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Submission	to	the	Greater	Sydney	Commission	 	
on	the	draft	South	and	Central	District	Plans	

	
About	us	
We	 are	 long	 term	 residents	 of	 Hurlstone	 Park,	 having	 moved	 into	 our	 current	 house	 in	
March	 1995.	We	were	 attracted	 to	 Hurlstone	 Park	 because	 it	 is	 less	 that	 10km	 from	 the	
Sydney	CBD,	with	wide,	quiet,	 tree-lined	streets,	mostly	 free	standing	housing	 stock	and	a	
village	atmosphere.	Our	‘communities	of	interest’	–	where	we	work,	shop	and	socialise	–	are	
the	 inner	 west	 suburbs:	 such	 as	 Summer	 Hill,	 Leichhardt,	 Newtown,	 and	 Glebe.	 Very	
occasionally,	we	travel	as	far	west	as	Campsie.	
	
What	are	our	main	concerns	with	the	draft	South	and	Central	District	Plans?	
The	draft	District	Plans	are	big	on	colour	and	movement	and	light	on	detail.	This	was	one	of	
the	problems	with	the	draft	Sydenham	to	Bankstown	Urban	Renewal	Corridor	Strategy,	and	
undermines	 public	 confidence	 in	 planning	 processes.	 What	 is	 marketed	 as	 community	
consultation	is	a	tick-a-box	exercise,	because	the	devil	is	always	in	the	detail.	
	
Asking	 communities	 to	 be	 ok	with	 zoning	 changes	 to	 allow	 for	 “medium	 rise”	 buildings	 is	
problematic	when	“medium	rise”	means	anything	up	 to	7	 stories,	with	no	assurances	 that	
neighbouring	 properties	 would	 not	 lose	 amenity	 and	 value	 from	 being	 overlooked	 and	
suffering	loss	of	natural	light.	
	
The	draft	District	Plans	do	not	adequately	recognise	very	different	communities	of	interest	 	
In	 the	 same	 way	 as	 we	 opposed	 –	 and	 still	 oppose	 –	 the	 creation	 of	 the	 Canterbury	
Bankstown	Council	while	Hurlstone	Park	 is	 included	 in	 its	boundaries,	we	oppose	the	draft	
South	District	Plan	because	it	fails	to	show	how	our	interests,	as	a	small	‘border’	community,	
will	be	addressed.	 	
	
It	 is	 essential	 that	 the	 South	 District	 Plan	 –	 and	 the	 Central	 District	 Plan	 –	 recognise	 that	
decisions	that	impact	on	land	zoning	and	use,	infrastructure	and	services	in	Ashfield,	Dulwich	
Hill,	 Summer	 Hill,	 Marrickville,	 Tempe,	 Stanmore,	 Enmore,	 Petersham,	 Lewisham,	
Camperdown,	 Leichhardt	 and	all	 the	way	 through	 to	 the	CBD,	will	 have	 significantly	more	
impact	on	us	as	residents	of	Hurlstone	Park	than	anything	that	might	happen	in	Bankstown,	
Miranda,	or	Cronulla.	 (With	all	due	respect	 to	 the	 residents	of	Cronulla,	we’ve	never	been	
there	 in	the	25	years	we	have	 lived	 in	Sydney	and	have	absolutely	no	desire	to	do	so.	Any	
more	than	Cronulla	residents	are	likely	to	want	to	spend	their	time	in	the	inner	west.)	
	



New	 housing	 targets	 for	 Canterbury-Bankstown	 are	 too	 high	 (and	 silver-spoon	 suburbs	
aren’t	pulling	their	weight)	
To	be	credible,	all	of	the	District	Plans	need	to	spread	population	growth	equitably.	It’s	not	a	
good	look	when	the	amenity	of	suburbs	characterised	by	harbour	side	mansions	is	protected,	
at	the	expense	of	areas	like	ours.	 	
Canterbury-Bankstown	has	already	approved	more	than	5,000	new	dwellings	over	the	NSW	
Government’s	targets,	with	more	than	2,400	more	dwellings	approved	for	Canterbury	than	
its	2016	target	of	806.	Yet	the	Greater	Sydney	Commission	is	targeting	an	additional	13,250	
new	dwellings	for	the	area	over	the	next	5	years.	 	 	
	
Based	 on	 Planning’s	 proposed	 merger	 document,	 the	 council	 that	 would	 comprise	 the	
Mosman,	North	Sydney	and	Willoughby	local	government	areas	(LGAs)	would	only	grow	by	a	
total	 of	 4,550	 new	 dwellings	 under	 the	 Greater	 Sydney	 Commission’s	 draft	 North	 District	
Plan	–	1,250	in	Willoughby,	3,000	in	North	Sydney	and	300	in	Mosman.	
	
Yes,	there	are	differences	in	the	size	of	the	LGAs	(Canterbury-Bankstown	is	around	110km2	

and	 the	proposed	new	council	 is	 a	 little	under	half	 the	 size).	 There	are	also	differences	 in	
population	and	the	number	of	dwellings.	Canterbury-Bankstown	is	already	home	to	around	
350,000	people	 living	 in	some	114,000	dwellings	(as	at	the	2011	census)	and	the	proposed	
council	 has	 a	 population	of	 around	175,000	 living	 in	 75,716	dwellings	 (based	on	 the	2011	
census).	 	
	
However,	all	of	the	people	living	in	the	areas	comprising	the	current	Mosman,	North	Sydney	
and	Willoughby	LGAs	live	within	10km	from	the	Sydney	CBD,	in	areas	of	high	socio-economic	
advantage,	and	with	access	 to	 significant	 levels	of	 infrastructure	and	services.	By	contrast,	
most	of	the	Canterbury-Bankstown	LGA	is	located	significantly	further	from	the	Sydney	CBD,	
with	much	 lower	 levels	 of	 socio-economic	 advantage,	 and	much	 lower	 levels	 of	 access	 to	
infrastructure	and	services.	 	
	
Electorally,	guess	which	areas	vote	Liberal	and	which	vote	Labor?	
	
Commentary	in	the	Sydney	Morning	Herald,	following	release	of	the	draft	District	Plans,	tells	
the	story	well:	
	

The	 release	 this	week	 of	 district	 plans	 by	 the	Greater	 Sydney	 Commission	 potentially	
foreshadows	a	new	era	in	Sydney	planning,	which	may	mean	a	new	look	and	feel	for	the	
city's	 neighbourhoods	 and	 for	 how	we	move	between	 them.	 There	 is	 that	 possibility.	
But	it	is	also	apparent	that,	for	all	the	power	of	the	documents,	the	district	plans	at	this	
stage	largely	imply	the	status	quo.	
	
Why	 are	 these	 documents	 powerful?	 They	 are	 powerful	 because	 they	 set	 out	 the	
number	of	dwellings	that	councils	will	be	required	to	help	provide	in	the	next	five	years	
and	beyond.	 The	 documents	 provide	 the	 broad	 framework	within	which	 suburbs	 and	
centres	may	change,	and	within	which	councils	may	change	them…	
	
According	 to	 the	 commission's	 targets,	 Hunters	 Hill	 is	 to	 increase	 in	 size	 by	 150	
dwellings	 in	 the	next	 five	years.	Woollahra,	which	takes	 in	 the	Turnbull	 family's	Point	
Piper	shack,	will	grow	by	300	dwellings,	and	Mosman	by	300.	
	
These	 targets	 are	 infinitesimal	 compared	 with	 those	 in	 the	 rest	 of	 the	 city.	 Taken	
together,	 the	750	new	dwellings	 for	 these	waterside	 locations	will	 be	 less	 than	8	per	



cent	of	the	10,150	new	dwellings	to	be	built	in	Bayside	Council,	made	up	of	the	former	
Rockdale	 and	 Botany	 councils.	 They	 are	 barely	 5	per	 cent	 of	 the	 13,250	 houses	 and	
apartments	 targeted	 for	 the	 Canterbury-Bankstown	 area.	 (Sydney	 Morning	 Herald,	
Greater	Sydney	Commission	–	The	more	things	change	the	more	they	stay	the	same.	23	
November	2016.	Emphasis	added)	

	
Existing	 infrastructure	 is	 already	 groaning	 under	 the	 weight	 of	 new	 residential	
development	
Exponential	 growth	 in	 medium	 rise	 development	 on	 New	 Canterbury	 Road,	 Canterbury,	
Hurlstone	Park	 and	Dulwich	Hill,	 as	well	 as	 on	Canterbury	Road	at	 Summer	Hill/Lewisham	
has	already	created	traffic	chaos.	
	
Things	are	only	going	to	get	worse,	when	the	Bankstown	T3	 line	 is	shut	down	to	build	 the	
metro.	 	
	
The	South	(and	Central	District)	Plans	need	to	spell	out:	

• what	new	 infrastructure	and	services	will	be	 implemented	 to	support	 the	growth	
targets	

• and	 demonstrate	 timeframes	 for	 delivery	 of	 those	 additional	 infrastructure	 and	
services	 that	 will	 ensure	 additional	 capacity	 is	 delivered	 ahead	 of	 additional	
population	growth.	

	
This	 is	 necessary	 both	 to	 ensure	 that	 the	 liveability	 and	 amenity	 of	 our	 community	 is	 not	
further	 eroded	 as	 population	 growth	 continues	 to	 outstrip	 supporting	 infrastructure	
investment.	 	
	
Heritage	areas	under	threat	
There	is	scant	detail	on	how	heritage	in	Hurlstone	Park	will	be	protected.	Morris	Iemma,	the	
District	Commissioner	for	the	area,	has	stated,	on	the	record,	that	Hurlstone	Park	is	a	unique	
area	that	should	not	be	subject	to	intense	development,	and	the	community	is	awaiting	the	
second	stage	of	the	Hurlstone	Park	heritage	assessment.	Development	controls	need	to	be	
robust	enough	to	prevent	destruction	of	heritage	buildings	and	to	avoid	diluting	the	heritage	
appeal	 of	 streetscapes	 and	 neighbourhoods.	 (See	 also	 concerns	 about	 Planning’s	 draft	
Medium	Density	Housing	Code,	below.)	

Planning’s	draft	Medium	Density	Housing	Code	is	a	significant	concern	
The	draft	Medium	Density	Housing	Code	looks	like	another	mechanism	for	removing	
community	consultation	in	local	development	and	is	opposed.	 	

Local	planning	controls	should	be	made	more	robust.	At	the	moment,	the	law	apparently	
allows	would-be	developers	(some	of	whom	are/were	on	councils)	to	demolish	structures	
before	a	Development	Application	for	the	site	is	approved.	How	is	this	appropriate?	

Compensation	 for	 compulsory	 acquisition	 for	 new	 infrastructure	 should	 be	 based	 on	 a	
reinstatement	right	
The	 handling	 of	 the	 compulsory	 acquisition	 process	 for	 WestConnex	 has	 heightened	
community	concern	about	new	infrastructure	development	and	what	it	means	to	them.	
	
While	the	NSW	Government	has	rejected	the	Russel	review’s	recommendation	–	justified,	in	
part,	 by	 the	 argument	 that	people	want	 to	 “improve	 their	 position	by	 acquiring	 a	 ‘better’	
home	–	rather	it	is	to	secure	a	reasonably	equivalent	dwelling”	(Government	Response,	page	
42)	–	in	Sydney’s	fast	moving	market,	where	supply	is	tight,	the	assessed	market	value	may	



not	be	enough	for	a	person	to	find	a	‘reasonably	equivalent	dwelling.’	This	is	especially	the	
case	 where	 housing	 stock	 is	 dwindling	 to	 make	 way	 for	 new	 infrastructure	 or	 other	
developments.	
	
To	protect	individual	rights,	a	person	whose	home	is	being	compulsorily	acquired	should	not	
be	worse	 off	 –	 or	 they	 have	 not	 been	 restored	 to	 their	 previous	 position.	 	 This	 is	 a	 core	
tenant	of	protecting	 individual	 rights.	 They	 should	 receive	 compensation	 that	would	allow	
them	 to	 relocate	 in	 their	 suburb	 (or	 a	 reasonably	 equivalent	 suburb),	 in	 a	 dwelling	of	 the	
same	size	and	no	worse	condition.	 	
	
Fixing	 this	 problem	 will	 go	 some	 way	 to	 helping	 the	 community	 to	 accept	 the	 vision	 for	
Sydney	that	the	Greater	Sydney	Commission	has	been	established	to	develop	and	drive.	
	
	
	
	

	
	
We	consent	for	this	submission	to	be	published,	subject	to	our	personal	 information	being	
removed/redacted.	
	
	




