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1. Executive Summary 
The Bays Community Coalition (BaCC) response follows and covers a series of questions and 

comments which the Draft Central District Plan has raised.  BaCC seeks clarification(s) to 

GSC’s Draft Plan so that the final version is a landmark achievement for establishing a 

successful combination of development planning and social infrastructure in NSW. 

A summary of key points in our submission follows: 

1. BaCC members offer expertise on social infrastructure such as Education, Health, 

Affordable Housing, Sporting Fields, Transport, Pollution and Heritage.  These 

insights explore and reflect on current practices and highlight existing shortfalls.   
 

The CSD Plan will not be a strategy for Sydney until it is integrated with a strong 

social infrastructure plan developed by department stakeholders in proper 

consultation with the community. 

 

2. Our experience is that statistical information used by government departments in 

“assumptions” which underpin planning projections often do not reflect 

community’s experience and expectations.  The statistical information provided in 

this Draft Plan needs to be independently scrutinised to ensure its accuracy. 

 

3. Our experience with planning in Sydney is that residential development precedes 

limited retrofitting of social infrastructure by the Government, not developers.  The 

community wants to see a Strategic Master Plan for our District that includes social 

infrastructure so we can visualize what the big picture will look like over the next 10, 

20 and 30 years (+). 

 

4. Central District communities have had a lot of exposure to community consultation 

planning processes over many years.  BaCC wants to see in GSC’s Central District Plan 

a description of how communities will be genuinely and respectfully engaged in the 

planning process. 

 

5. BaCC wants to see in GSC’s Central District Plan a greater vision for NSW.  If we don’t 

consider a much bigger picture in this Plan we will continue to stretch our housing 

and social infrastructure well beyond its capacity.   

 

6. BaCC expresses concern throughout this Draft Plan re; vague “motherhood” 

statements.  The lack of detail allows opportunities for development to focus on 

housing without consideration for social infrastructure.  Evidence based on 

experiences with Darling Square and Green Square needs to be recognised.   
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2. Preamble 
Greater Sydney Commission’s (GSC) conversations with the community during 2016 have 

helped it develop a better understanding of the community’s values and what people would 

like to see for the future of Sydney.  The GSC’s vision includes numerous laudable features 

such as the liveability goals, 30-minute access to jobs and services, better public transport, 

greater housing choice and so on.   

We wholeheartedly applaud GSC’s intention to build collaboration and community 

engagement into everything it does.  BaCC sees this stage of the planning process for the 

development of the Central District as a great start and a refreshing departure from our 

historical poor planning and community engagement experiences.   

Our overriding concern remains with the next stage of the process, when the conceptual 

meets the actual and decisions on specific plans must be made.  Here is where the public 

good will contest with Treasury’s financial models and proposals from private interests, 

whether through open tender or unsolicited proposals.   

Our question then is, after the inevitable compromises have been made, how much will 

remain of the grand vision outlined in the Central District Plan? 

3. Draft Plan – Comments, Recommendations & Questions 
Bays Community Coalition has formulated a series of comments and questions upon review 

of the Draft Central District Plan.  BaCC requests that we receive a response from GSC to 

these comments and questions. 

1. Chief Commissioner’s Foreword 
The Foreword contains the statement “support coordination of every area of 

government activity and delivery……………………we will work positively with Private 

Sector and Local Government” 

Comment  

Given the many projects planned or proposed for Central District, the only consistency 

over the coming years will come from the public and communities they represent.   

Daily, we see politicians, public servants, councilors and developers come and go with 

little historical knowledge maintained throughout the planning and development 

process.  The one group that consistently maintains this knowledge is the public / 

communities that are directly affected by these developments.  The Commissioner needs 

to acknowledge the important role of the public / communities in contributing to the 

planning process. 

 

 



BaCC’s Submission – March 2017 
 

Page 6 

Recommendation A: 

Instead of the Commissioner saying “we will work positively with Private Sector and 

Local Government” we ask the Commissioner to change this statement to “we will 

work positively with Private Sector, Local Government and Communities” 

Comment  

The Commissioner and Deputy Commissioner fail to mention in the Draft Plan’s Foreword 

the prime reason why Sydney is such a great global city. We attribute this status to our 

unique harbour and surrounding natural landscape.  This natural beauty is the core of our 

city’s greatness and, if maintained and nurtured, will be the prime reason why people 

will, in the future, want to visit, work and live in the Central District.   

The Central District will not flourish as a great global city because of the tall buildings, the 

vast commercial floor space, the biggest casinos or the largest fun parks, it will be 

because of its natural beauty.  The Central District’s natural beauty is what makes this 

city so great and this needs to be acknowledged and emphasized throughout GSC’s Final 

Plan. 

Recommendation B: 

We ask GSC to include an acknowledgement in their Final Plan of Sydney Harbour and 

its surrounds with emphasis on the importance of protecting and maintaining this 

natural beauty through strict regulations and suitably equipped enforcement agencies.   

2. Our Vision  
Page 3 – Implementation and Monitoring Actions 

Page 4 – Productivity priority and Actions 

Page 5 – Liveability priorities and Actions 

Page 7 – Sustainability priorities and Actions 

Comment 

In these quoted pages the Tables’ “Partners” column appears to exclude a number of 

relevant authorities such as the Department of Finance, Services and Innovation and the 

Department of Education, etc.   

 

Recommendation C: 

We request that these tables be reviewed and updated to ensure an accurate, 

comprehensive and integrated approach to planning. 
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3. Productive City   
a)  Page 41 – Section 3.1.3  Economic Opportunities 

“Central District to leverage a number of existing opportunities, investments and 

economic assets” 

 

Comment  

In this Section, Central to Eveleigh and Bays Precinct (including the White Bay Power 

Station, Fish Market and Glebe Island Bridge) are not mentioned as opportunities.  

These locations are planned as Mega developments and comprise an integral component 

of Government’s development vision for the Central District so they need to be included 

in this section. 

 

Recommendation D: 

That the Final Central District Plan include Central to Eveleigh and entire Bays Precinct 

(including the White Bay Power Station, Fish Market, Bank Street, Glebe Island Bridge 

and Rozelle Goods Yard) in the vision for future planning. 

 

b) Page 43 – Section 3.2 Driving the Growth of the Eastern City 

States “Green Square …………Plans for new community facilities including a library, 

plaza, open space and an aquatic centre will see Green Square grow as a major retail, 

community, cultural and residential centre.” 

 

Comment 

Considering the massive increase in apartments planned for Green Square why is there 

mention of only 1 library, 1 plaza, 1 open space and 1 aquatic centre?  These minimal 

social infrastructure targets fall well short of community expectations to guarantee a 

healthy, liveable and sustainable future.  

 

Community social infrastructure expectations for Green Square are more expansive and 

include child care centres, primary and secondary schools, sporting fields, tennis / 

basketball / netball courts, aged care centres, Social and Affordable Housing, disability 

care centres, playgrounds, etc, etc.  Lack of social infrastructure is an endemic problem 

across Sydney and with the prediction of 46550 more dwellings needed by 2021 this 

problem will only get worse, if not addressed.  Our experience with planning in Sydney is 

that residential development precedes limited retrofitting of social infrastructure by the 

Government, not developers. 

Recommendation E: 

The Central District community wants to see a Strategic Master Plan so we can visualize 

what the “big picture” and how it will provide the community “good access to 

education, health, community and emergency services that people require through 

every stage of their life.”  At what stage will GSC address the community’s need for a 

visionary Strategic Master Plan? 
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4. Liveable City 
Page 77 – Section 4  

a) Mentions “We want to collaborate with communities and stakeholders……….and 

address the issues that people tell us are important to them.” 

b) “We need to plan upfront to support new residents with the right mix of schools, 

health services, community facilities, walking and cycling connections” 

c) “This Draft Central District Plan addresses the need for good access to education, 

health, community and emergency services that people require through every stage of 

their life.” 

d) 4.7.1 Conserve and enhance the District’s environmental heritage, including  

Aboriginal, European and natural   p112 

Comment  

The Chief Commissioner’s (CC) Foreword does not reflect the above statements re: 

communities, stakeholders and residents as it appears the prime focus is “government 

activity, Private Sector and Local Government”.   

 

Recommendation F: 

That the Foreword be amended to include community. 

Comment  

For many years, the Central District communities have had considerable experience with 

numerous community consultation planning processes.  We have dealt with Government 

Departments, Councils, Councilors, community consultative groups, Planning Assessment 

Committees, Developers, Urban Growth, WestConnex, etc.   

Our overwhelming experience to date leaves us feeling completely disempowered and 

disillusioned with this so called “community consultation” planning process which is 

perceived merely as a “tick-a-box” exercise.   

 

Nowhere in GSC’s Draft Plan is there a description of how communities will be genuinely 

and respectfully engaged in Central District’s planning process. 

 

Recommendation G: 

That GSC’s Central District Plan includes a process which produces community planning 

consultative task forces in each of the Central District’s Centres.  These Task Forces 

would be established by the community and be the key point of contact for community 

consultation for any new and / or proposed development. 

 

b) GSC “We need to plan upfront to support new residents with the right mix of 

schools, health services, community facilities, walking and cycling connections” 
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Comment 

Communities need to know what GSC’s proposed process is to ensure new residents are 

supported “with the right mix”. 

We note that Darling Square development has been allowed to double the floor space of 

Hay Market, but has added NO additional social infrastructure.  Barangaroo presents a 

similar case to support the need for requirements based on existing shortfalls, as well as 

providing for future population growth. 

Recommendation H: 

The community wants to see the methodology for an integrated development written 

into the GSC Plan for a Central District Strategic Master Plan that covers 2016 to 2026 

and on, to at least 2036. 

c) GSC “This Draft Central District Plan addresses the need for good access to education, 

health, community and emergency services that people require through every stage of 

their life.” 

 

Comment 

This is another vague statement as GSC’s Draft Plan has no integrated Strategic Master 

Plan, that is, a Big Picture for our District.  How does GSC propose to address these 

“needs” given the majority of the Draft appears to be more about sweeping statements 

with few tangible details?  

 

Recommendation I: 

To allay the community’s fears, we ask GSC to develop a Strategic Master Plan that 

divides the Central District into District Centres (similar to Table 3-2) and for each 

Centre display: 

 a base line - current populations within each District Centre for 2016 

 projected populations and detail – 2016 to 2026 to 2036 

 current social infrastructure within each District Centre 

 projected social infrastructure – 2016 to 2026 to 2036 

 gaps between current and projected social infrastructure - 2016 to 2036 

Displayed on this Plan would be major overarching infrastructure such as transport / 

health / education / sporting facilities, Social/Affordable Housing, cycle and walkways 

etc and how they support / link the District Centres.   

This visual display would also dovetail the 3 Cities infrastructure so we can at least see 

the big picture for the Central District. 
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Recommendation J: 

To support “real” community engagement will GSC in their Plan include a methodology 

for the establishment of community planning task forces in each of the Central 

District’s District Centres?  These Task Forces would be a key point of contact for 

community consultation for any new and / or proposed development. 

5. The Liveable Framework  

Page 78: 

a) Stated in this section is “Healthy liveable places demonstrate: ……social 

infrastructure that includes education, health care, fresh food access, public open 

spaces and other community / cultural facilities”. 

 

Comment   

The idea “fresh food access” is raised whereas transport and sporting fields don’t get a 

mention, what message does this send to our communities?   

 

Public transport is a major issue when it comes to inner city development and should 

always be included under the social infrastructure banner. 

 

Sporting fields for football, basketball, netball, cricket, etc need to be included in this 

point.  GSC’s Draft Plan mentions “sporting facilities” in Liveability Action L14 but for the 

remainder of this document sporting facilities receives scant mention.   

Recommendation K: 

GSC needs to include sporting fields and facilities as a key element in social 

infrastructure and articulate this throughout the Plan.   

 

b) Also, stated in this section is “Healthy liveable places demonstrate: 

……….community engagement delivered across all liveability outcomes by promoting 

community empowerment and ownership in shaping resilient cities”. 

Comment 

Again, another “motherhood” statement that provides no detail, no insight and no clarity 

as to what a “Healthy liveable place” would look like.  The community’s perception is that 

government authorities have a “silo” mentality that precludes the ability to develop a 

Strategic Master Plan for the Central District.   

GSC’s Plan needs to provide an overarching integrated Strategic Master Plan so 

community, private sectors, councils and government authorities can see what our vision 

is for the Central District as a “Healthy liveable place”.  A “picture paints a thousand 

words” and at the moment we are only seeing words, not substance. 

Isn’t the objective of this Plan to enable community, private sectors, councils and 

government authorities to see what our vision is for the Central District as a “healthy 

liveable place”?   
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Recommendation L: 

We ask GSC to include in their Plan the need for the development and implementation 

of a Central District Social Infrastructure Strategic Master Plan. 

6. The Central District’s People 
Page 79 – Section 4.1  

States “Community consultation in 2015 revealed that 67% of residents interviewed in 

the Central District consider the liveability of their area to be either “excellent” or “very 

good”. 

Comment 

Community study results should be referenced so they can be validated.  Using 

unreferenced statistics to pitch a point is flawed and unprofessional! 

Some questions that we would like to ask about these “excellent” or “very good” results 

are; what suburbs was this study done in, how many people contributed, what was the 

age group, income levels, cultures, etc.   

Recommendation M: 

If GSC’s Plan uses study results, these results should be at least referenced and 

accessible to the public.  Where and when this information be made available to the 

public? 

7. Projects Under Investigation  

Page 92 - Projects Under Investigation states “Banksia and Arncliffe, Rhodes East and 

Parramatta Road” 

Comment 

Eveleigh to Central and Bays Precinct are not included in “Projects under investigation” 

Recommendation N: 

An integrated plan needs to include all factors so Eveleigh to Central and the Bays 

Precinct need to be included in a Strategic Plan for Central District. 

8. Facilitate Integrated Infrastructure Planning  

Page 105 – 4.4.6 - states “This approach to coordinated infrastructure planning 

could involve:   

- the community in decision making about infrastructure investment to ensure that 

it meets local needs.” 

Comment 

The Chief Commissioner’s Foreword states “we will work positively with Private Sector 

and Local Government”, the community is not mentioned, and will GSC’s revised 

document address this omission? 
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Over the past 20 years (+) the Bays Precinct community groups have been 

communicating with various State and Local Government authorities, as well as more 

recently with Urban Growth and WestConnex with very limited, or a lack of, success.   

During these years the community has discovered that some authorities such as 

Treasury, and Roads and Maritime work in “silos” and are seen as remote, 

uncommunicative and autocratic.  From the community’s perception these authorities 

strategically stay at arm’s length from the massively expensive marketing and 

communication machines, such as Urban Growth (UG) and WestConnex.   

This distancing enables these authorities to maintain their independence, decision 

making capacity and power base, making them a law unto themselves excluding the 

communities that are directly impacted.   

BaCC impression, having engaged with UG over the past 2 to 3 years, is that millions of 

dollars have been spent (the public’s money) on marketing and communication and, to 

date, not one social infrastructure Strategic Master Plan has been tabled for the Bays 

Precinct.   

The Bays’ communities have been asking UG for a Bays’ Strategic Master Plan so that we 

can see and assess whether this Plan meets local needs and after almost 3 years the 

community has seen no Strategic Master Plan.  The public’s money spent on UG’s 

marketing and communications exercise over the past 3 years has yet to result in a social 

infrastructure plan, NOT ONE! 

Recommendation O: 

GSC needs to address the lack of transparency and inability of Government authorities, 

including UG and WestConnex, to provide the community with a social infrastructure 

Strategic Master Plan that demonstrates “Healthy liveable places”. 

We advocate a change in Treasury guidelines that a “guarantee on returns” should 

underpin all considerations.  A mindful approach to factors which include education, 

public transport and health will create a more “Liveable” city. 

9. Plan to Meet Demand for School Facilities  

Page 119 – 4.8.2  

Table 4-4 shows a projection of public school students (Not private or catholic schools) 

over the next 20 years: 

 

 2016 to 2026 - approx. 29,000 

 2026 to 2036 – approx. 14,000 

And states “Existing school infrastructure will accommodate the majority of new 

enrolments because most growth will occur in existing areas” 
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Comment 

It is incomprehensible to think that “Existing school infrastructure will accommodate the 

majority of new enrolments”.  It is common knowledge that many public schools (primary 

and secondary) in the Central District are already hemorrhaging from excessive demand. 

Recommendation P: 

If GSC is to be successful in addressing our major gaps in available education places, 

then correct assumptions should be the starting point.  Even though painful at times, 

our foundation for change must start with honesty, transparency, integrity and quality 

of information.  How is GSC going to achieve this?  

 

10. Figure 4-11 and 4-12 
Page 120  

This figure shows 2016 primary and secondary schools (Government and non-

Government) in the Central District.  On reviewing the Figure’s Eastern Suburbs it 

appears that many schools are missing, for example: 

 SCEGGS 

 Ascham 

 Scots 

 Cranbrook 

 Kambala 

 Kincoppal 

Comment 

These figures appear to be incorrect. 

Recommendation Q: 

Figures need to correctly reflect the current status. Enrolment details should be 

reviewed to present an accurate analysis. 

 

11.  Delivery Sydney’s Green Grid 
Page 123 – 5.6  

Comment 

Central District’s open spaces should also include: 

 The Bays Precinct 

 Callan Park 

 Darling Harbour 

      Recommendation R: 

The Central District Plan needs amending so that it includes all existing open spaces, 

such as Bays Precinct, Callan Park and Darling Harbour. 
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12.   Long Term Vision - Sydney’s Green Grid  

Page 141  

      Comment 

a) The vision for Central District has omitted a number of areas that are important 

projects and spaces key to this District being a world class place.  These areas 

include: 

 The Bays Precinct 

 Callan Park 

 Central to Eveleigh 

 Darling Harbour 

We are baffled by these omissions as each space can make a massive contribution to 

Sydney as a world class city. Why have they been omitted? 

Recommendation S: 

That Sydney’s Green Grid references p 141 be amended to include The Bays Precinct, 

Callan Park, Central to Eveleigh and Darling Harbour. 

b) Page 141 - “Other Important Projects to deliver Sydney’s Green Grid in the Central 

District” include the Eastern Beaches Walk and the Great Coastal Walk.”  

Recommendation T:  

GSC needs to include in “Other Important Projects” The Bays Precinct walk connecting 

Sydney city with Rozelle, White Bay, Balmain and East Balmain via the Bays’ 

promenade and Glebe Island Bridge.   

Another “Important Project” that should be included is the proposed Coastal Walk – 

Bondi / Watsons Bay / City / Zoo / Middle Head / Balmoral / Clontarf / Manly. 

13. Sydney’s Walking Future / Cycling Future Programs  
Page 143  

Comment 

Central District’s Councils are similar to “links in a chain” and unless an overarching plan 

connects these “links” then this future program will never be a great success.  

Recommendation U: 

It is imperative that an overarching Walking and Cycling Strategic Master Plan be 

developed for the Central District so that “links in the chain” are connected for Councils 

and communities to see, understand, plan and build towards.   
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14. General 
 

1. NSW – The Magic Pudding 

What concerns the community about GSC’s Draft Plan is the apparent lack of regional 

plans and how they are coordinated for a greater vision for NSW, i.e.: 

 decentralization by growing existing cities such as Wollongong and 

Newcastle, Orange, Bathurst, Dubbo, etc 

 planning and building inland cities  

 installation of airports / very fast trains / inland water supply systems for 

domestic, industrial and agricultural use  

 establishment of Tech Hubs and other smart industries 

 freight movement systems 

Unless we start to consider a much bigger picture, i.e. be visionaries, we will continue to 

stretch our housing and social infrastructure well beyond its capacity.  Countries in the 

world become great by expanding their horizons and decentralizing, GSC’s Draft Plan fails 

to consider a much bigger picture, a vision.  

Recommendation V: 

GSC’s Central District Plan needs to include a BIG PICTURE for NSW and our neighboring 

States, without this we will continue to repeat mistakes made in earlier years.  Will GSC 

introduce the concept of a BIG PICTURE for NSW and our neighboring states for at least 

the next 30 years plus ? 

2. Document Concepts 

Comment: 

BaCC expresses concern, throughout this response, to vague, “motherhood” statements. 

This lack of detail allows opportunities for development to focus on housing without 

consideration for social infrastructure.  Evidence based on experiences with Darling 

Square and Green Square needs to be recognised.  The Central District Plan is an 

opportunity to prevent this on-going imbalance between social needs and mindless 

development.   

Furthermore, there is scant attention to Heritage management and promotion of existing 

structures which work actively to conserve and protect our environment. 

Ref Sun Herald 26/3/17 “Road to come within two metres of homes”.  Major road and 

tunnelling plans should be well known, in advance.  There has been an unwelcome 

domino effect from current projects because inadequate planning. 

Recommendation W: 

An overarching plan for the future should be specific in detail to provide certainty for 

commercial and residential expectations. 
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4. Education 
1. General 

The proposed District Plan is very weak on the provision of childcare and education facilities 

to meet the projected significant increase in population.  It appears that the planning in the 

relevant government departments is poor as the Draft Plan says “it will assist them to 

improve their planning”.  By the time that happens the crisis we have now will be much 

worse.  The continuing incapacity for government agencies to cooperate rather than 

compete is exacerbated by the asset management and other ‘business’ rules currently in 

force.  GSC needs to encourage the Government to ensure cross agency cooperation. 

Question A:  

Government agencies lack of cooperation and “business” rules prevent adequate   

planning. How will the GSC ensure cross agency cooperation? 

2. Planning Data 

AGE GROUPS: 2011 2016 2021 2026 

0-4 12,100 13,300 13,800 14,050 

5 -9 8,450 9,700 10,600 10,850 

10-14 6,400 7,500 8,500 9,150 

15-19 6,800 6,750 7,650 8,450 

 

ABS based data by LGA - Data Innerwest Council area approx 18 % increase to 2026  

AGE GROUPS: 2011 2016 2021 2026 

0-4 6,400 8,500 10,550 11,800 

5 -9 3,450 4,850 6,350 7,450 

10-14 2,850 3,400 4,550 5,650 

15-19 6,300 6,100 6,800 7,750 

 

ABS based data by LGA - City of Sydney Council area approx 80% increase to 2026  

Question B:  

Currently Inner West Council and City of Sydney schools are overcapacity.  Did the 

assumptions used when doing the calculations include the projected residential 

development of the Bays Precinct?   
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3. Planning Controls  

The State Government has State Environment Planning Policies (SEPP) on exhibition that say 

it will help with school development.  However, the SEPP actually gives private/non 

government schools the status of a public entity for planning purposes thus allowing them 

to approve their own developments on existing sites.  New schools over $20m will be 

deemed SSD and be approved by the Minister.  

There is currently no requirement on private developers to set aside space on residential 

development sites for schools. The government must change this and ensure that areas are 

provided on particular sites by a developer or by agreement with developers across a 

number of sites.  

Question C: 

Will the government make a planning requirement for developers to set aside space for 

childcare and schools?  

4. Funds for Schools  

The government in its public statements says that funding sources for education facilities to 

meet growing demand will be from 2 sources:  

1. $1.2 billion in Gonski funding that NSW is yet to get from the Federal Government.  

2. Funds from the sale of ‘poles and wires’. 

Question D:  

i) Where will the funding for new schools come from?  

ii) How much will be allocated from currently available public funds rather than 

possible funds?  

iii) How much will the government rely on the market - private school sector to 

provide schools & childcare?  

5. HEALTH 
PLANNING FUTURE HEALTH SERVICES FOR THE SYDNEY CENTRAL DISTRICT 

1. General 

Lately, there has been much public comment regarding the shortage of school facilities in 
inner Sydney. Much of that shortage has been caused by growth and changes in family 
formation that was not foreseen by planners. Another potential infrastructure shortage, but 
with greater impact across all ages, will evolve unless new hospital and medical services are 
planned to accommodate Sydney’s growth.  
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Growth in and around the Bays Precinct needs to be planned to integrate with existing and 
new health services demand for the Sydney Central District (SCD). It is important that 
planning recognises that access to new facilities, particularly emergency facilities will 
become increasingly difficult if population expansion, health facilities and access are not 
planned together. 
 
In this paper we address four particular health services needs for the future of the SCD. 
 
1. Acute Hospital facilities 
2. Emergency Services 
3. Paediatric Care facilities 
4. Aged Care facilities 
 

2. Acute Hospital Facility Increases 
The population growth projections from Figure 4-1 and Table 4-1 of the Sydney Central 
District Plan show growth by age cohort and aggregate figures for the District. Our 
comments are based on these projections and data from the Bureau of Statistics and the 
Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. 
 
Figures from the Australian Bureau of Statistics indicate that demand for all health services 
is spread across all age cohorts, with special needs for very young and seniors. Attachment A 
illustrates this demand from the most recent ABS survey of health usage. 
 

 The ABS Graph in attachment A indicates that approximately 15% of the population 
were admitted to an overnight facility and approximately 10% visited an emergency 
facility. 

 The Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW) survey of Hospital resources 
2013-14 (attachment B: Table 2.7) provides an analysis of the Available Beds per 
1,000 population for all States and Territories, with an average of 2.7 per 1,000 for 
New South Wales. 

  
For the 20 year increase in population of 325,000 expected by the SCD report, this will 
require major new hospital bed increases of over 800 beds. These are likely to be 
accommodated within the limited real estate of Royal Prince Alfred, St Vincent’s, Prince of 
Wales and St George Hospitals. But they must be positioned for better access from new 
growth precincts of SCD. 
 
In the Western Precincts, (Burwood, Canada Bay, Inner West and Strathfield) total growth is 
predicted to be 113,000. Applying the figures above to an increased population of 113,000 
people produces a demand in the order of 300 of the total new acute public hospital beds 
within the Western Precincts; enough for a separate new hospital. 
 
Recommendation 1:  
It is essential that planning start soon for location of a major new acute hospital 
expansion within the Central District with a possible new hospital in the Western 
Precincts. Provision will be required for ancillary services, specialist accommodation and 
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hospital staff facilities. 
 

3. Emergency Service Facilities 
In Attachment A the ABS Graph indicates that approximately 10% of the resident population 
visited an emergency facility in a year.  
 
Commissioning of large new commercial developments in the Bays Precinct as well as at 
Barangaroo, Darling Harbour and Haymarket will bring an additional employee demand 
each day for emergency health services, over and above that for the expanded resident 
base. It is important also to note that these new developments are located on the far side of 
the growing CBD from major emergency facilities at RPAH and St Vincent’s Hospital 
emergency health services. Access to these developments will need special plans. 
 
While it is not easy to estimate that demand, the increased employee demand must be 
taken into account as an addition to resident demand. It is not difficult to expect that these 
new commercial developments, combined with new residents could produce a pool of 
100,000 people in the Sydney CBD with a potential demand for 10,000 more emergency 
visits per year, a significant addition to the existing hospital facilities available now. 
 
Recommendation 2:  
The overall population growth projection of 325,000 people, combined with daily 
employee arrivals from outside the Central District highlights the need for special plans 
for providing emergency health services to the Sydney Central District. 
 

4. Paediatric Care Facilities 
As with education facilities, the community in the inner west is becoming concerned about 
the lack of tertiary paediatric care for a community which has grown in a manner that is 
counter to the somewhat naive expectation that families would not form and remain in high 
density residential developments. 
  
At present there are few hospital beds allocated to children in RPAH and parents are 
directed to either Prince of Wales (Randwick) or Westmead. 
  
The population growth projections from Figure 4-1 of the Sydney Central District Plan show 
growth by age cohort and aggregate figures for the District. That data indicates that there 
are expectations for a growth in the number of children aged 0-14 years of 46,000 over the 
next 20 years; but there appears to be no specific planning for tertiary or quaternary 
paediatric care for the families that will live in this area.  
Using the average bed data from AIHW, It would appear that some 120 of the new beds for 
the SCD are likely to be needed as paediatric beds with attendant specialist physicians, 
surgeons and nurses. 
 
Also, the ABS data in Attachment A, figure 1, indicates that this cohort is a major user of 
emergency services. Such paediatric emergency services are best located adjacent to or 
within a specialist paediatric unit. 
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Recommendation 3:  
It is essential that planning start soon for location of specialist paediatric hospital and 
emergency services within the Central District with provision also for provision of in-
patient services, specialist accommodation and hospital staff facilities. 
 

5. Aged Care Facilities 
There are two major classes of aged care available under present funding arrangements, 
Residential Care and Home Care.  
 
Residential Care is funded by the Commonwealth Department of Social Security and 
delivered by private organisations under the Australian Government Subsidised Aged Care 
programmes.  
 
Home Care is provided after an assessment by an Aged Care Assessment Team (ACAT) to 
determine eligibility for a Home Care package and which package level best meets care 
needs. There are four levels: 

 Level 1 - basic care needs 

 Level 2 - low-level care needs 

 Level 3 - intermediate care needs 

 Level 4 - high-level care needs. 
 
Each level of home care packages provides a different subsidy amount. This amount is paid 
to a selected approved home care provider. The subsidy contributes to the total cost of 
individual services and care delivery.  
 
The average demand for Residential Care and for Home Care, per 1,000 people over 70 
years, is shown in Attachment C from the 2014 Stocktake of Australian Government 
Subsidised Aged Care Places. It indicates a National average of 82.6 for Residential Care and 
28.7 for all levels of Home Care. 
 
The projected population of the City of Sydney, people over 65 years, is shown in 
Attachment D, broken down by 5 year age groups. These figures show an increase from 
2011 to 2036, of those over 65 years of 16,000 people in the Sydney Council area, of whom 
12,000 are over 70 years of age, leaving 4,000 in the 65 – 70 age group. 
 
This is compared with the SCD projections of an increase of 90,000 for the whole district. 
While the SCD figures do not show numbers between 65 and 70 we can approximate from 
the City figures of a total population increase to 2036. Of that total number, 9,000 will fall in 
the age band 65 – 70, leaving an increase of 81,000 people over 70 years of age. 
 
Applying that increase to the national averages it indicates the need for; 

 6,700 additional Residential Care places  and 

 2,300 additional Home Care places 
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The Australian Government is the source of funding and management of these services and 
will need to be involved in the integrated planning of them with SCD. 
 
This leaves a balance of some 80,000 people aged over 65 who are capable of independent 
living. 
 
But, as the graphs in Attachment A show, this is the age cohort that places the greatest 
demand on medical services and provision will have to be planned for the right mixture of 
medical services to provide for the wellbeing of this group. 
 
Recommendation 4:  
Planning should start soon in conjunction with Federal Government and private aged care 
suppliers for a comprehensive aged care strategy to provide Residential and Home Care 
for a growing aged population. In addition, the needs of retired independent aged people 
need to be addressed to accommodate their greater demand on medical facilities and 
staff. 
 

6. Responsibility for Health Service Planning 
Responsibility for the Australian health system is divided between Federal and State 
governments and private health providers. That responsibility is not consistent between, 

 Provision of front-line medical services – GPs and Specialists 

 Hospital admissions and treatment 

 Emergency services 

 Aged Care services 
 
What existing and future residents need is assurance that new medical and hospital facilities 
will be available to meet the needs of the new population of residents and workers. 
 
Recommendation 5:  
We recommend that GSC seeks to provide an effective focal point for planning all health 
services for an expanding Sydney by bringing together all agencies to form a Sydney 
Health Forum. The body should provide a permanent home for future health services to 
be planned and monitored. 
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ATTACHMENT A – USE OF HEALTH SERVICES – BY AGE GROUP 
 

 
 
Figure 1.(*) – Percentage of NSW population attending a medical facility in 12 months 
 

 
 
Figure 2 (*). – Percentage of NSW population consulting a health professional in 12 
months 
 
(*) Australian Bureau of Statistics: 2016 
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ATTACHMENT B – AVERAGE BED AVAILABILITY 2009-2014 
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ATTACHMENT C – AGED CARE RATIOS – PLACES PER 1,000 OVER 70 YRS 
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ATTACHMENT D - FORECAST AGE STRUCTURE – CITY OF SYDNEY 
 

Forecast age structure - 5 year age groups 

 

 

City of Sydney - Total 
persons 2011 2026 2036 

Change between 
2011 and 2036 

Age group (years) Number % Number % Number % Number 

0 to 4 6,332 3.5 11,232 4.0 13,341 4.1 +7,009 

5 to 9 3,396 1.9 6,339 2.3 7,915 2.4 +4,519 

10 to 14 2,810 1.5 4,657 1.7 5,927 1.8 +3,117 

15 to 19 6,196 3.4 17,234 6.2 18,870 5.8 +12,674 

20 to 24 23,469 12.8 38,352 13.8 41,489 12.7 +18,020 

25 to 29 33,992 18.5 43,952 15.8 48,682 14.9 +14,689 

30 to 34 27,157 14.8 37,510 13.5 43,129 13.2 +15,971 

35 to 39 18,168 9.9 26,861 9.7 31,727 9.7 +13,559 

40 to 44 13,304 7.3 20,007 7.2 23,587 7.2 +10,283 

45 to 49 10,502 5.7 15,702 5.7 19,187 5.9 +8,686 

50 to 54 9,174 5.0 13,021 4.7 16,433 5.0 +7,259 

55 to 59 7,885 4.3 10,845 3.9 13,722 4.2 +5,837 

60 to 64 6,867 3.7 8,922 3.2 11,277 3.5 +4,410 

65 to 69 4,933 2.7 7,230 2.6 9,144 2.8 +4,211 

70 to 74 3,428 1.9 5,697 2.1 7,352 2.3 +3,924 

75 to 79 2,477 1.4 4,492 1.6 5,986 1.8 +3,509 

80 to 84 1,735 0.9 2,920 1.1 4,392 1.3 +2,657 

85 and over 1,456 0.8 2,455 0.9 3,737 1.1 +2,281 

Total persons 183,281 100.0 277,427 100.0 325,897 100.0 +142,616 

 

Population and household forecasts, 2011 to 2036, prepared by .id , the population experts, December 2016. 

 

 

 

 

 

http://home.id.com.au/about-us/
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6. AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

1. General  

It is clear that Sydney is far behind many of the world’s prominent cities when it comes 

to affordable or low-income housing. In New York, percentages as high as 50% have been 

achieved in new developments, in London, 30%. In places like Rotterdam, the targets for 

low-income housing have been as high as 60% in the past, and once a building is slated 

for demolition and replacement, the existing low-income population is given first dibs in 

designing and acquiring living spaces in whatever building replaces that which is to be 

lost. This democratic scheme has proved highly successful in allowing that city to not only 

grow in population, but also social resilience and improved living standards.  

2. Existing Affordable Housing Regulations. 
Affordable Housing State Environment Planning Policy (AHSEPP) 

• Applies to Ultimo Pyrmont, Green Square and Willoughby Local Government Areas 

(LGA). 

• The Ultimo Pyrmont initiatives have produced some good results and this should be 

applied to other areas marked for medium to high density development by an 

amendment to the AHSEPP.  

But please note; that whilst Affordable and Social Housing has been integrated with the 
new high density development in Pyrmont and Ultimo, there is still a significant shortfall 
from the number stipulated in the Pyrmont/Ultimo Agreement signed at the 
commencement of the urban renewal. 

 
All developer contributions from on-going development in Ultimo and Pyrmont are now 
going elsewhere in the City of Sydney.  Ultimo and Pyrmont has a $0 capital budget for 
community facilities and there is no sign that either the Government or the Council is 
planning on meeting the shortfall in Social / Affordable Housing in Ultimo and Pyrmont.   
 
BaCC also notes that the Council depot site in Fig St could accommodate Affordable 
Housing, as well as a new school in an integrated development. 
 
Recommendation 1: 

BaCC recommends that there should be a fair distribution of Affordable and Social 
housing across the Central District and that this should be incorporated into the Central 
District Plan. 
 
Green Square  

• Developers in the City of Sydney’s Green Square precinct must either provide 3% of 

the total residential floor area to affordable housing or pay the financial equivalent to 

allow units to be built elsewhere in the area.  

• Councils can make voluntary planning agreements (VPA) with developers giving them 

bonuses. 

• Granny flats are cauterised as contributing to affordable housing. 
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3. References 

Affordable Housing Taskforce.  

1. Minister’s Response - Parliament 23 December 2015  

“The Affordable Housing Taskforce is not currently operating, and the Taskforce did not 

provide a Final Report to the Government. However, the Government is currently 

considering how to implement the Interim Report recommendations.”  

The Interim Report included an action to develop local housing strategies with councils to 

enable a diversity of housing in the right locations.  A Plan for Growing Sydney will 

require each council, to prepare a local housing strategy that considers local affordable 

housing needs and strategies to provide affordable housing that responds to local 

demand.  

Question A: 

The Government has not adopted any of the taskforce’s recommendations, why not? 

Question B: 

Is the Government going to continue to rely on private developers to continue to shape 

the future of Sydney? 

2. NSW Federation of Housing Associations  

“One third of all new homes built in NSW should be mandated affordable housing”, 

according to the state's peak industry body for housing associations.  

The Government and planning authorities have made no effective attempt to tackle 

housing affordability in Sydney.  The situation has become progressively worse since the 

Government ceased any regulation or policy development in 2012.  

The proposal in the District Plan of 5-10% affordable housing is totally inadequate for 

the problem and even these low targets are unachievable until the Government 

mandates affordable housing targets as many other cities across the world with similar 

problems to Sydney have done. 

3. The Audit Office   
It estimated that "all social housing only meets 44 per cent of need in New South 

Wales”.   The constraints in the current portfolio and funding arrangements do not 

enable HNSW and LAHC to meet the changing public housing need." There has been a 

steady decline in supply since the late 1980's.  

Question C: 

What strategies are available for the GSC to address the need for Affordable Housing 

in the final plan for Central District? 

 



BaCC’s Submission – March 2017 
 

Page 28 

4. Sydney Alliance Submission 

BaCC endorses the suggested targets and aims outlined by Sydney Alliance’s submission 

to the Draft Central District Plan.  A summary of their recommendations follow: 

1. A stronger commitment to affordable housing: That the Plans make a meaningful 

commitment to affordable housing of at least 15% on private land and at least 30% on 

government land, and that these targets be applied to the whole development and not 

just the uplift.  

  

2. A transparent accountability scheme: That the Commission’s ‘viability rules’ be more 

clearly stated and made sufficiently stringent to ensure that there is not an easy 

loophole through which affordable housing targets can be eroded.  

  

3. Fair access: That eligibility for affordable housing outlined in the Plans must be 

extended to include people on moderate incomes and take account of family 

circumstances. This would mean the minimum 15%/30% would include those on very 

low, low and moderate incomes.   

  

4. World standard public transport: That the Plans’ transport goals be brought to a 

standard of public transport commensurate with other global cities.   

7. SPORTING FACILITIES 

1. General 
Leichhardt and City of Sydney Councils some 15 years ago admitted there is a shortage 

of sporting facilities – even before the boom in population and acceleration of medium 

and high developments. 

When Mike Baird announced the Bays Precinct Transformation Project, the then State 

Treasurer Andrew Constance indicated that the Bays Precinct may contain up to 16,000 

dwellings or 29,000 to 32,000 new residents based on accepted medium/high density 

household formation ratios. 

Based on NSW participation rates in recreational and organised sport figures, this adds 

at least 8,000 to 20,000 new Bays Precinct residents seeking sporting activities requiring 

sporting fields.  

The Pyrmont-Ultimo precinct urban renewal project has added nearly 20,000 new 

residents so far from the mid-1990s into an already high density inner city area.  The 

Pyrmont-Ultimo urban renewal project did not include any new sporting fields or 

facilities despite significant population growth projections. 

An estimated 1,250 dwellings (Harold Park) added to the amount of housing adjacent to 

the Bays Precinct and on the edge of Leichhardt Municipality. 
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There will be an estimated 2,500 new residents added adjacent to Annandale (LMC). 

The west precincts of City of Sydney have significant populations now – and high future 

projections - without any plan or space for additional sporting facilities.  This is why new 

sporting fields and associated infrastructure needs to be planned for the Bays Precinct to 

link to current and proposed population levels. 

Recommendation 1: 

GSC must mandate, in the Central District Plan, for the State Government delivery on 

new sporting facilities through public and developer contributions that reflect the 

needs of existing, as well as any newly created Inner West communities.   

GSC’s Draft Central District Plan mentions “sporting facilities” in Liveability Action L14 

but for the remainder of this Draft Plan, sporting facilities receive little recognition.   

Recommendation 2: 

GSC needs to includ2e sporting fields for athletics, football, basketball, netball, tennis, 

hockey, cricket, etc as a key element of social infrastructure in its Plan.   

2. Open Space Vs Active Recreation Space 

GSC’s Draft Plan ref: Page 78 – The Liveable Framework states “Healthy liveable places 

demonstrate: ……social infrastructure that includes education, health care, fresh food 

access, public open spaces and other community / cultural facilities”. 

Open space is integrated with the natural environment such as nature walks, parks and 

gardens, tree-lined streets, connections to the coastline and water courses, optimised 

views, and the use of natural design materials all assist to convey a sense of freedom 

and open space.   

Recommendation 3: 

When GSC’s Draft Plan mentions “Public open spaces” it should not ignore the critical 

requirement of active recreation space, i.e. sporting fields which are a priority to meet 

both Federal and State Health Policy objectives. 

8. TRANSPORT 

1. Planning New Metro Services  
Government proposals for a West Metro include a stop servicing The Bays. This will likely 
be built with an underwater tunnel from Barangaroo and possibly from Pyrmont, towards 
White Bay. We ask Transport for NSW to plan this tunnel as a wide, multi-modal tunnel – 
which, if it takes Metro, can also take light rail, cyclists and pedestrians from The Bays into 
the northern CBD. This will future-proof the area for the future and support growth whilst 
minimising congestion. 

 
Question A: 
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When plans are developed by Transport for NSW will GSC endorse a tunnel which can 
also take light rail, cyclists and pedestrians from The Bays into the northern CBD? 

  

2. Connecting People and Places 
 

We commend the initiative to secure The Bays Waterfront Promenade and also the 
future use of the Glebe Island Bridge for pedestrian, cycling and possibly light rail into the 
future.  
 
The Glebe Island Bridge should be re-activated and kept closed most of the time so that  
pedestrians, cyclists and possibly light rail carriages can link seamlessly between Balmain, 
Rozelle and Pyrmont.  The bridge could be opened at specified times of the day to let 
motor yachts and tall ships pass.  The Bridge should be an active and public transit 
corridor only.  

 

Question B: 
Does GSC intend to incorporate and mandate, in the short term, The Bays Waterfront 
Promenade concept and reuse of Glebe Island Bridge to allow the people of Sydney to 
regain accessible pedestrian connections within the Bays Precinct?  

 

3. Visionary Planning 
 

a. To extend the Bays Waterfront Promenade into neighbouring suburbs, for example, 
right around Blackwattle Bay, Rozelle Bay, Glebe Island, and White Bay at least as far 
as the Balmain East ferry wharf. At certain points this will involve by-passing private 
waterfront residences, by creating over-the-water board walks, with provision to 
secure and extend private jetties. 

 
b. Kayak and bicycle lock-ups should be commonplace for a modest fee.  

 
c. A Bays ferry service could be reintroduced with similar costs and frequency to the Light 

Rail (every 15 – 20 minutes). New ferry services could link Blackwattle Bay, Rozelle 
Bay, Glebe Island, White Bay, The Cruise Passenger Terminal and Pyrmont Point. 
Barangaroo should serve as the main hub for the service connection to Darling 
Harbour and Pyrmont Bay.  
 

d. The EcoTransit light rail link proposed between Rozelle Bay and Balmain’s Gladstone 
Park could climb gently around the edge of a new elevated AFL pitch, which would be 
a green roof over a car and bus parking area for the Cruise Terminal. Obviously this 
would be a very large building, with space left over for retail facilities or low-rise 
residential looking out across White Bay. The Light Rail could bore into the cliff below 
Birrung Park to connect with the underground, disused reservoir in Gladstone Park 
which was dug out of the sandstone in 1913 and could become an underground 
station cavity – this idea is endorsed by the National Trust.  

 

Question C: 
Are instruments available for GSC to secure a world class extension & contribution 
for public access around Sydney Harbour? 
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Question D: 
Will developers contribute to extending transport infrastructure to the Bays District, 
in particular, as well as provide a model for the whole Central District? 

 
4. Enhanced Walking and Cycling Connections  

Page 111 – Transport NSW Principal Bicycle Network 
 

a. Most of the Bays is flat, for this reason, GSC should be seeking to promote bicycle use 
and walking wherever possible. Creative active transport linkages should be 
encouraged through new developments and across large lots, to maximize pedestrian 
permeability and reduce people’s car dependence.  The Bays is a large area in size so 
walking is not always practical to get around – but a bicycle-exchange program linked 
to Opal could be useful if it operated between the existing transit nodes (like the buses 
at White Bay and the light rail stops elsewhere). 
 

b. Multi-directional pedestrian access points, stairs and lifts should be built to the 
existing transit nodes in order to maximize their appeal and use. 
 

c. There must be no ‘gated’ residential precincts in The Bays and speed limits must be 
kept to a minimum by motor vehicles. 
 

d. In order to make it easier for people in White Bay to reach Rozelle Bay, they should be 
able to walk from the lookout near the New Zealand soldier’s statue on the South side 
of Anzac Bridge, across an elevated footbridge which would traverse James Craig 
Road, and then onto a new building’s roof, which could provide a lift to Rozelle Bay 
itself. This would also potentially help wheelchair and elderly access the new marina 
site. 
 
Question E: 
BaCC applauds support for the existing Bicycle Network but seeks confirmation that 
this will be extended and funded appropriately. 
 
GSC reiterates the advantages of better walking and cycling options, but does not 
outline new projects.  How can GSC demonstrate the incentive, advantage and 
support for Transport NSW and for Councils to achieve this aim?  
 

5. A Sustainable and Connected City 
 

WestConnex is a massive motorway which will be a major impost and visual 
detraction on the Bays redevelopment.  In the Rozelle Rail Yards (for example) we 
have seen plans for a mostly underground junction with a large green space over the 
top, but the artist’s impressions doesn’t clearly show the three (at least) unfiltered 
ventilation stacks in this park and their associated air quality problems.  Also, the 
CityWest Link keeps Rozelle separated from Rozelle Bay itself. 
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Question F: 
If RMS insists on building the WestConnex junction at Rozelle, why not bury the 
CityWest Link with it as well?  
 
That way there could be one huge unifying park between Rozelle, North Annandale 
and Rozelle Bay, beckoning existing residents to the shoreline for recreation – such 
a recreational paradise would greatly lift land values in The Bays also, whereas 
WestConnex – as currently planned, will have the reverse effect.  
 
BaCC insists that WestConnex ventilation stacks in The Bays must be properly 
filtered to reduce pollution as much as possible, that a two track surface rail link 
from the Inner West light rail line must link with the White Bay Power Station 
through the Rozelle Rail Yards site and using the Victoria Road underpass. 
 
Question G: 
Is it within the remit of GSC to support and implement improved design for 
WestConnex, including proper ventilation and an underground road complex? 
Would an additional congestion toll paid by those willing to drive into The Bays along 
with high parking fees facilitate this objective?  

 
Recommendation 1: 
Green roofs should be mandatory on most, if not all, buildings built in future across 
The Bays and these should be open to the public 24/7 to expand the pedestrian 
realm. A series of footbridges between these green roofs could be employed to 
create additional linkages to form an impressive secondary ‘highline’ styled 
promenade, which would complement the waterfront option at a setback. This 
would maximise the public’s appreciation of the area and could also provide links to 
higher cliff tops like those in Pyrmont and Balmain.  
 
Recommendation 2: 
A quality green-link should be built linking Gordon Street in Rozelle with Annandale 
Street near the Rozelle Bay light rail stop.  If built as a wide vegetated viaduct, this 
could carry pedestrians and cyclists – but also light rail to White Bay, passing under 
the Victoria Road Bridge at a gentle decline. 
 
Recommendation 3: 
Car-parks should be scarce, with far more space reserved for green-space. This again, 
will encourage public transport use.  
 
Recommendation 4: 
A quality light rail spur must be planned to link White Bay to Rozelle Bay Light Rail 
stop.  This will be much cheaper if it uses the existing track corridors through the 
Goods Yards and under Victoria Road.  It will also compliment a future Metro station 
(if built).  
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There is a current lease held by RailCorp which carries two tracks to White Bay in 
the Goods Yards now – and RMS are looking to acquire it and to clear it for future 
roads only. Their plan is to do this ASAP and if they succeed, a future light rail link 
would prove far more expensive to implement.  
 

As a priority, Transport for NSW should ensure that the RailCorp easement be 
reserved as a future strategic corridor and its current infrastructure should remain 
intact. This corridor could then simply be re-conditioned (as was the rest of the 
Goods Line to Dulwich Hill) providing a cheaper light rail link to White Bay and 
Balmain very soon.  

 
Such implementation would prove a huge leap forward in reducing car-dependence 
across the Balmain Peninsula and within the Bays themselves. Extending the light 
rail spur to Barangaroo (via a tunnel) would mean The Bays are easily accessible 
from the new financial hub in the CBD, within mere minutes. 

 
Recommendation 5: 
The existing light rail should also have a pedestrian tunnel built from it to the 
existing fish market site, to overcome having to cross the road above – one of 
Sydney’s least appealing people places. The future fish market should also be very 
transit-oriented as a development, so that people drive far less. 

9. POLLUTION 

1. History and Current 

The three bays which form the area referred to as “The Bays Precinct” are White Bay, 

Rozelle Bay and Blackwattle Bay.  The densely populated suburbs of Balmain, Rozelle, 

Lilyfield, Annandale, Glebe and Pyrmont surround these bays.  

From early in the 19th century a variety of industries has been polluting their waters and 

therefore the sediment beneath is highly contaminated. 

Tanneries commenced on the shores from 1803, and other smaller industries joined 

them.  By 1828 metal foundries, coppersmiths and paint manufacturers  were 

established adjacent to Blackwattle Bay due to the availability of water, source of labour 

and the proximity to land and water transport.  The number of metal foundries 

increased to 14 between 1831 and 1851 (Taylor, Birch and Links 2004) factories 

manufacturing heavy electrical equipment, large oil refineries and power supply stations 

were also constructed in the period between the wars.  Post-World War 2 more light 

industries, such as the storage of arsenic treated timber, wholesalers and transport 

companies, were added to the mix. 

Areas have been infilled with estuarine sediment as well as with unknown general  

“dumped” rubbish of unknown nature.  These sediments contain heavy metals which 
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can threaten ground water, and toxins from the landfill continue to leech into the 

waters of the bays.   

The continued rapid urbanization around the bays further stresses the environment, 

particularly through human intervention due to the changes in water circulation, 

sedimentation, loss of habitat, decline in native species of vegetation and the toxic 

sediment.  

Research carried out by Professor Gavin Birch and others over the period of several 

decades provides evidence of the dangerously high levels of heavy metals, especially 

copper, lead and zinc,( levels of zinc in Rozelle and Blackwattle Bays is 2000-3000 parts 

million when the internationally accepted safe level is 410ppm) that are contained in the 

sediment of these bays.  According to Birch no technology currently exists that can 

“decontaminate” this sediment, it should remain undisturbed. (*)  

(*) Reference: History of Contaminated Sites in Sydney – Gavin Birch  

Recommendation 1: 

The three bays provide vital biological, economic and cultural functions for the 

suburbs around their shores, as well as to the wider community.  However, with 

pollution of the Bays being of such high levels it’s clearly not desirable to develop the 

foreshores and the activities upon the waters to an extent that further negatively 

impact on them.   

A significant increase in both the population and use of the waterways by mechanized 

craft is clearly not to the health of the natural and built environment. 

2. White Bay Cruise Terminal 

Pollution of different kinds occur in the area of Balmain near the White Bay Cruise Ship 

terminal.  The ‘bunker fuel’ is burned to provide on-board electricity for these larger 

vessels and this fuel has a high sulphur content.  Residents complain about the pungent 

odour of sulphur from these ships and are concerned about the effect this fuel maybe 

having on their health.  An ABC Background Briefing done in 2015 suggested one ship 

berthed for a day at White Bay produced the equivalent toxins of one million cars. . 

Cruise ship pollution mixed with numerous unfiltered exhaust stacks from WestConnex 

(including the Western Harbour Tunnel) planned across Rozelle and the Balmain 

Peninsula, means the pollution of the area may well rival that of the old industrial age. 

This could pose a major deterrent to people investing in new developments, especially 

given some of these will likely be high-rise living.    

In addition to the odour of the ships’ fuel, the noise created by music and loudspeaker 

announcements, and vibrations caused by the engines and generators all of which result 

in sleep deprivation, breathing problems and the need to have windows closed.   
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There were over 110 such ships berth there in 2016.  The site is not serviced by any form 

of public transport so a series of cars continually move in and out of the terminal.  Each 

ship carries up to 2000 passengers and a significant number of crew members, so 

movement in and out of the terminal has a significant negative impact on the 

neighbouring community.  Additional problems are caused by the movement of 

maintenance, service and goods delivery vehicles. 

Recommendation 2: 

Any future development in The Bays Precinct must take into consideration the needs 

of all who currently live and work within it.  Pollution in the bays’ water and 

sediments, in areas of the foreshore and in the air are already at an unacceptable 

level. 

10. HERITAGE 
1. Environmental Heritage 

Liveability - Section 4.7.1 - “Conserve and enhance the Central District’s environmental 

heritage...”  

Page 112 - “Protecting and enhancing the District’s diverse landscapes, seasides and 

ridge lines will help ensure the Central District remains a great place to live.” 

Comment 

BaCC welcomes and supports these aims. When development of former industrial sites 

was planned, headland view-lines to the harbour were negotiated by Leichhardt Council 

and the community.  BaCC asks that this approach to protecting and enhancing our 

natural environment should be mandated by GSC? 

Recommendation 1: 

Development “opportunities” should have mandatory safeguards in place for 

headland view-lines to the harbour and public, accessible foreshore access.  BaCC asks 

that this approach to protecting and enhancing our environmental heritage be 

mandated by GSC 

2. Arts and Culture 

Section 4.7.2 “Support the creative arts and culture...” 

Comment 

BaCC recognises that the list of major venues and organisations cannot be exhaustive 

but request inclusion of the PowerHouse Museum at Ultimo in the Central District Plan.  

This building, within its precinct, presents an important, cultural link between the past, 

present and future. 

Recommendation 2: 
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BaCC requests that the PowerHouse Museum remain in its current location, with 

streetscape protection, and request its inclusion in the Central District Plan. 

3. Glebe Island Bridge 

“The Glebe Island Bridge, across Johnstons Bay, is of state significance as it demonstrates 

one of the earliest examples of an electric-powered swing bridge in Australia.” (*) 

(*) Ref: NSW Office of Environment & Heritage. 

The community wants to see Glebe Island Bridge returned to its former glory and reinstated 

as an important pedestrian / cycling / light rail transport link from the Bays Precinct to the 

inner city.   

Its importance as an Item of Significance has been recognised (April 2013).  Apart from 

being a valuable heritage, industrial and community item, it could provide essential public 

access (walk / cycle / wheel chair / light rail) between Balmain, Rozelle and other suburbs  

to and from the Central Business District. 

Recommendation 3: 

GSC to include a specific reference to preservation and public reuse of the Glebe Island 

Bridge in the Central District Plan. 

4. Existing Heritage Networks 

 

Comment 

Scant mention of Heritage protection has been compounded by omission of existing 

heritage focused groups. 

 

The Inner West has a strong focus on heritage at both Council and community level 

which dates back many decades. All three Councils had strong heritage committees and 

the new Inner West Council has established a Planning and Heritage Committee. A vast 

array of community groups across the Inner West maintain a specific focus on all aspects 

of heritage which include built heritage, open spaces, heritage seawalls, cultural, religious 

and social heritage, walking trails and memorials to people of significance. 

 

Development Assessment policy must remain focused on heritage and the need for 

Heritage Impact Statements (where applicable) should be maintained when development 

applications are put forward. 

Recommendation 4: 

If the District Plan is to be “in tune” with the history, life, environment and culture of 

the Inner West, then it needs to more deeply reflect the desires of Council and the 

community and to place a much greater focus on heritage matters. 

 


