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SOUTH 

Implementation and monitoring actions How much do you agree with the following 
priorities/actions?  

Action IM1: Align land use planning and infrastructure planning  

 

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

The partners listed are Infrastructure NSW (INSW) transport (tfNSW) and NSW Health.  

Local governmentt has been left out of the mix which is a great oversight. Local communities must have a 

say in these vital matters.  

There is no detail on funding for infrastructure. Developers and investors have been reaping all the benefits 

from increased development, while not contributing to local infrastructure or amenity. This leaves 

communities  distrustful of planning priorities. 



 

There is strong community opposition to the Sydenham-Bankstown. Metro. We do not want a privately 

operated service. We remain steadfastly opposed to the ripping up of a perfectly good heavy rail line that 

accommodates  double-decker trains.  We do not want heritage railway stations along the line alerted in 

the unsympathetic way described, and we are appalled that the business case and costings have not 

been released publicly - this is highly suspicious. We are concerned that land-use planning along the 

corridor will be aligned with the profits of a private Metro operator. This is not in the public interest. 

IM2: Develop a framework to monitor growth and change in Greater Sydney  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

Again, local communities must be involved. 

IM3: Develop an interactive information hub – the Greater Sydney Dashboard  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

   

   
This presents as meaningless jargon. What is required in more integrity and transparency in planning  to 

restore some public confidence and trust. This means involving local communities in local planning; it 

means the Premier, and relevant ministers, revealing costings to the public. It means removing conflicts of 

interest, such as banning developers, and those in the property market, from public office. 

IM4: Report on local planning (the outcome being “Improve the understanding of the effectiveness of 

District Plans in delivering on the stated priorities and actions “) 

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

This statement is arrogant, and the outcome should be to improve the effectiveness and appropriateness of 

the District Plan by liaising more closely with local governments and communities. The Greater Sydney 

Commission is not an elected group of elected representatives. 

Productivity priorities and actions  

P1: Coordinate planning and infrastructure delivery to grow the Kogarah health and education super 

precinct  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

Has the community of Kogarah been consulted adequately about this? Where is the money coming from? 

Will the outcome be improved public or private facilities? The community is increasingly concerned about 

public money, and public land, being used to assist large private corporations, whether this is in the 

education, health or infrastructure sector. 



P3: Develop better understanding of the value and operation of employment and urban services land  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

The desired outcome in an “Increase in total jobs “ would be the best outcome, but how will this be 

achieved? 

Liveability priorities and actions  

L1: Prepare local housing strategies - the desired outcome is “Increase in diversity of housing choice “.  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

Liveability priority 1: Deliver South Districts five-year housing 
targets 
What are these targets for Hurlstone Park/Canterbury? 
 
According to the Canterbury-Bankstown Express 11/10/2015 theG overnment plans for 36,000 dwellings 
along the Sydenham/Bankstown Metro line over 20 years. Not having an approximate number for 
Hurlstone Park, the station and environs, means that developers and Councils, under the guise of fulfilling 
the targets can manipulate the numbers and density of developments. This is the case for all the stations 
along the line. Canterbury station, for instance, has experienced a massive increase in development 
since the Draft Metro Plan was released in 2015, even before work on the new line has begun. 
 
So far the only “opportunities” Councils seem to have adopted for “creating the capacity to deliver the 
Government’s strategic housing supply targets” (Action L2) involving the construction of nests of high rise 
towers in areas that might have been industrial and/or residential with no consideration given to how these 
developments integrate into the surrounding environment in terms of character and community. 
It is vitally important that local communities continue to have a say in local development and planning.  

The proposed changes to conforming development, for example, have the potential to create disputes 

between neighbours and disharmony in the community, and “uglify” local streetscapes. Given that you 

cannot legislate for taste, the winding back of the DA process is a concerning precedent. 

In fact, the DA process needs to made more robust. For example, anybody that has links with the council 

should have to declare that on the DA., not simply if they’ve made a donation.  It is also essential that in 

every DA there is oversight on the building materials used. Much has been imported that does not comply 

with our building standards and has caused multi story fires. 

There also needs to be a review of the demolition clause in the standard instrument LEP, so that homes and 

structures with potential heritage value can be protected. 

L2: Identify the opportunities to create the capacity to deliver 20-year strategic housing supply targets  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

The housing targets are not acceptable. The Canterbury area has already been subject to intense and 

inappropriate development recent years. Canterbury Road is subject to increased traffic congestion and 



“wind tunnel” effects due to higher rise developments in close proximity to each other. According to an 

analysis of ABS data by the Greens, reported in the SMH (Feb 7, 2017), the Canterbury area had 2,428 new 

dwellings over target while many areas of Sydney had an under-supply. This is unfair and unbalanced.  

Again, it appears that housing target along the Canterbury-Bankstown line are linked to the planned Metro 

which is fiercely opposed.  

According to the department of Planning, the Sydenham-Bankstown corridor is already “one of Sydney’s 

most densely populated and ethnically diverse regions.” 

L3: Councils to increase housing capacity across the District  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

Housing capacity must be increased within the confines of heritage considerations, and without the loss of 

green space. In the Canterbury-Bankstown area several smaller areas of green space are at risk, including 

small parks. The loss of green space for housing directly contradicts other aims of the South District plan 

such as creating great places to live and sustainability priorities. 

L4: Encourage housing diversity  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

This concept is positive, as long as it results in less high-rise apartments. It will be important to consider 

heritage preservation and enhancement, and not dilute local planning control and community 

participation. 

These are critical priorities that should be more seriously dealt with by Government and not handed over to 
developers via Council planning regulations which allow developers to lift building heights to accommodate 
mandated affordable/social housing targets or create “New Generation Boarding Houses” without 
feasibility studies to ensure vulnerable residents have access to the support networks they need. It’s a cop 
out and it will impact negatively on communities in the future. Such developments will stigmatise the lower 
paying residents and will undoubtedly be of inferior quality. Developers are not known for their community 
spirit! To take this path Sydney runs the risk of becoming like East Berlin before the fall of the Wall. 
 

Provide design-led planning to support high quality urban design 
 
This is not listed as a “priority” but high quality urban design is critical for the “future precinct character” of 
our suburb. Recent developments in Hurlstone Park and around Canterbury Station have shown a decided 
lack of will to create an environment, both for the residents of the development itself and the local 
community, that is truly inspiring. Where buildings are on transport corridors such as Canterbury and New 
Canterbury Roads there are no setbacks so apartments overlook constant heavy traffic so are subject to 
noise and air pollution. There are no green spaces around or within the buildings to enhance public areas 
and provide relief from the concrete mass. Any random tracts of land offered to meet LEP requirements for 
public amenity often become dumping grounds or settings for anti-social behaviour rather than 
comfortable, safe thoroughfares or recreational spaces. 
 
The green space formula for development is not serving the community adequately. Deflecting green space 
outside the development itself merely creates urban wastelands where concrete prevails. Serious green 



space, setbacks (especially close to hostile urban environments such as heavy traffic thoroughfares) and 
trees for canopy should be a mandatory element of any future urban planning regulations. This will assist 
in protecting, enhancing and extending the urban canopy and contribute towards mitigating urban heat 
island effects. It will also provide more attractive public spaces that encourage walking. 
 
L5: Independently assess need and viability.   (to “Increase in affordable rental housing”)  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

How will this be achieved?  Will it involve the use of more private consultants? 

It will, also be important that local communities and community-based stakeholders are involved.  

New Generation Boarding houses, for example, require more than bricks-and-mortar and land-use 

assessment approach. For example, the capacity of local mental health and drug health services, and 

general practitioners, to service the special needs of residents of boarding houses would need to be 

assessed. Planning guidelines largely ignore the social aspects of such developments and place no onus on 

applicants to assess local service provision in any meaningful way.  

L6: Support councils to achieve additional affordable housing  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

The affordable housing scenario MUST be spread evenly throughout the Council area. All this housing, if it 

is built must not be concentrated in small areas to prevent the “low income housing scenario”. Here the 

onus should be placed on developers to accept lower profit margins. Developers reap multiple benefits 

from planning policies when areas are up-zoned and public land is released.  

The State should continue to pressure their federal counterparts to reform the taxation laws that favours 

investors over owner-occupiers.  

Therefore, the federal government should be a partner in this strategy. 

A developer obsession with high density is not the way to achieve “housing diversity” (Action L4). Recently 
the Inner West Courier published an article highlighting the large number of derelict, unused and public 
menace dwellings of all types throughout the inner city. Such places exist everywhere and, at a time when 
housing is a critical issue, to continue to disrupt communities by forcing people out of homes they have 
lived in for years and not tap this potential resource is hard to fathom. Perhaps Councils can identify such 
spaces and investigate the possibility of imposing fines on owners who don’t comply with set standards of 
maintenance. This could have the effect of releasing more spaces for development. If nothing else it would 
encourage owners to pay more attention to the upkeep of their property. 
 
Much has been written about strategies to encourage seniors to downsize. However, surveys show that 
many seniors who want to move out of large homes do not want to downsize into an upsize high rise. They 
would prefer a smaller dwelling, such as a town house, with green space. The vast majority of units in high 
rise developments are studios or one bedroom units. There may be a smaller number of two bedroom units 
but rarely three, never four. This arrangement would seem to limit the choice for families but be favourable 
to investors who can take advantage of the lower mortgage for higher rent. A win/win for developers and 
investors! 
 



Suburbs such as Hurlstone Park, consisting mainly of single/low rise dwellings are attractive places to live 
because they have predominantly preserved their character. It’s important that this character is not 
diminished by too much, too high, development. 
 
The old Federation homes are a treasured part of the diversity the Greater Sydney Commission aims to 
deliver to the people of Sydney. 
 
L7: Provide guidance on Affordable Rental Housing Targets  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

For many residents of heritage suburbs such as Hurlstone Park preserving local character is a passion as 
they recognise that connecting with the past through architecture and the gardens, tree canopies and 
green spaces that invariably go with it add a different dimension to an area.  
 
To remove all architectural history to accommodate more high rise of dubious quality and sustainability 
simply to get more people on a train or bus into the city for work is a travesty. It would be, on the surface  
the kind of housing solutions favoured by Communist countries in Soviet times that are now being 
enthusiastically dismantled in favour of more people-friendly environments where heritage is being 
revalued and reinstated. 
 
The onus must be placed on developers to quarantine a certain percentage of each development for social 

housing, for affordable housing, and for owner occupiers.  

L8: Undertake broad approaches to facilitate affordable housing  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

This should include continuing to lobby the federal government to institute tax reform that currently 

favours investors over owner-occupiers.   

L9: Coordinate infrastructure planning and delivery for growing communities.  (aiming for a “Change in 

industry perceptions “)  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

This should include developers paying a significant levy towards local infrastrcutre, and reducing their profit 

margins – not at the expense of build quality -  for the good on the entire community.  

L10: Provide data and projections on population and dwellings for local government areas across Greater 

Sydney (to “Contribute to more informed infrastructure investment decisions, strategic planning and plan 

making “) 

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 



It will be important that the GSC listens to the raft of experts who have opined about deficiencies in 

planning in NSW to date. The community has rightly felt that the only truthful account of the Government’s 

plans have been those published in the papers, and in articles by experts such as Prof Elizabeth Farrelly.  

L11: Provide design-led planning to support high quality urban design 

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

It is vitally important that local communities and councils have significant input to design led planning. It 

was disappointing at community workshops run by DPE that the worst case scenario was offered, then 

suggestions sought on how to minimise the impact eg though terracing of high-rise buildings. This was not 

consultative. 

L12: Develop guidelines for safe and healthy built environments  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

Preserving current green spaces is vital -  of pockets parks, reserves, golf courses and other green zones 

needs to be retained and zoning strengthened. Increased population demands more green space. 

L13: Conserve and enhance environmental heritage including District’s Aboriginal, European and natural  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

In Hurlstone Park, incorporating the proposed Heritage Conservation areas, and protecting streetscapes in 

suburbs with significant heritage appeal will be important. A review of the demolition clause in council LEPs 

should aim to protect heritage-style buildings form hasty demolition.  

L14: Develop a South District sport and recreation participation strategy and sport and recreation facility 

plan  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

This is a good idea and should incorporate protection of exiting green zones. The rebuilding and 

enhancement of existing sporting and recreation facilities is essential. 

L15: Support planning for shared spaces  (to “Increase the provision of community facilities, including open 

space”).  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

Local communities and local resident and business groups need to be extensively consulted in this matter.  

L16: Support planning for school facilities  



Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

The partners should also include local P & Cs who have valuable knowledge about demographics and 

needs. 

L17: Support the provision of culturally appropriate services 

 

L18: Support planning for emergency services  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

Over preceding decades we have witnessed the closure of local ambulance and police stations. With 

increases in populations, this needs to be addressed.  

L19: Support planning for cemeteries and crematoria  

Sustainability priorities and actions  

The proposed priorities and actions for a sustainable South District are based on the District’s two distinct 
areas: the urbanised landscape generally north of Port Hacking and the southern and western areas of large 
expanses of native vegetation, and Defence lands at Holsworthy Military Reserve and the Royal and 
Heathcote National Parks. The quality of storm water entering waterways will be improved, wetlands and 
riparian corridors protected and connections to green spaces and public access along waterway foreshores 
improved.  

S1: Review criteria for monitoring water quality and waterway health  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

S2: Update information on areas of high environmental value  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

The Cook’s River and Greenway are areas to consider for special attention. 

S3: Use funding programs to deliver the South District Green Grid priorities 

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

Some if this should come from levies on developers and investors who to date have failed to contribute in 

any meaningful way to local communities in which they seek to increase their wealth. 



S4: Develop support tools and methodologies for local open space planning.  (for “Improved utilisation of 

open space and increased provision of open space “) 

It will also be important maintain small pocket parks and green areas scattered throughout suburbs to 

provide relief, light and breathing space between buildings.  A story in the Canterbury-Bankstown Express 

in February 2016 advised that 16 reserves in the Bankstown area were at risk of being sold for 

development.  A story in the SMH 12 March 2017 about more than 70 green spaces in Sydney being at risk 

was very concerning. 

The State government was rightly criticised for destroying a unique environment at Wolli Creek for use as a 

storage site parking station for equipment for the similarly controversial Westconnex. 

Protection of exiting green space and endangered habits should therefore be a priority. 

S5: Update the Urban Green Cover in NSW Technical Guidelines to respond to solar access to roofs  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

S6: Identify land for future waste reuse and recycling  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

This sounds like a good idea. 

S7: Embed the NSW Climate Change Policy Framework into local planning decisions  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

S8: Support the development of initiatives for a sustainable low carbon future  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

S9: Support the development of environmental performance targets and benchmarks  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

S10: Incorporate the management of urban heat into planning for urban renewal projects and Priority 

Growth Areas  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 



S11: Review the guidelines for air quality and noise measures for development near rail corridors and 

busy roads  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

S12: Identify and map potential high impact areas for noise and air pollution  

Strongly 
Disagree  

Neutral  Strongly Agree  

 

  



Other  
Do you have any further comments for our consideration? 

 

 The draft plan reads as a glossy promotions rather than a document to inform the public. Sweeping 

statements such as “creating great place” are not supported by any detail. This was a weakness with 

the draft Urban renewal Strategy for Sydenham-Bankstown . We require planning that is in touch with 

local communities and what they see as “great”.   

 Many communities, such as Hurlstone Park, feel they are already living in a great place, and high-rise 

development would be inappropriate. We do not want an ongoing situation where developers and 

investors to continue to reap monetary benefits to the detriment of communities. 

 There is scant detail on how heritage will be protected. Morris Iemma, the South District 

Commissioner, has stated, on the record, that Hursltone Park is a unique area that should not be 

subject to intense development. The community is awaiting the second stage of the Hurlstone Park 

heritage assessment. It will be important that development controls are robust to not only prevent 

destruction of heritage buildings, but to avoid diluting the heritage appeal of streetscapes and 

neighbourhoods. 

 The plan is lacking in the integrity required to restore some community confidence to planning. There 

is little explanation of the many negative consequences of increased growth in the area and 

costings/business cases of major projects such as the Metro have not been released which reduces 

public trust ion the planning process.  

 Housing target increases are too high and not supported by detail of providing infrastructure to meet 

increased demand. The Canterbury area has already been subject to intense development. 

 The Canterbury area is already ahead of target with new dwellings and the Sydenham-Bankstown 

corridor is already one of the most densely populated in Sydney.  

 Housing targets should be down-graded, especially in the Canterbury area, to ensure the suburbs 

remain great places to live. A more balanced approached, with more even development across Sydney, 

and in rural NSW, is required.  

 Housing targets are linked to the proposed Metro, and there is fierce community opposition to this 

proposal. The Metro will also lead to compulsory acquisitions along the line, and the process of such 

acquisitions for the West Connex was handled poorly.  

 The Metro should stop at Sydenham. The existing heavy rail line, with its heritage stations and 

double-decker trains, should not be replaced at great expense to the public, and it should not be 

privately operated.   

 While A Plan for Growing Sydney includes an integrated transport system, is t is concerning that the 

planned Sydenham-Bankstown Metro does not connect with the existing rail network. It appears it will 

also result a loss of stops at Erskineville, St Peters and Redfern, which are some of the most heavily 

used stations along the line. It appears , paradoxically, that the Metro is aimed at cutting connections 

with the existing public transport system.  

 



 The Draft Medium Density Housing code is another mechanism for removing community consultation 

in local development and is not supported. Local planning  controls should be retained and, in fact, 

made more robust by , for example, strengthening rules around demolition of possible heritage homes 

by developers (i.e review demolition clause in LEP), and ensuring developers declare ANY conflict of 

interest, such as having any links to council or planning bodies.  

 Offering a range of housing options is a positive concept, particularly in suburbs of high heritage value 

such as Hurlstone Park. Town houses are an appropriate option,  high-rise units are not.  

 Addressing the issues of affordable housing is paramount, but the plan offers scant details. It is 

important that housing is not just viewed as a land-use and bricks-and -mortar issue. An example is the 

concept of New generation Boarding Houses - it is inappropriate that applicants are not required to 

conduct feasibility studies to ensure vulnerable residents have access to the support networks they 

would require.   

 A “change in industry perceptions” as envisaged by the Liveability Priorities of the plan is welcomed. It 

is hoped that this includes developers accepting more narrow profit margins, giving back to the 

community, and consulting with the community at the outset. The balance of power has rested with 

developers for too long. Especially in areas like Hurlstone park, full of heritage homes a street-scapes, 

a developer should be required to prove the worth of their development to the community, rather 

than the community being forced to react to poor development proposals. 

 Developers must be mandated to contribute to local infrastructure, and provide a fair percentage of 

housing that is affordable for both rentals and owner-occupiers.  

 The sustainability section does not suitably address the loss of green space along-side housing targets. 

It also does not address ensuring green spaces are incorporated into developments to allow for light, 

leisure clothes drying and the like. 

 

 




