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To Whom it May Concern

RE: Submission to Draft South District Plan

I wish to voice my objection to the proposed South District Plan. I will outline below 
why I object to the plan.

I would like to start with the fact that there is little, if any detail in the draft plan which
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. These 
sweeping statements and lack of detail leave a hovering sense of doom, as 
communities are not sure what their future holds.

As communities are held in the dark, it seems as though developers have carte 
blanche to reap monetary benefits while communities reap no reward. No extra 
green spaces, no new schools, no upgrade of roads and public spaces, just the 
ability to make money, if you are a developer. Excessive high-rise development has 
already impacted traffic conditions on Canterbury Rd with no plans for easing the 
congestion.

There is scant detail on how heritage will be protected. Morris Iemma, the South 
District Commissioner, has stated, on the record, that Hurlstone 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.

As I stated earlier, the plan is lacking in detail. There is little explanation of the many 
negative consequences of increased growth in the area. Housing target increases 
are too high and without the benefit of added infrastructure, green spaces and 
schools, the Inner West is likely to become a ghetto of sorts. The Canterbury area 
has already been subject to intense development and it is already impacting traffic, 
schools and hospitals.

When 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, why add extra pressure that will only decline living standards in the area?



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 Government is not gaining friends, or increasing residents trust by such 
dodgy tactics.

I do not understand why the metro will be publicly funded, when funds are required 
to upgrade Canterbury Hospital, Canterbury road and to build more schools for all 
the new residents that will be entering the area. 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, it 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. As has already been 
demonstrated by the demolition of 2 houses on Floss st/Duntroon st, that were 
purchased by a former Canterbury councilor, who demolished the houses before the 
Heritage report came out. 

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

The balance of power has rested with developers for too long. As per the Liveability 
Priorities of the plan, developers should accept a narrow of profit margins, giving 
back to the community, and consulting with the community at the outset. 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. I am 
exhausted from all of the objections I have worked on.

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. 



I have had the privilege of living in Hurlstone Park for most of my life. In that time, I 
have seen the trees return to the area. In the 1970’s, there were virtually no trees in 
the area, as the bulk had been removed when the suburb was first developed. As 
residents planted trees and watched them grow, we saw a resurgence of birds and 
lizards and other wildlife, flock to the area. Now, with the prospect of too much 
development, too many high-rises and not enough backyards and trees, we will 
witness the displacement of all these beautiful, native creatures that have made the 
Inner West their home. I feel that as a society, we should feel ashamed of ourselves 
and our governments for not keeping up with world standards for green spaces and 
the return of wildlife to urban areas. I feel that we are actually moving backwards, 
driving animals out of the area and forcing back to the 70’s, with no trees and 
nothing but flies. 

I do hope that my objection is considered and does not prove my suspicion that this 
is all designed to keep residents occupied but not really involved.

With great anticipation,

PLEASE REDACT MY NAME AND ADDRESS FROM MY SUBMISSION WHEN 
MADE PUBLIC. 




