
Draft North District Plan

Submission_id: 31708
Date of Lodgment: 15 Dec 2017
Origin of Submission: Online

First name: Vince
Last name: del Gallego
Suburb: 2126

Submission content: As attached. Submitting this as a Councillor.

Number of attachments: 1 

Powered by TCPDF (www.tcpdf.org)

http://www.tcpdf.org


1 
 

Greater Sydney Commission - Formal Submission 
Revised Draft North District Plan – 2036 

15th December 2017 

 
 
 
Name: Vince del Gallego e:  Postcode: 2126 
 
 
I am the Deputy Mayor of Hornsby Shire Council and advise that I am not acting in my official 
capacity.  
 
I lodge this formal submission, as a Councillor, in terms of Section 232 (D) of the local government act 
requiring Councillors to represent the collective interests of residents, ratepayers and the local 
community. 
 
 
Community Survey: 
 
The best, most conclusive and robust community survey recently conducted. 
 
In September 2017, elected Mayor and Councillors all campaigned against over-development, 
inappropriate development and consequences as major issues impacting on residents’ quality of life.  
 
The promises were: 
 

• We will fight overdevelopment across the Hornsby Shire, (Liberal Party) 
 

• Appropriate Development NOT Over Development – only Labor can provide the strong advocacy 
required to prevent overdevelopment (Labor Party) 

 

• Overdevelopment is spoiling our neighborhoods and clogging our roads (The Greens) 
 

• We do not want inappropriate medium to high density developments. (Residents Before Politics – 
being my group) 

 
“Residents have had enough of over and inappropriate Development” was one of the resounding 
messages delivered by the electorate during the September 2017 local government elections. 
 
I was elected into Hornsby Shire Council. A true Independent, as I did not preference any political 
party. 
 
Elected Mayor and Councillors must now work together with the State Government to deliver on these 
promises. 
 
 
 

Formal Submission: 
 
I believe that the Greater Sydney Commission’s effort to put vision and order into the planning 
process for the next 20 years is very highly commended. 
 
I generally support the Revised Draft North District Plan – 2036 and limit my comments to the 
following:  
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1. Liveability - Planning Priority N5: 
 
a) Recommend removal of Cherrybrook Station Priority Precinct, less government surplus 
land, from list of State housing priority precinct supply initiatives. 
 
Rationale: Cherrybrook is not a suitable Priority Precinct:  
 

• Cherrybrook is already a built up suburb, with a number of near new, expensive established 
houses within the precinct.  

 
Amalgamating land for purpose of medium to high density development will be extremely 
expensive.  

 
Risk of overdevelopment is high to recover development costs and to ensure developers 
profitability.  

 
New dwellings built will not be affordable, unless excessive number of dwellings are built, 
therefore rendering these as being inappropriate for the area and more infrastructure costs to be 
made available by the State Government to compensate. 
 

• As a result of the expected increase in population from within the precinct and surrounding high 
growth suburbs of the Hills district, the whole regional road network will need to be widened to 
ensure road congestion does not transfer elsewhere within the network, creating new bottlenecks.   

 
As an example, widening New Line Road will only transfer congestion and safety issues onto 
Boundary road, which is already a carpark during peak hours. 

 

• The costs of providing road upgrades and better public infrastructure may also have to include the 
cost of purchasing good quality homes for demolition.  

 
In totality, the program may cost the State Government many hundreds of millions of dollars at the 
very outset.  

 

• Cherrybrook Station Precinct is situated in a leafy, bushy low density neighbourhood environment. 
 

Any proposed medium to high density residential development within the precinct is inappropriate 
and out of character for the area. 

 
Many thousands of Cherrybrook, adjacent suburbs of Oakhill, Dural and West Pennant Hills 
residents will be detrimentally impacted. 

 
No community benefit to majority of residents except for a small number of land owners within the 
precinct who will financially benefit from property sales to developers. 

 
 
Alternative solutions:  

 
1. Only develop the Government surplus lands.  

 

• Subject to a robust community consultation process, government surplus lands surrounding the 
Cherrybrook Station can still be developed into a vibrant centre as currently envisioned by 
Department of Planning and Environment but to a smaller scale. 

 
A vibrant plaza surrounded by a well-planned European or Australian Heritage style village of up 
to three storeys high may just be feasible. 
 
Due to its alternative offerings, the plaza may just become more financially viable to compete with 
neighbouring Giant Castle Towers, Mirvac’s expanded Cherrybrook Village, Coonara Avenue 
community centre amongst other centres in the immediate area.  
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• Cherrybrook Station is a by-product of a much bigger and longer metro station network. 
 

It could have been an opportunity cost to build Cherrybrook Station as the tunnel was already 
earmarked to pass via Cherrybrook anyway.  

 
Limited benefit to the community as residents already take buses direct into the city or an 
alternative train ride from nearby Pennant Hills Station.  

 
Catching the bus into Cherrybrook Station then training it, changing trains along the network is 
actually an inferior alternative to what residents currently have.  

 
If possible, continue the option of providing direct bus routes into the City, as some may just get 
off the bus, walk to the station then go to other destinations within the metro line.  

 

• Smaller scale development will: 
 

 Ultimately recover the opportunity cost spent by the State Government to deliver the 
station, 
 

 Required road network upgrades and additional infrastructure requirements will reduce in 
proportion to the reduced population growth of the area. 
 

 Save the State Government some money.  
 
 
2. Transform Hornsby Strategic Centre into a dynamic city of the Future 
 

• Mayor Ruddock has publicly indicated his vision of Hornsby becoming a green, beautiful, 
dynamic, strategic city of the future.  
 

• Local Council and State Government resources can be utilised to help achieve this vision.  
 

• As understood from recent enquiries, Council’s housing strategy may be due within a year or two 
as a result of the final Greater Sydney Commission district reports being enacted into law.  

 
The housing strategy can identify alternate sites for dwelling targets in more appropriate areas 
such as a revitalised Hornsby Strategic Centre together with enhanced community, commercial, 
entertainment, business and industrial areas. 

 
This will save our already built up Hornsby Shire suburbs from further over development.  

  
Ad-hoc planning proposals will no longer be a threat, but will follow a more systematic approach. 

 

• Critical infrastructure spending for Cherrybrook and adjacent suburbs will continue to ensure that 
residents’ quality of life is retained, amidst developments occurring within the Hills Growth Areas. 

 
However, these will be proportionately reduced with the balance of available funds diverted to 
help transform Hornsby as well as other Hornsby Shire suburbs previously impacted by ad-hoc 
development processes and now needing infrastructure and beautification funds.   

 
 

2. Sustainability - Planning Priority N18:  
 
The Greater Sydney Commission holds a clear vision for the metropolitan rural area contained within 
planning priority N18 with a couple of action items:  

  
Action 66: Maintain or enhance the values of the Metropolitan Rural Area using place-based planning 
to deliver targeted environmental, social and economic outcomes, including rural residential 
development. 
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Action 67: Limit urban development to within the Urban Area. 
 
Based on these:  
 
a) Recommend that no further Site Compatibility Certificates be issued by the State 
Government for seniors housing developments to protect the rural areas of Hornsby Shire, 
under Planning Priority N18, Actions 66 & 67.  
 
Rationale: Risk of Senior Housing Developments proliferating on the urban boundary of Metro Rural 

Areas that are not consistent with its values. .  
 

• Seniors SEPP housing development is not aligned to Council’s Strategic Planning.   
 
 
b) Recommend that landowner or proponent-led  i. planning proposals or ii. requests to 
Council to look into housing opportunities outside Planning Priority N18 action 66 be rejected 
at the outset. 
 
 
Rationale:  Minimise the risk of unwarranted pressure being put on Council Officers to assess 

applications that are clearly outside the values of Metro Rural Areas for land-owners’ 
vested interest purposes of rezoning rural land into housing opportunities for financial 
gain.     

 

• Agricultural land valuation will continue to rise exponentially, as cities and towns 
become more densely populated in the next 20 to 40 years.  

 

• Some agriculture land owners may stop investing in the land for agricultural 
purposes, thus, rendering this unproductive.    

 

• Unproductive agricultural land may become ‘speculative’ land with both land owners 
and developers pressuring all levels of government to ‘urbanise’ the area.   

 
 

Summary 
 
Best laid plans often come unstuck as the process goes through a path without some review, audit or 
compliance mechanism to ensure that the community is effectively engaged. 
 
Limited consultation may benefit vested interest groups only or political party unofficial policy may 
influence the outcome. 
 
Recommend a true and robust community consultation process is created, legislated and 
regularly reviewed.  
 
Rationale:  
 

1. Residents collective interests must be at the centre of any  “place based planning” process, 
 

2. Random audit of the community consultation process based on a % of proposals approved, 
prior to commencement of the project must be completed, with an appropriate penalty for 
non-compliance. 
 

3. Elected officials interference to influence a certain policy outcome must also be included in 
the compliance process. 
 

4. Corruption from landowner/ proponent-led proposals, developer/vested interest groups or 
government must never compromise the integrity of the Plan and maintain its consistency.   
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