunities (on p 36) we suggest that heritage be a stand-alone consideration. It is 

currently lumped with “heritage and cultural elements, visual impacts, natural hazards 

such as flooding, special land uses and other environmental constraints” Our 

experience in Hurlstone Park is that heritage is primary value and consideration for 

residents and is worth of separate consideration. 

 

The assumption on p 42 that the presence of supermarkets are a feature of meeting 

residents’ needs for social interaction and cultural expression is lamentable. 

Characterful communities have village-like shops and small businesses. 

 

We support the exploration of development opportunities in key nodes along transit 

corridors: the Canterbury Road Review commissioned by the City of Canterbury 

Bankstown Council is an example of exemplary planning in recommending that urban 

renewal be restricted to key junctions only and not in a solid linear fashion. 

 

We support the adoption of affordable rental housing targets as long as such targets 

are uniformly adopted and are enforceable. Urban renewal should not come at the 

expense of socio-economically disadvantage people for the enrichment of developers. 
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We support the concept of developers being mandated to make a developer 

contribution to ensure rental accommodation is available.  

 
 

Heritage concerns 

Heritage impacts threatened by the planned SBURC and Metro South-West are 

unacceptable  

Unlike Europe that has layers of heritage (that are valued and celebrated), Australia 

has a short history of built, non-Aboriginal heritage. Very little remains from the 

colonial era, and so there is only a limited stock of buildings and items that date from 

the mid 1800’s to the mid 1900’s. These historical structures, such as Federation 

houses, are celebrated and acknowledged through architectural and historical texts, 

television documentaries, real estate circles and local and state legislation. They 

feature in period television dramas and films. The irreplaceable value of these post-

colonial buildings is being disregarded by current planners.   

 
 
 

The HPA was pleased that that the revised DPEs precinct plans for our suburb 
recognised the importance of our built and social heritage, but the Metro projects 
will undo much of this good will with the planned demolition of our railway station, 
recommended for state heritage listing in 2016. The Metro will result in huge 
heritage losses and loss of urban character along the line, many of which have 
state significance.  
Similarly, the priority precinct plans for historic Belmore and Canterbury will result in 
irreversible heritage impacts that are not acceptable.  
 
Best practice principles (such as the Burra charter) have not been applied in 
heritage assessment or planning.  
The intention of heritage laws is to identify, protect, maintain and enhance these 

heritage items.  

 

The HPA recommends that the GSC takes an independent and authoritative stance on 

heritage assessment and protection for this region. 

 
 

Productivity 

The concept of a 30 minute city is interesting in a geographically vast city. The  
arrangement of Sydney into three parts appears is arbitrary. The CBD still 
dominates as the main employer of people and many workers do not wish to be 
restricted to working in local areas.  
The District Plan reinforces a move to private transport such as the Metro and 
WestConnex toll road but there is no proposal to improve existing bus or public 
rail services. The Plan groups taxis and Uber into public transport infrastructure 
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which it is not. Without improvements in public transport it is hard to see how this 
will become a “30 minute City”. 
The privatisation of public transport will not meet the public’s expectations of a 
great city. 
Pages 13-14 of the draft Greater Sydney plan fail to make a case for a 30 minute 
city- the illustrations of strategic centres and transport options does not relate to 
choices people make, how and where they travel to work etc. 
 
 
The HPA recommends that the GSC, in its vision and recommendations, aligns 
with community expectations rather than NSW government political will. 
Supporting improved public transport is one way to reflect such a commitment.  
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