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P A R L I A M E N T A R Y  I N Q U I R Y  I N T O  

L A N D  R E L E A S E  A N D  H O U S I N G  S U P P L Y  I N   
N E W  S O U T H  W A L E S  

 
Inner West Council (IWC) acknowledges the challenges of Sydney’s growth and the benefits of 
additional housing and jobs in already established and accessible urban areas. A number of state 
government directions to increase housing supply are already being progressed by Council, 
including the rezoning of some industrial areas into residential, allowing additional shop top 
housing in the strip centres or infill residential development in our fine grain historic inner city 
suburbs.  

However, intervention in the supply of housing cannot be guided predominantly by privately 
led rezonings with poor and uncoordinated planning outcomes. The overarching purpose of the 
NSW housing supply policy is heavily skewed towards promoting economic development and 
competitiveness rather than focusing on  improving people’s quality of life, effectively managing 
change and protecting the environment. The government has privileged private sector 
investment in housing property as the key mechanism for delivering housing. Such policy 
results in residential development that is not driven by a set of moral principles around housing 
but rather by the highest value in real estate terms. Lower standards of housing are forced on 
sections of the population that cannot afford the choice. The governing principle for the 
development in our cities should be based on an economy organized around social needs rather 
than growth.  

Council will continue to strive to protect the unique, historic Inner West urban character, not 
only for the existing residents but for the future ones as well. Protection of townscape quality of 
our heritage neighbourhoods is in the interest of all Sydneysiders whether they are residents of 
our local government area or not.  

In this submission we refer mostly to Council’s experience of the effects of two recent state 
urban renewal strategies that include land in our local government area: Parramatta Road 
Corridor Urban Transformation (Nov 2016 – final) and Sydenham to Bankstown Urban Renewal 
Corridor (June 2017 – on exhibition). The main objective in both strategies is to increase 
residential density in existing built-up areas. To illustrate the implications of the government’s 
strategic urban renewal plans on local government role as a planning authority and provider of 
local infrastructure, the following Council documents are attached: 

Appendix A – Report to Council (March 2017) - Parramatta Road Corridor Urban 
Transformation  
Appendix B – Council’s Submission to the DPE on Sydenham to Bankstown Urban Renewal 
Corridor, Sep 2017 
Appendix C – Liveability Benchmarks for Central and Southern Sydney, SGS Economics & 
Planning, Nov 2015 
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Housing supply and the role of local government  

The NSW Government does not control some of the main levers that affect housing demand – 
interest rates, tax laws, trends in property ownership across age groups, access to mortgage 
finance or migration. Within such a socioeconomic context and being aware of its own limited 
political power, the NSW Government still insists that the only answer to improving housing 
affordability is to increase the supply of housing and that this be led by the private sector and 
driven by profit margin. The outcome is overdevelopment of our sites and urban environments, 
which detracts from high standards of liveability. In response to the state lack of focus on 
liveability benchmarks, Southern Sydney Regional Organisation of Councils (SSROC), which 
includes IWC, has identified liveability benchmarks that relate to the wellbeing of a community 
that could be subject to change as a result of urban intensification (see Appendix C).  

Powers to control the levers that affect housing affordability are split between governments at 
national and sub-national levels. The role of local government has gradually been reduced to a 
mostly consultative one. Planning controls imposed by local councils and perceived negatively 
in state policies have little effect on housing affordability because they cannot address the 
macroeconomic/taxation factors that are the major barriers to the supply of housing diversity 
and affordability.  The planning framework is only one element of a systemic solution. Many of 
the factors affecting demand and supply of housing are outside the control of the planning 
system. Planning policies should not be shaped by market desires and speculative profits; rather 
they should try to direct market activity. Private developers are profit-making entities; project 
success is tied to maximising investor return. This takes priority over delivering the best 
housing outcomes for residents, particularly lower-income households. 

The relationship between state and local government seems to be predominantly adversarial 
rather than the collaborative relationships that are fundamental to achieving good delivery of 
service to the community and stakeholders. A fundamental feature of a good planning system is 
the movement towards cooperation and consensus and away from schemes that are only 
regulatory and impose ‘upper hand’ state controls.  

Housing supply and the role of Greater Sydney Commission  

Good strategic planning should be more about proactive anticipation of future changes and less 
of hastily played catch-up with what political and economic forces cause to be.  It should be 
integrated between levels of government and consensus-oriented.  

The need to establish the Greater Sydney Commission (GSC) to undertake a role that has in the 
past and should be undertaken by the NSW Department of Planning & Environment (DPE) 
demonstrates inadequacies in the capabilities of the latter organisation. Planning officers in 
local government have observed that a high number of DPE staff are not specialist town 
planners for example.  

In 2016, the GSC released a draft Central District Plan (dCDP) that included the Inner West 
Council area. Council welcomed the introduction of district planning as a ‘missing middle’ level 
of planning, connecting local planning measures with metropolitan planning for Greater Sydney. 
However, one of Council’s main criticisms of the dCDP was that in many respects the level of 
detail it contained was more akin to that which would be in a metropolitan level plan. The dCDP 
was expected to provide a clear link between the broad strategic direction for metropolitan 
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Sydney provided by A Plan for Growing Sydney and local level planning. This simply has not 
eventuated as the focus of the dCDP does not provide the anticipated level of guidance to local 
planning. Many of the directions and actions in the dCDP are indirect, ambiguous and in most 
cases identify opportunities without clear metrics or targets.  

Principle No.1 in the draft Central District Plan was ‘to increase housing choice around all centres 
through urban renewal in established areas’. We expect that the final Central District Plan would 
include benchmarking to evaluate the liveability performance of areas identified for increased 
residential and employment densities. One of the main government arguments in favour of 
increased residential density is that the new transport infrastructure (i.e. Metro line) is creating 
additional population capacity along the Sydenham to Bankstown corridor. Whilst there will be 
a more frequent service and resultant increased capacity, it may not suffice particularly at the 
eastern end of the extension given the substantial increases in residential density proposed to 
the west in Canterbury and Bankstown. Final decisions on the extent of the increase of 
residential density should be determined through the local housing strategies and be led by 
local government where a proper evaluation of the impacts of increased densities can be 
established.  

The New South Wales strategic planning hierarchy 

Metropolitan and district planning strategies are seen as an essential plank in the NSW planning 
framework. Planning legislation allows state government to exercise control over the local 
government jurisdiction.  

Since the unsuccessful attempt to redraw the planning system in 2013, the government was 
actively searching for  a new approach to give strategic plans more statutory weight. Planning 
strategies are not statutory documents although they have statutory consequences because they 
advise changes to local government development controls.  Strategic documents are given 
legislative weight through the use of Ministerial Directions under Section 117 of the 
Environmental Planning & Assessment Act making them overriding planning instruments at the 
local level.  

The current system of state government planning controls and directions is cumbersome and 
confusing. The failed Planning Bill 2013 proposed to repeal the mechanism of Section 117 
Directions in articulating the government’s planning policy framework relating to land use and 
development for a range of sectors. The Bill proposed to incorporate the strategic elements of 
existing State Environmental Planning Policies, Section 117 Directions and other current 
provisions under various instruments into the relevant Local Plan, equivalent to current 
Council’s Local Environmental Plan.  This approach has been abandoned and there is now a 
more ad hoc, uncoordinated strategic planning enforced by the continuous use of Section 117 
Directions.  

Local government strategic land use plans have no statutory weight and even if expressed in the 
current Local Environmental Plan, often does not achieve its long-term intent as it can be 
overridden by state strategic plans at any point in time.  

As an example, DPE’s Parramatta Road Corridor Urban Transformation and Sydenham to 
Bankstown Urban Renewal Corridor strategies both allow developers to use these plans to 
support their rezoning (planning) proposals – even when the strategy is still on public 
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exhibition and has not been finalised. This appears to be the antithesis of good administration, 
governance and orderly planning. Strategic land use capacity and capability in local government 
has been diminished through the implementation of initiatives such as the planning proposal 
process. These have undermined long term planning and created ad-hoc decision making that 
often pre-empts and is contradictory to proper strategic planning. 

Council argues that strategic land-use plans should have some form of statutory weight that will 
provide certainty to the community and business sector likewise. In this way, Council’s strategic 
land-use plans will provide a stronger reference to the local environment plan and more robust 
guidance to development assessment process. As it is now, many important policy issues are not 
fully resolved in government strategic plans, which leads to de facto policy-making at the 
development assessment end. For example, in the Parramatta Road Corridor Urban 
Transformation and Sydenham to Bankstown Urban Renewal Corridor strategies, there is no 
policy on affordable housing, standard benchmarks for recreation/open space or what level of 
charges/‘works in kind’ should be borne by the private sector.  

In addition, recent government introduction of mandatory Independent Hearing and 
Assessment Panels will significantly reduce Council’s consent authority except for individual 
houses or alterations to existing houses.  

The NSW Planning framework suffers from a lack of effective strategic planning and a clear 
vision. The main components of the planning system require public consultation, expert opinion 
and political debate where any progress is measured in years and not months. Parramatta Road 
Corridor Urban Transformation and Sydenham to Bankstown Urban Renewal Corridor strategies 
can be described as capacity assessment tools, concerned primarily with identifying land to 
accommodate forecast population growth, albeit without proper physical or social 
infrastructure plans. There is no vision for the future on what sort of city we want to build; very 
often state urban policies ignore the very principle they are trying to set, e.g. turnover of 
employment and industrial land to residential in the face of a stated intention to retain local 
employment land.  

Engaging the community in strategic planning is a challenging issue. Recent community 
consultation organised by the DPE regarding Sydenham to Bankstown Urban Renewal Corridor 
Strategy seems to be regarded as a way to minimise community opposition rather than 
engaging the community to express preferences in formulating strategic plans. The concept of 
community engagement is meaningful only if it enables existing or future residents to add value 
to the planning process that cannot be provided by the professional planners or the elected 
politicians.  

Delivery of physical and social infrastructure 

Housing supply and the provision of and planning for infrastructure are inextricably linked. The 
anticipated increase in population will undoubtedly result in increased need for affordable 
housing, schools, health care facilities, open space, recreation facilities, road upgrades, new or 
improved pedestrian and cycling connections and community facilities. Urban densification 
strategies supported by NSW Government must provide adequate infrastructure and services to 
support higher-density living. Brownfield urban redevelopment requires an integrated model of 
infrastructure as much as land release in the greenfield area. As a minimum, the capacity of 
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existing infrastructure and services such as water, sewerage, gas and power will need to be 
upgraded to support residential growth.  

There is insufficient direct connection between DPE strategic plans for housing supply and the 
integration of state agencies’ activities at the local level. There is no meaningful infrastructure 
plan included alongside the strategic plans which would outline how schools, health facilities, 
affordable housing and other categories of social infrastructure will be provided to facilitate 
population growth in existing suburbs. The evidence for this can be found in the example of 
Sydenham to Bankstown Urban Renewal Corridor Strategy that relies on Special Infrastructure 
Contribution Plan (SIC) to improve regional infrastructure. However, the SIC Plan is yet to be 
finalised. If the total cost of infrastructure is determined before the Strategy is finalised, a 
portion of the uplifted land values could be redirected to pay for some of the infrastructure cost, 
but only if this occurs before such uplift is capitalised, as land is traded. However, provision 
of/improvements to infrastructure cannot rely on land value capture alone.  

The state government recommended mechanism for delivery of some infrastructure as ‘works in 
kind’ by developers is an ad-hoc tool that does not provide certainty to the community. All other 
works apart from public transport and major road works shown in the Infrastructure Schedule 
for urban renewal strategies initiated by state government are to be funded from S94 developer 
contributions, which are inadequate. Government initiatives to increase housing supply places 
heavy demands upon Councils’ S94 Contribution Plans to build the financial capacity for much 
of the required additional infrastructure, including the purchase of land for open space, 
particularly sports fields and local area parks. With high land values and the $20k cap on levies, 
the purchase of open space is not feasible to meet current needs, let alone with the planned 
growth. Continued reliance on S94 developer contributions to provide necessary infrastructure 
to service increased housing supply is not sustainable.  

As an example, IWC currently does not meet the minimum floor area requirement per person 
for libraries as recommended by the State Library of NSW. Council’s current properties cannot 
accommodate the level of growth required to meet this standard, and due to the increasing land 
values it is not expected that IWC would be able to meet this standard. Funds and/or strategies 
to address this shortage are required to ensure IWC meets the standards, or at the very least 
does not reduce the current level, of library floor space provided per person.  

Despite evident uncertainty on funding to cover the investment in streetscape, public domain 
improvement and related community infrastructure, government strategic plans are proposed 
to be implemented through planning regime changes led by the private sector.   

Rigidly applied housing and employment targets are prone to failure in terms of achieving the 
desired vision for sustainable and attractive communities, particularly when supporting 
infrastructure is not delivered in the required timeframe. Sydenham to Bankstown Social 
Infrastructure Study, prepared by ARUP, finds it hard to establish the capacity of existing social 
infrastructure and to apply trustworthy benchmark standards for the urban renewal area. If 
that is the case, then social infrastructure requirements provided for each of the precincts are 
inaccurate and unreliable.  

Social infrastructure is the interdependent mix of places, buildings, facilities, projects, services 
and networks that holds a community together. Affordable housing is a category of social 
infrastructure that was purposely omitted from the revised Sydenham to Bankstown Strategy 
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and final Parramatta Road Corridor Urban Transformation. Despite our repeated request to the 
DPE for affordable housing targets or reference to the mechanisms that are needed (value uplift 
capture or mandatory contributions on all residential development), the government’s urban 
renewal strategies still do not provide any policy options to address the issue of affordable 
housing.  

Research shows that increasing supply, without intervention in the market, will not achieve 
housing diversity, choice or affordable supply. It is widely accepted that a complex range of 
demand and supply drivers must be addressed to achieve housing affordability and that, if 
change is adopted, the effects will be long term. The needed actions are amply documented in 
the Report on the NSW Parliamentary Inquiry into Social, Public and Affordable Housing, and the 
Report on the Commonwealth Senate Economic References Committee Inquiry into Affordable 
Housing in Australia. Both documents identified the need for immediate action to address the 
escalating housing affordability crisis in Sydney (and elsewhere in Australia) and indicated that 
a mandatory inclusion of affordable housing (inclusionary zoning) and value uplift capture are 
the most workable and successful mechanisms to achieve affordable housing in the short term.  

The only way to achieve affordable housing that will address the immediate housing and 
homelessness crisis is to mandate a component of all residential development as affordable 
housing (3-4% is a generally proposed rate in Sydney, although higher rates of 10-50% are used 
in other global cities’ urban renewal projects). Further, there needs to be capture of the value 
uplift that is created by upzoning, and significant investment of public money in public 
transport infrastructure for public benefit. Most authorities push for capture of 50% of land 
value uplift as contribution towards public benefits (including affordable housing) in renewal 
areas.  

The NSW Government needs to provide clarity on the concept of value capture and Voluntary 
Planning Agreements (VPAs). The DPE’s draft guideline on VPAs is unclear as to whether VPAs 
can be used for value capture. The guideline emphasised that VPAs should not be used to 
capture ‘windfall gain’, yet what exactly constitutes ‘windfall gain’ within the NSW planning 
system was not defined. The rezoning of land for higher density housing delivers windfalls in 
value to the land owner at the time of the rezoning. Value capture is an approach to ‘capture’ a 
share of this increased value for the community to be used to build new or improve existing 
amenities and infrastructure. 

Council requests, in addition to mandating a component of developments as affordable housing, 
that affordable housing be funded in part by land value capture created by the increased density 
rather than the value being solely directed to a few fortunate landowners.  

Liveability of our neighbourhoods and increased urban density 

Recent state government strategies for urban densification and increased housing supply did 
not consider liveability as one of the key outcomes for planning. Southern Sydney Regional 
Organisation of Councils (SSROC), of which IWC is a member council, adopted a report and 
position on liveability (see http://ssroc.nsw.gov.au/planning-and-advocacy/liveability-
benchmark-report/) A copy of the report is attached as Appendix C (Liveability Benchmarks for 
Central and Southern Sydney, SGS Economics &Planning, 2015).   
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The IWC area estimated resident population for 2016 is 192,030, with a population density of 
approximately 55 persons per hectare. The average household size is 2.35 people so the overall 
urban residential density (including open space, commercial uses and transport) can be 
expressed as approx. 22 dwellings per hectare. The fine grain, heritage conservation areas of the 
Inner West may accommodate some infill development with higher density but not the density 
proposed by the latest government strategic plans, without losing what makes the Inner West 
so attractive a place to live and spend time in.  

 
 

 
 
 

Residential, employment and social infrastructure targets for each of the precincts along the 
Sydenham to Bankstown Urban Renewal Corridor are based on the DPE feasibility model whose 
criteria and parameters are not made public. Furthermore, the capacity of residential zoned 
land to accommodate new dwellings considered only the physical ability of land to be developed 
(planning capacity) and commercial viability (market capacity). The social impact of the 
dramatically increased density and loss of existing affordable housing due to gentrification have 
not been examined at all. Council holds grave concerns for the sudden and divisive impact this 
significantly increased residential density will have on established communities. Detailed 
investigation is needed to validate the actual capacity of nominated precincts to accommodate 
the stated dwelling or employment numbers in a realistic and sustainable manner. 

A good urban plan examines a city not as population densities and transport lines but as an 
evolved and refined habitat. Sydney’s densification is ad hoc and uneven, led by politicised 
planning decisions. The department’s strategy for increased residential and employment 
density, expressed as numbers of storeys, is only a broad planning tool. The blanket increase of 
building heights does not take into consideration building footprint, which can easily lead to 
overdevelopment with unacceptable site density.  

There is no strategy for the orderly development of potentially amalgamated blocks. We have 
asked for greater detail in master planning and a staged implementation approach for all urban 
renewal precincts to avoid uncoordinated private sector responses. In respect of large projects, 
a master plan should be created within the plan itself to reduce the amount of discretion for 
developers. This should be a government-led initiative and not wait on the preparation of a plan 
by developers.  

Government initiatives for the increase of housing supply and increased density in established 
areas must include benchmarking to evaluate the liveability performance of areas identified for 
increased residential and employment densities. There also needs to be an open source data 
platform that enables people to monitor compliance with the benchmarks to ensure full 
transparency and accountability is successfully achieved.  
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Retention of industrial land 

Increased housing supply in established brownfield urban areas relies on the conversion of 
industrial land into residential. The state strategic plans treat industrial zones as redundant 
assuming that manufacturing is in a state of decline. On the contrary, manufacturing activities 
interwoven with creative industries have found their home in the Inner West local government 
area. They generate jobs close to homes, contribute to liveability and enliven local communities. 

A recent study published by the Australian Research Council Discovery Project examined the 
enterprise and cluster dynamics at the creative industries/manufacturing interface in the 
Carrington Road precinct in Marrickville1 . The Study conclusion is that the creative 
industries/manufacturing interface is vital to the economic functioning of cities.  Proposed 
rezoning of Carrington Road in Sydenham to Bankstown Urban Renewal Corridor threatens a 
unique creative industries/manufacturing interface precinct. The assumption that inner-city 
manufacturing can and will simply relocate to large greenfield sites on the city fringe is not 
borne out empirically.  Whatever is left of industrial land in the inner city area is an asset and 
should not be turned into apartments with a broad brush planning approach.  

                                                           
1 Gibson, C, Grodach, C, Lyons, C, Crosby, A and Brennan-Horley, C (2017) Made in Marrickville: 
Enterprise and cluster dynamics at the creative industries-manufacturing interface, Carrington Road precinct. 
Report DP170104255-2017/02,  Australian Research Council Discovery Project: Urban Cultural Policy and the 
Changing Dynamics of Cultural Production, QUT, University of Wollongong and Monash University. 
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Item No: L0417 Item 1 
Subject: PARRAMATTA ROAD URBAN TRANSFORMATION STRATEGY   
File Ref: 17/6032/22203.17          

Prepared By:   Con Colot - Senior Strategic Planner & Projects and Roger Rankin - Team 
Leader Strategic Planning   

Authorised By:  Simon Manoski - Group Manager Strategic Planning  
 
SUMMARY 
This report is a follow-up to the December 2016 report to Council, which summarised the main 
elements of the Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy (the PRUTS) adopted by the 
NSW State government in November 2016. This report provides a more detailed analysis of 
the implications of the Strategy for the Inner West Council, identifies areas of concern and 
recommends next steps 
 
 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
THAT the report be received and noted and LRAC provide any feedback. 
 
 
Proposed Council Recommendation 
THAT: 

1. Council resolves to receive and note the report.  
2. Council's Group Manager Strategic Planning report back to Council with a 

draft 'policy guide' for considering proposed Local Environmental Plan (LEP) 
amendments for areas affected by the PRUTS.   

3. Council maintains an evidence-based approach to policy development for the 
PRUTS area.  

4. Council's Group Manager Strategic Planning reports back to Council with a 
draft project plan which outlines additional strategic land use and growth 
infrastructure analyses required to underpin increased density within the 
Corridor and its surrounds as identified within the PRUTS.  

5. A meeting be sought with the Greater Sydney Commission to: 
i. request assistance for the preparation of new planning instruments 

required to implement PRUTS; 
ii. request funding for local infrastructure and services in the Corridor;  

iii. request advice on other forms of developer contributions available to 
Council to implement within the Corridor such as voluntary planning 
agreements or value capture mechanisms; and 

iv. discuss details of the competitive application process through which 
Council will obtain funds from the PRUTS Urban Amenity 
Improvement Plan. 

 
 
 

 
1. BACKGROUND 
Parramatta Road urban transformation plans were published by NSW UrbanGrowth in 
November 2016. The area spans a distance of 20km from Granville in the west to 
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Camperdown in the east and comprises eight Precincts that have been identified for further 
growth, with four of those Precincts being located in the Inner West Council area (see Figure) 
 

 
Figure 1 PRUTS Area 

 
These are:  

• Kings Bay (mostly in Burwood & Canada Bay with a small section in the Inner 
West Council area);  

• Taverners Hill;  
• Leichhardt; and  
• Camperdown.  

 
Government plans comprise the following main documents: 

• Parramatta Road Urban Transformation Strategy (the PRUTS) 

• Implementation Tool Kit  
 Implementation Plan 2016-2023  
 Planning and Design Guidelines (the Guidelines)  
 Infrastructure Schedule  
 Urban Amenity Improvement Plan  

 
• Section 117 Ministerial Direction 7.3 Parramatta Road Urban Transformation 

Strategy.  
 

A previous report was provided to Council on 6 December 2016 and Council resolved 
(C1216) that: 
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1. The report be noted and a further report be brought back to the February 2017 
Council Meeting with a more detailed analysis;  

2. Council work collaboratively with Strathfield, Burwood, Canada Bay and City of 
Sydney councils in advocating for provision of centre running public transport 
on Parramatta Road from "Day 1";  

3. Could work collaboratively with other councils along the Corridor to adopt a 
consistent approach to assessing Planning Proposals where proponents want 
to the Out of Sequence Checklist; and  

4. An urgent meeting be sought with the Department of Planning & Environment 
and Greater Sydney Commission to resolve the implications of having to 
consider Planning Proposals prior to the required precinct wide studies and 
planning being completed.  

 
The resolutions have been actioned as follows: 

2. Council officers have discussed provisions for centre running public transport 
on Parramatta Road with the other four councils referred to in point 2. Inner 
West and Canada Bay Councils have moved forward on this front and are co-
funding the Parramatta Road Light Rail Opportunity Study. This study 
considers the merits of appropriate environmentally sustainable centre running 
public transport options. This will be the subject of a report to Council in April 
2017.  

3. Council officers have initiated discussions with other PRUTS corridor councils 
to consider how Planning Proposals in the area should be dealt with.  

4. Council officers have held a meeting with the Department of Planning and 
Environment (DPE) and UrbanGrowth NSW. The Greater Sydney Commission 
has delegated liaison on implementation of PRUTS to the Department of 
Planning and Environment. Issues discussed at that meeting and the 
Department's responses to these matters are considered in this report.   

 
The remaining sections of this report address Council resolution C1216 point 1 above. 
It describes each of the main Strategy documents (See Attachment 1), their potential 
implications for the Inner West Council, and possible actions that respond to these 
implications. These might be actions Council can pursue on its own such as Local 
Environmental Plan (LEP) and Development Control Plan (DCP) amendments, issues 
that may justify advocacy by Council to State Government either solely or in 
collaboration with other Councils and bodies, or possible partnerships, for example 
with the University and NSW Health Sydney Local Health District for the Camperdown 
Biotechnology Precinct.  
 
1. STATUTORY WEIGHT OF THE PRUTS  
The PRUTS and the Parramatta Road Corridor Implementation Tool Kit are the 
subject of a Section 117 Ministerial Direction, 7.3 Parramatta Road Corridor Urban 
Transformation Strategy. The Direction, issued on 9 December 2016, gives the 
PRUTS and the Implementation Tool Kit significant weight in assessing proposed 
Local Environmental Plan (LEP) amendments (also known as planning proposals). 
The Direction explicitly requests that a planning proposal must be consistent with the 
PRUTS and provisions of the Guidelines, in particular ‘the requirements set out in 
Section 3 Corridor-wide Guidelines and the relevant Precinct Guidelines’.  
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Section 3 of the Strategy contains strategic maps that identify urban structure, 
heritage, subdivision pattern, open space, public domain and transport in the relevant 
areas. Precinct Guidelines contains new planning controls for zoning, building heights 
and floor space ratio (FSR) to provide for the increase of both residential and 
employment densities.    
 
The Strategy does not rezone land in Councils’ LEPs but enables spot rezoning to 
occur progressively. Page 78 states that "local planning proposals can be prepared by 
land-owners to amend the zoning and/or planning controls that apply to their land. 
Planning proposals will need to be generally consistent with the Strategy. Any 
departures from the Strategy will need to be supported by a detailed justification. The 
Minister for Planning will decide whether the planning proposal has adequate 
justification to proceed to the next stage, and whether it has met any requirements for 
community consultation and further studies’.  

 
The Strategy claims that current local planning controls such as zoning, height and 
floor space ratios constrain development renewal to justify State intervention through 
PRUTS to increase the density and scale of development and deliver additional 
growth.  
 
UrbanGrowth NSW suggested at a meeting held on 1 February 2017, that rezonings of 
the Taverners Hill, Leichhardt and Camperdown Precincts should not be approved 
until public transport service improvements on Parramatta Road that are related to the 
completion of West Connex are implemented. This advice contradicts the obvious 
intention of the Strategy to enable planning proposals to proceed prior to the traffic and 
transport improvements being completed.  
 
It should be noted that the major inconsistencies between the PRUTS and Council’s 
current development controls are not particularly related to land use but to the density 
expressed through floor space ratio (FSR) controls. The exception is the proposed 
rezoning of industrial land at Taverners Hill and Camperdown. The recommended 
planning provisions in the PRUTS are largely consistent with the industrial precinct 
study options approved for exhibition by Leichhardt Council in 2016.  
 
Redevelopment of the priority precincts to higher densities will be enabled by planning 
proposals which respond to the recommendations of the PRUTS. It is necessary to 
continue a dialogue with the Department of Planning & Environment, UrbanGrowth 
NSW and Greater Sydney Commission to clarify the hierarchy of planning instruments 
at local and State level.  
 
3. A CHALLENGE TO COUNCIL IN ASSESSING PLANNING PROPOSALS 
The PRUTS allows submission of planning proposals that rely on the Guidelines and 
other supporting documents. The governance framework applying to the corridor gives 
the role of relevant planning authority to councils. Assessment of private planning 
proposals and decisions whether Council should support proposals to progress 
through to the LEP Gateway for determination will consider the PRUTS and other 
relevant planning controls.   
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Nil at this stage 
 
 
CONCLUSION 

The PRUTS allocates a number of tasks to Council. It is crucial that Council liaise with 
and lobby relevant State Agencies to share their expertise and provide resources to 
deliver successful planning outcomes. Council also needs to resource its internal 
Strategic Planning team to project manage comprehensive LEP/DCP, Section 94 
Developer Contribution Plans.  
 
These new planning instruments will require a suite of substantial preparatory studies 
including:  

• Local housing strategy covering issues such as affordable rental housing, 
housing supply, diverse housing, aged care and design innovation;  

• Traffic and transport precinct modelling and plans;  
• Economic feasibility; 
• Heritage; 
• Environmental and biodiversity analysis; 
• Public domain and urban design; and 
• Recreation, social and cultural needs analysis.  

These in turn will inform the preparation of an IWC PRUTS area structure plan that will 
be used in the development of a comprehensive Inner West Local Environmental Plan. 
 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
1.  Detailed Summary of PRUTS & Implementation Tool Kit 
2.  Strategic Actions tasked to IWC Council (as stated by the PRUTS) 
3.  Taverners Hill Precinct Comparison Maps 
4.  Leichhardt Precinct Comparison Maps  
5.  Camperdown Precinct Comparison Maps 
6.  Kings Bay Precinct Comparison Maps 
  



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

INITIAL SUBMISSION ON THE REVISED DRAFT SYDENHAM TO BANKSTOWN URBAN 
RENEWAL CORRIDOR STRATEGY 

 
A draft detailed submission will be reported to the incoming elected Council at the first available 
meeting for its consideration, which is anticipated to be in October 2017. Following which, 
Council will forward its formal position on the revised draft strategy to the Department. 

Council acknowledges the challenge of providing the required housing and jobs to meet 
Sydney’s forecast growth and the strategic merit in focusing renewal around transport 
infrastructure and within urban centres. It is also noted that a number of amendments have 
been made from the initial draft Strategy which will have a positive local impact including the 
retention of high quality character areas.  

Notwithstanding, Council continues to have concerns with the revised draft Strategy. In this 
regard, Council’s initial key concerns with the Strategy are: 

• Lack of transparency about the forecast dwelling and employment numbers in the revised 
draft Strategy. Given the removal of areas and reduced heights from the draft Strategy, it is 
difficult to understand how a similar or significantly greater number of dwellings are now 
forecast, especially in the Marrickville Precinct, which has 2,000 additional dwellings. 

• Some areas being included for zoning uplift, especially in the Marrickville Precinct, resulting 
in the loss of character and fabric. Some of the areas requested to be removed by Council 
have instead been reduced to low rise housing. Our detailed submission will identify areas 
where height continues to be a concern and areas recommended to be removed for zoning 
uplift. 

• The removal or impact on key Marrickville employment and businesses lands which have 
been identified to be in high demand through independent analyses. This is of particular 
relevance within the Sydenham Precinct.  

• Not providing a comprehensive whole-of-government plan for the required additional 
infrastructure and services. The anticipated increase in population will undoubtedly result in 
increased need for affordable housing, child care, schools, health care facilities, open 
space, recreation facilities, road upgrades, new or improved pedestrian and cycling 
connections and community facilities. No mechanism has been devised that will efficiently 
and transparently fund the delivery and/or upgrade of local or regional level infrastructure 
items. This is a significant shortfall of the revised strategy and must be addressed prior to 
the final strategy being released. Failing to address this issue will delay the delivery of 
housing and jobs across the Corridor.   

• The proposed Greenway South West is strongly supported. However, the draft Strategy 
has, not adequately addressed the provision of local open space, only specifying that new 
parks would be left to Council to provide and that there is the potential for part of the 
Marrickville Golf Course to be repurposed for open space. Land for open space should be 
identified upfront and funding mechanisms identified. Section 94 will not be sufficient to 
provide the new open space areas required for the incoming community identified in the 
Strategy.  
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• Despite Council’s previous request for affordable housing targets or provision of an 
inclusionary mechanism, the revised draft Strategy still has not provided any policy or 
regulatory options to address the issue of affordable housing. This critical issue must be 
addressed by the final strategy. 

• Implementing the Strategy will require funding to be made available from the State. Prior to 
any planning proposals being supported by Council detailed studies such as traffic, urban 
design and infrastructure planning must be prepared and finalised to ensure incoming 
growth and associated cumulative impacts can be appropriately managed by Council 
Commitment to such funding has yet to be made by the State. 

• The revised draft Strategy has not adequately considered urban design criteria such as 
orientation, topography, lot depths and configuration, width of streets, views, relationships 
with open space and development parcels. Council’s previous submission considered that 
detailed precinct wide master planning was integral to progress the Strategy, ensuring 
optimal planning outcomes, however this has not been undertaken. Council is concerned 
that some blocks and groups of blocks designated for medium-high and high rise housing 
will cause significant overshadowing, visual bulk, streetscape and view impacts on existing 
residences.  
 

As indicated above, Council will lodge a detailed submission following the formal consideration 
of a report by the newly elected Inner West Council. 
 
















































































































