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15th December 2017 

Ms Lucy Turnbull 

Chairperson 

Greater Sydney Commission 

P.O. Box 257 

PARRAMATTA NSW 2124 

By email:  

Dear Madam: 

Re: Draft Western City District Plan of the Greater Sydney Commission (the ‘draft District Plan’)  

I write on behalf of the Scenic Hills Association Inc.  

The Scenic Hills Association Inc. (SHA) 

Our Association is based in Campbelltown’s Scenic Hills Environmental Protection Area (zoned E3) 

comprising, at its core, a group of landholders within the Hills and residents within view of the Hills, who 

support the retention of the Hills as originally planned when first preserved in 1974 in Campbelltown as 

the Central Hills Lands - Scenic Protection Area and Regional Open Space (NSW Government Gazette 

#114 of the 20th September 1974). We have a supporter base of around two hundred people, of which 

90% are active Macarthur residents with their own communication networks. We therefore have broad 

reach within the local community. 

Our prior submission on the Draft South West District Plans of 31 March 2017 

We made an extensive submission to the previous draft district plans yet it is not clear that this 

submission was even read. Our concerns and issues are not reflected in the changes to the current plans 

on exhibition. We therefore ask that that submission be re-tabled, in addition to this submission, and 

ask that the issues contained therein be considered alongside those outlined below. 

Limited ability to make a comprehensive submission without an extension of deadline 

Due to other pressures affecting the protection of the Scenic Hills we are unable to make a further 

comprehensive submission at this stage taking into account the whole regional plan and issues across 

the Western City District. We have supported other groups’ request that the deadline for submissions 

be extended to end January but this has not been granted. Should this be granted after the closure 

today we would appreciate being advised. In the interim we make the following general and detailed 

comments on the regional and district plans as they pertain to our association. 
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General Comment and concerns 

1. General support for the amalgamation of the South West and Western Districts and the concept 

of a third, ‘Parkland’ City in the West. 

The creation of a third (connected) city in Sydney’s West and the creation of a single Western City 

District makes sense to us. Since the inception of our association in 2007 we have found ourselves 

increasingly linked to other groups in the Western District concerned with the preservation of heritage 

and environment where we have much in common and there has been value in sharing concerns and 

assistance.  

We also support the concept of a parkland city, but it is a regrettable lost opportunity if this concept is 

not effectively reflected in the detailed plans. The most obvious is the absence of permanent protection 

from inappropriate development of our most significant Environmental Protection Areas. Within the 

Campbelltown Local Government Area (LGA), there is a clear opportunity to extend the Western Sydney 

Parklands as far as the Australian Botanical Gardens at Mount Annan and on to Mount Sugarloaf to 

include (and give permanent protection to) what remains of the Scenic Hills land that was gazetted in 

1974 (NSW Government Gazette #114 of the 20th September 1974) as the Central Hills Lands - Scenic 

Protection Area and Regional Open Space. We also support the permanent protection of the Mulgoa 

Valley within the Penrith LGA, along with consideration of other Environmental Protection Areas in the 

Western City District. 

2. General Support for the Draft submission of Campbelltown City Council (‘Council’), as presented 

to Council’s Ordinary Meeting of Tuesday 12 December 2017 and as it pertains to the 

preservation of our scenic and cultural landscape. 

We worked with councillors to ensure that our issues were considered in the preparation of Council’s 

initial draft plan. The preservation of the Scenic Hills has had widespread community support over 

generations living in Campbelltown. We thus concur with Council’s statements on planning priority 

W16. The need for certainty surrounding the future of the Scenic Hills has been an ongoing issue. There 

has never been a better time to resolve it and it would be a remarkable achievement for the Greater 

Sydney Commission (GSC) if it granted this status to our Scenic Hills. Our only contention with 

Campbelltown’s submission is that it continues to assume that the boundaries of the Scenic Hills are 

understood. The community has always assumed that the boundaries are even broader than those 

gazetted in 1974 (NSW Government Gazette #114 of the 20th September 1974) as the Central Hills Lands 

- Scenic Protection Area and Regional Open Space. It is therefore in everyone’s interest that what 

remains today of those boundaries be the defined area incorporated into the Western Sydney Parklands 

as a minimum. 

We also support the permanent (actual and visual) preservation of rural, pastoral landscapes around 

those state heritage homesteads that derive their significance as homesteads at the centre of old 

heritage estates. In the Campbelltown LGA these include Varro Ville Homestead, Mount Gilead, 

Macquarie Field House, Glenlee and Robin Hood Farm (now known as Odyssey House, this farm is 
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connected visually and historically with Varro Ville Homestead). These landscapes did not receive due 

recognition in Council’s submission. 

3. General Support for the Draft submission of Campbelltown City Council (‘Council’), as presented 

to Council’s Ordinary Meeting of Tuesday 12 December 2017 and as it pertains to the treatment 

of rural areas. 

We entirely support Council’s views on planning priority W17. Like Council, we concur with the draft 

District Plan’s view that ‘Urban Development is not consistent with the values of the Metropolitan Rural 

Area (MRA)’ but note the inconsistency with other views in the plan such as that some rural-residential 

and urban development could be permitted within the MRA. This inconsistency gives the perception 

that the MRA is not a genuine attempt to preserve viable farming within the Sydney Basin but is merely 

reserving land for future development. This is even more concerning given the District Plan’s 

classification of the Scenic Hills as MRA. 

We also agree with Council’s concerns about the lack of clarity in the maps’ boundaries, and in 

particular for the Scenic Hills which we have addressed above. Further, while we support Council’s more 

general comments on the impact of urban development on farming, we draw your attention to the need 

for transitional buffer zones between the two to protect the viability of the latter. The Scenic Hills 

contains a substantial dairy farm, the last one in the Hills and a viable farm operation. It not only 

preserves rural activity in the Sydney Basin but preserves a visually beautiful landscape that forms part 

of the backdrop to the Campbelltown urban area. It is a model for how land in the Scenic Hills can serve 

more than one purpose while complying entirely with the planning intentions and controls for the 

Environmental Protection Area and heritage landscape. However viable farming operations such as this 

are constantly being threatened by the encroachment of urban development. Major roads (such as that 

provided by the M31 and Campbelltown Road) provide not only a boundary for E3 areas like the Scenic 

Hills, but a platform for public appreciation of the Hills. However where there is no such protection and 

housing is anticipated to border rural areas, there needs to be a consideration of transitional treatment. 

We reference the following website: http://www.dilgp.qld.gov.au/resources/policy/plng-guide-sep-

ag.pdf  as an example. 

4. Divergence from the Regional and District Plan assumptions, and thus also the Draft submission 

of Campbelltown City Council (‘Council’), as presented to Council’s Ordinary Meeting of Tuesday 

12 December 2017, where it failed to question these assumptions. 

It is concerning to us that the Regional and District Plans’ primary objective appears to be one of growth 

in housing and jobs. This is not ‘visionary’ and was widely criticised as the Coalition Parties’ platform at 

the last Federal Election where the Coalition came close to losing the election. It is hard to see how this 

can be taken as popular. It is also anecdotally inconsistent with popular feedback across Sydney from 

the North Shore to the Eastern Suburbs and particularly out West. If accepted market research 

techniques were used to inform this plan we feel that people would have opted for a ‘better’ Sydney 

over a ‘bigger’ one; that unfettered growth is putting us on a collision course with our planet and, 

locally, resulting in a reduced standard of living. We also question why growth needs to be centred on 

http://www.dilgp.qld.gov.au/resources/policy/plng-guide-sep-ag.pdf
http://www.dilgp.qld.gov.au/resources/policy/plng-guide-sep-ag.pdf
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Sydney and not encouraged into regional centres that could better accommodate the growth without 

damage to those things we hold dear and are now in danger of being lost forever, in particular our 

cultural and environmental assets that are becoming increasingly rare in the Sydney Basin. 

Similarly we question Council’s claim that our area would welcome the growth that other parts of 

Sydney reject. This claim is at odds with feedback in local and social media which overwhelmingly 

laments the loss of our environmental assets and our cultural heritage along with the decline in a sense 

of ‘community’ and ‘liveablity’. While this feedback has to be regarded as anecdotal, it needs to be 

investigated if the regional and district plans are to get the popular support they need. 

5. General Support for the Draft submission of Campbelltown City Council (‘Council’), as presented 

to Council’s Ordinary Meeting of Tuesday 12 December 2017 and as it pertains to the lack of 

infrastructure 

We support the concept of prioritising infrastructure investment to support development in housing 

and employment where the latter is inevitable. Clearly it is not possible or appropriate to successfully 

implement this in every part of Sydney at the same time. However, while we do not support Council’s 

claim about support for growth in this area, we can understand Council’s concern that we are being 

abandoned to unsupportable ‘developer-driven’ planning, aided and abetted by the Department of 

Planning. This is an ad hoc, individual profit-driven approach that has little if anything to do with proper 

planning, the results of which are evident to any visitor to Campbelltown after decades of this kind of 

treatment by successive governments. It is clearly reflected in the mantra in social and local media 

commentary that Campbelltown has been used as a ‘dumping ground’ since at least the 1970s. If it is 

not possible to provide appropriate infrastructure here then there needs to be a different plan for 

Campbelltown, one that, in any event, should preserve its natural and cultural assets, and enhance its 

sense of community and liveability. 

6. Preservation of our cultural heritage within a multi-cultural society 

We are deeply concerned at the recent trend of Crown cemetery trusts to acquire state heritage 

significant land (or designated) in Western Sydney – namely Varro Ville in Campbelltown’s Scenic Hills 

(zoned E3), and Fernhill in Mulgoa (zoned E3) – for development as large urban multi-denominational 

cemeteries. According to the recently released report of Cemeteries and Crematoria NSW (the statutory 

authority overseeing this sector), only a third of people in Sydney opt for burial. This means that around 

two thirds - more than those who voted for marriage equality in the recent Federal Government postal 

survey – do not favour burial. The slightly higher proportion of those opting for burial in Sydney versus 

the rest of NSW (.9%) may reflect Sydney’s greater multicultural mix which is a consideration in the 

allocation of land for development including cemeteries. Support for multi-culturalism is important if we 

are to continue as a sophisticated, harmonious society. We are encouraged to be sensitive to others’ 

cultural practices, including minority burial practices (which we support) however this cannot be at the 

expense of our existing cultural heritage. The proposal at Varro Ville (the multi-denominational 

Macarthur Memorial Park) is now the subject of a development application (DA) that should not get 

approval if the planning system was working as it should. The plans clearly document the systematic 



 – 5 –   

S  

 

  

 

destruction of Varro Ville’s heritage, which the Heritage Council of NSW has determined to be of state 

heritage significance and which the supporting research also designates as being of national 

significance. The recommendation to list this land on the State Heritage Register is with the NSW 

Heritage Minister for her consideration. If this cemetery gets approval through a continuation of the 

poor adherence to process that we’ve observed to date here, it opens up deep questions about the 

basis and fairness of our multiculturalism which can potentially undermine support from the majority of 

the population. It would be prudent for the GSC to support proper planning for cemeteries and the 

allocation of suitable land to cater for the minority groups that require it, while opposing any proposal - 

whether with planning approval or not - that seeks to destroy our existing cultural heritage. The 

proponent of the Varro Ville cemetery, the Catholic Metropolitan Cemeteries Trust, operates cemeteries 

for the Crown which should find it land elsewhere. 

In Conclusion 

With greater involvement in this process we believe we could have achieved more, but hope that you 

will give our submission serious consideration. 

Yours sincerely 

   

Jacqui Kirkby 
Convenor 
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