
 
As concerned residents of Hurlstone Park we write to object with the Draft South District Plan in its 
current form. 
 
 

1. Liveability priorities and actions 
 
L1: Prepare local housing strategies - the desired outcome is “Increase in diversity of housing choice”. 
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.   
 
Take a look at what is happening along Canterbury Road.  We have concrete tower after concrete 
tower being erected.   Are families with young children to live in these monstrosities?  Where is the 
green space on these properties for the children to play? There are no townhouses or villa homes 
being built and individual family homes are becoming harder to find and more expensive to purchase 
as they are being snapped up by greedy developers who put up these generic buildings built virtually 
boundary to boundary in order the maximise profit without any thought placed in the liability and 
environment for future inhabitants.  
 
In anything, 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. 
 
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 
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.   
Canterbury Road at Canterbury Railway Station is in complete shade for the majority of the day.   
 
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 
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. 
 



All these high rise concrete monstrosities add to the heating effect – there is no green space 
incorporated at ground level in order to cool the atmosphere and absorb some of the heat generated.  
It is not in the interest of developers because this will eat into developer profit. 
 
L4: Encourage housing diversity 
Housing diversity is important, as long as it results in less high-rise apartments. It will be important to 
consider heritage preservation and and enhancement, and not dilute local planning control and 
community participation. 
 
Unit development is appropriate as long as it is in keeping with the heights of surrounding buildings 
and streetscapes.   
 
L5: Independently assess need and viability (to “Increase in affordable rental housing”) 
More information regarding how this will be achieved is needed.  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. 
 
As it stands affordable housing is a very attractive profit making machine for developers.  They get to 
bypass various taxes, and receive many incentives to build “affordable housing”.  A 12 sq m room (for 
example a new generation boarding house) at a rental of $400 to $500 per week is not what is truly 
considered “affordable”.  
 
L6: Support councils to achieve additional affordable housing 
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 taxation law that favours 
investors owner-occupiers.  Therefore, the federal government should be a partner in this strategy.  
This should include continuing to lobby the federal government to institute tax reform that currently 
favours investors over owner-occupiers. 
 
There should be an onus on developers to quarantine a certain percentage of each development for 
social housing, for affordable housing, and for owner occupiers. 
 
L9: Coordinate infrastructure planning and delivery for growing communities (aiming for a “Change 
in industry perceptions “) 
This should include developers paying a significant levy towards local infrastructure, and reducing 
their profit margins 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 “) 
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 
Again, it will be important that local communities and councils have significant input here. It was 
disappointing at community workshops run by DPE that the worse case scenario was offered, then 
suggestions sought on how to minimise the impact e.g though terracing of high-rise buildings. This 
was not consultative. 
 
What we are seeing along the Sydenham to Bankstown area is not high quality urban design.   
 
L12: Develop guidelines for safe and healthy built environments 
Again, preserving current green spaces will be vital - of pockets parks, reserves, golf courses and other 
green zones needs to be retained. 
 
All developments MUST have substantial plantings and green space included in order to create a 
cooling affect.  In addition the use of solar power must be incorporated into any future developments 
in order to reduce the load on our electricity supply. 
 
L13: Conserve and enhance environmental heritage including District’s Aboriginal, European and 
natural 
 
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. 
 
Buildings of heritage significance are disappearing at a rapid pace.  Unfortunately once the buildings 
are gone, they are gone forever. We need to protect our heritage for the generations to come.  
 
L16: Support planning for school facilities 
The partners should also include local P & Cs who have valuable knowledge about demographics and 
needs. 
 
L18: Support planning for emergency services 
Over preceding decades we have witnessed the closure of local ambulance and police stations. With 
increases in populations, this will need to be addressed, particularly that of police. 
 
 

2. Implementation and monitoring actions 
 

IM1: Align land use planning and infrastructure planning 
The partners listed are Infrastructure NSW (INSW) transport (tfNSW) and NSW Health. 
 
Why has local government not been included?   Local government MUST be included.   
 
Local communities must have a say in these vital matters.  It is the local community, many that have 
resided there for many years, that will be affected not the bureaucrats making these decisions.  
 
There is no detail on funding for infrastructure. It seems that this government’s answer to any 
infrastructure is to sell off more and more assets and give developers carte blanche to do as they like.  
 



Developers and investors have been reaping all the benefits from increased development, while not 
contributing to local infrastructure or amenity.  In fact when it comes to amenity that is their last 
consideration – it is all profit driven.    
 
This leaves communities distrustful of planning priorities. 
 
They Sydenham to Bankstown Metro is an absolute farce.  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 destroyed 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 
Local communities must be involved- they will be the ones ultimately affected. 
 
IM3: Develop an interactive information hub – the Greater Sydney Dashboard 
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 “) 
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 a group of elected representatives. 
 
 

3. Productivity priorities and actions 
 
P1: Coordinate planning and infrastructure delivery to grow the Kogarah health and education super 
Precinct. 
 
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. 
 
 

4. Summary 
We are quite disappointed with this document.  It lacks substance and is more for promotional 
purposes, to spruik increased density, mass development and the dreaded Sydney to Bankstown 
Metro, which is really unnecessary.   This document makes a statement that it plans to create a great 
place to live.  The residents of any suburb are the ones that should be making decisions regarding 



what changes they would like to see in their neighbourhoods, not bureaucrats that have no knowledge 
of these neighbourhoods and communities they are making decisions for.   
 
Our community, Hurlstone Park, is already a great place to live.  We are a very close knit group and 
most residents have lived here for decades.    We are unique in that many (or most) of the homes and 
buildings in Hurlstone Park are true to their heritage. Even the South District Commissioner, Mr Morris 
Iemma, recognises the importance of the heritage value of this area and that it is not suitable for high 
rise.   The residents have been pushing for heritage conservation since 2012.  The greater Sydney 
Commission needs to put in place iron clad policies that will detail how heritage will be protected.    
Development controls must clearly state how to protect and prevent the destruction of heritage 
buildings, and avoid the destruction of heritage appeal of streetscapes and neighbourhoods.  
 
The negative consequences of increased growth has not been addressed.  Many academics report the 
increased mental health issues of living in confined spaces and high rise apartments.  A range of 
housing should be offered not just high rise shoe boxes.  Detached homes, duplex homes, town 
houses, and villa homes should replace the push for high rise apartments.   Housing targets should be 
downgraded especially in the Canterbury area to ensure there is an adequate housing mix and to 
ensure that these areas remain a pleasant place to live.    
 
We have so much land in Australia.  The governments should build infrastructure and offer incentives 
to business to move operations.  This would create more jobs and more opportunities for families to 
move out of the city so that we are not all living on top of one another and adding congestion to the 
roads, schools hospitals etc.   
 
There seems to be a great push for seniors to downsize.  Many seniors we personally know have 
children and grandchildren living with them.  Pressuring seniors to move out of their family homes, 
where they have raised their children and grandchildren is not a democratic decision.  These people, 
many of whom are migrants that came from severe poverty, worked very hard to obtain their homes.  
These homes hold many memories – you can’t place a monetary value on memories.  How do you ask 
an 80 year old to move from the place they have called home for the last 50 or 60 years? 
 
Developers need to be reined in.  There needs to be accountability, more community consultation and 
better design.  As it stands a developer can put any development proposal together and it goes to 
community consultation.  It wastes Council’s time and money, and the community’s time.  We are 
personally fed up with the constant waste of our time objecting to developments that grossly 
contravene LEPs and DCPs, just because they can.   Developments that do not meet LEPs and DCPs 
should not go to notification, in fact they should not even be accepted by council.   
 
Developments should not be allowed to be built from boundary to boundary – there needs to be 
serious green space, trees, grass and setbacks with plantings.  Some thought should go into how the 
future residents will reside in these monstrosities.   This will also contribute towards mitigating urban 
heat and providing more attractive streetscapes.  
 
Additionally, Developers are constantly harassing residents that reside close to railway stations using 
scare tactics, bullying and threatening that neighbouring properties have been purchased and high 
rise will be built to your boundary if your  property is not sold to them.  This is a common approach 
used by these vultures, when in fact no properties have been purchased and many unassuming 
residents (many vulnerable older residents and unable to speak English) are placed under a lot of 
stress and pressure to sell.   THIS NEEDS TO STOP.  This is all due to the urban renewal strategy which 
is directly linked to the Sydney Metro – which does not even have approval from Sydenham to 
Bankstown.  



 
All this development and all these changes are the result of a government that is dead set on 
privatising our rail line, just like they are privatising most of our State assets.   
 
The Sydney Metro is not targeted to better serve the community.   We would no longer have direct 
access to the city circle and many others stations.  Our current double decker trains carry more 
passengers per trip than what the proposed single deck metro will.  If there is a true need for increased 
services then why not run the current trains every 5 minutes which would solve the problem?  The 
cost of converting a perfectly good train line that has been in operation for over 100 years is a waste 
of taxpayer money.  We are sick of seeing our state assets being sold off and run by foreign/private 
investment.  Privatising the rail line from Sydenham to Bankstown will result in increased fares.  Why 
was our rail line targeted instead of the inner west or Illawarra line, which are both much busier?  
Could it be that we are from a lower socio economic and many residents are from non-English speaking 
backgrounds which would allow the government to steamroll their plans unopposed?   
 
 
There needs to be more power given to communities with regard to what development and changes 
they want in their neighbourhoods.  Council’s must be given more power to represent the needs of 
the community.  Developers need to be reined in.   Tighter controls are required so that communities 
control what developers can and cannot do in their neighbourhoods, it is the residents that will be left 
to deal with the aftermath.  
 
 
Stop the Metro at Sydenham – we do not want it, do not need it and surely the outrageous cost to 
upgrade Sydenham to Bankstown to metro standards could be better spent elsewhere.  
 
 
Faithfully,  
Concerned Residents. 


