
18 December, 2019 

Dr Sarah Hill, 
CEO, 
Greater Sydney Commission, 
GPO Box 257, 
PARRAMATTA NSW 2124 

Dear Dr Hill, 

PIC-Place-based Infrastructure Compact 

Pyrmont Action Inc. was established in 2003.  Its aims are to work with the City of Sydney, 
the NSW Government and the local community to improve the physical and social 
amenity of Pyrmont.  We provide details of our experience and involvement in planning 
in Pyrmont in Attachment A. 

General Comments – PIC 

Our fundamental concern about the model as presented in the Summary Paper is the 
total absence of inclusion of community participation within the “collaborative 
approach” described on pages 2 and 3.  We ask who better to “help answer critical 
questions” as listed on page 3, in particular “when and where can homes and jobs grow” 
and “can existing infrastructure be extended or improved…”?  We strongly recommend 
that the Commission’s Infrastructure Delivery Committee include community 
representatives.  As with Ports Authority’s Glebe Is/White Bay CLG, the Commission can 
call for applications for 2 community representatives from the particular areas 
undergoing “transformation” such as the Western Harbour Precinct and select those who 
best meet the selection criteria.  The local MP should be included on the selection panel 
and have input into selection of these criteria. 

Holistic Planning 

We have supported, in principle the concept of place-based planning outlined in the 
GSC Review of Pyrmont Planning, in particular, simplification of the planning system 
which:   

Eliminates the “project by project” approach currently operating (p18 Pyrmont
Review Report).
Removes instruments such as declarations of Sites of State Significance (often
perceived as being political, rather than planning decisions).
Stipulates the need for a planning framework which is developed in partnership
with all stakeholders, including community representatives who can provide
critical information to the processes and in turn welcome the certainty for making
future decisions e.g. property investment, where to rent
“brings together cumulative considerations” associated with provision of physical

and social infrastructure, both of which should be considered as a whole within



 

 

the strategy already in place for the implementation phase of the plan, rather 
than as ad hoc after-thoughts or catch-ups. 

 
However, the community must have a seat at the planning table from the start of any 
new growth planning project, such as that undertaken in Greater Parramatta and the 
Olympic Peninsula.    See Attachment B for details of our preferred planning model. 
 
Identifying Infrastructure 
 
We note the pie-charts on pp2 and 4 of the PIC Summary Paper and have identified a 
glaring omission.   Social/Affordable Housing is just as much essential infrastructure as 
Transport, Health, Education, etc.  Such housing is required as a matter of urgency to 
address the rising numbers of homeless people forced to camp on our city street and in 
our parks, and should be included in any area targeted for “transformation”, such as 
Pyrmont.  Public housing should not be ghettoised, nor located far from the infrastructure 
and amenities enjoyed by those who live in privately-funded housing.  Social cohesion is 
a key objective of Pyrmont Action Inc members, some of whom live in such housing and 
who contribute to our work, and are valued members of our community. 
 
We still have a shortfall in provision of Social/Affordable Housing as stipulated in the 
Ultimo/Pyrmont Agreement, and recommend that an Affordable Housing fee be levied 
on private developers of future residential and commercial property within the Bays 
Precinct, including the Blackwattle Bay Master Plan area, planning for which is currently 
being undertaken.  This funding model can be applied across all proposed 
“transformation” areas. 
 
Cost Benefit Analysis 
 
We note, p6 of the New Model Summary Paper which describes the process undertaken 
by the GSC in selecting the best possible scenario for a PIC area.   Without direct and 
early local community input, it appears that the GSC, presumably through its PIC, 
determines what infrastructure will provide “benefits to those who live, work, learn and do 
business” in the transformation area.  Value judgements will be made on what is best for 
a targeted community about to undergo growth.  Whilst the “transformative” and/or 
“visionary” scenarios might suit the Government’s bottom line, it is entirely possible, 
especially in areas such as Pyrmont/Ultimo which is still undergoing transformation from its 
earlier industrial past, that the “incremental” approach may be of more benefit to local 
communities.   
 
Strategic Business Case 
 
Having developed a “sequencing plan” for the preferred scenario, the PIC Model 
requires the development of a place-based Strategic Business Case.  The New Model 
Summary Paper (p6) describes the process which involves the identification (by whom?) 
of priority proposals for the next 5 to 10 years for further investigation (again by whom?).  
Only when all this work has been done is it proposed that the GSC will seek feedback 
(from whom?). 



 

 

 
We have little confidence in the efficacy of these processes having observed the 
decision-making processes associated with the proposed transfer of the Powerhouse 
Museum to an unsuitable, flood-prone site in Parramatta.  The Legislative Council Inquiry 
into this deplorable decision, produced substantial and irrefutable evidence from those 
with the highest levels of experience and expertise which clearly demonstrated that the 
proposed move failed cost/benefit analysis and found that the business case was 
severely flawed.  Yet the Government is pushing ahead with this proposal, despite the 
opposition of many in the Parramatta community (as well as the Pyrmont/Ultimo 
communities), and is ignoring the case for both keeping the Powerhouse in Ultimo, and 
for a second museum, with themes relevant to Parramatta, to be provided in an 
appropriate, accessible location in Parramatta. 
 
And the powers on high have already demolished the local swimming pool to make way 
for a stadium, with proposals of further encroachment on the historic Parramatta Park in 
the face of strong community objections. 
 
These actions clearly demonstrate the need to bring communities together with those 
exploring infrastructure options, through inclusion in the Place-based Infrastructure 
Compact from the start.  
 
Implementing the PIC 
 
It appears that the GSC has been handed planning powers which used to reside in the 
partnership between the Department of Planning and local governments (p7 New 
Model Summary Paper).  It is stated that the PIC model will “assist the NSW Government 
in making decisions around land use and infrastructure investment as well as provide 
greater certainty to the community and industry”.  And here is the community thinking 
that this is what the LEPs and DCPs developed in partnership with communities provided.  
In Pyrmont, we have relied on these planning instruments, together with approved 
Master Plans, also developed in partnership with the people who live and work in an 
area, to provide “greater certainty” but still the Government has found ways around 
them.  Yes, we deplore the increasing use of ad hoc (often political) interventions to the 
orderly planning system, such as Part 3A (since removed from the statutes, but still alive 
and kicking ref. the Ritz-Carlton MOD13) and the use of State Significant site designations.  
And we would love to see greater certainty in planning, but only if the plans have been 
developed in partnership with the affected communities. 
 
Monitoring, reviewing and keeping the PIC up-to-date 
 
This stage in the PIC process is the only place in the entire Summary Paper (p7) which 
appears to acknowledge that community preferences need to be taken into account.  
The last dot point states that the PIC would need to be reviewed “if market conditions or 
community preferences change”.  But there is absolutely no information as to how 
community preferences will be identified, nor by whom.  Community preferences have 
been consistently ignored over many years, so how can we be confident that they will, 
suddenly, be given the time of day?  The most heinous example of government 



 

 

disregard of community preferences has been the WestConnex juggernaut, a 1950s 
solution to traffic congestion, currently bulldozing its way through the Western suburbs.   
The latest iteration of the most elaborate interchange plan, possibly in the world, at 
Rozelle, will not only have a severe impact on the lives of people living in the vicinity, but 
will severely impact the ability of vehicles to access port areas at Glebe Island and White 
Bay through removal of a right-hand turn into James Craig Road.   The Ports Authority 
NSW appears not to have been consulted “at the point where major infrastructure 
decisions have been made” and has had to resort to making a last minute case for this 
planning disaster to be altered. 
 
GSC Pyrmont Review Recommendations 
 
As Pyrmont appears to be the next area to be subjected to Place-Based Planning, we 
seek to work with the GSC from the early stages of the process and, in particular, to be 
part of the GSC’s Place-based Infrastructure Compact to deliver plans to meet the 
needs of Pyrmont as it evolves.  
 
The Premier of NSW, in launching the GSC Pyrmont Review Report stated that "Today we 
are sending a clear message that Pyrmont is open for business and ready to be taken to 
the next level," and that it is the “New frontier”.   To achieve this, it is vital that the physical 
and social infrastructure needs of Pyrmont are identified and, ultimately, provided, and 
the community through its representatives is well placed to assist in this task.  Pyrmont 
Action members are already engaged in early discussions with Infrastructure NSW 
regarding the infrastructure that will be required to support the increased residential and 
worker population associated with the Blackwattle Bay Master Plan development, and 
have also made the case for the provision of a Metro West station in Pyrmont to serve, 
not only the increased population, but visitors to the exciting new Sydney Fish Markets.  
Currently, the proposed redevelopment of the Bays Precinct is severely constrained by 
lack of public transport and by the poor design of the Pyrmont Interchange associated 
with the Western Distributor and access points to the Anzac Bridge.  There is also a severe 
shortfall in Social/Affordable housing provision, and education, health, aged care and 
public recreation facilities.   
 
In summary: 
 

 Local communities which are the subject of GSC-driven place-based planning 
must be represented in the Place-Based Infrastructure Compact 

 Such representation can be via nomination and/or application on the basis of 
site-specific selection criteria 

 Community engagement must occur at the beginning of consideration and 
planning for the needs of an area undergoing major transformation 

 Communities undergoing transformation must be represented on the GSC’s 
Infrastructure Delivery Committee 

 Communities must be included in the identification of priority proposals 
 Communities must be represented on the body charged with the periodic 

monitoring, reviewing and identification of possible community preference 
changes 



 

 

 The GSC must include the Social/Affordable Housing sector when determining 
levels of infrastructure investment 

 The Department of Planning and local governments must have a central role in 
the PIC and Place-based planning for all areas undergoing major transformation. 

 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
Elizabeth Elenius,  
Convenor,  
Pyrmont Action Inc, 

  

 
 

  
cc Hon Rob Stokes, Minister for Planning, Clr Clover Moore, Lord Mayor of Sydney, Lucy 
Turnbull, Chair, GSC, Alex Greenwich, Member for Sydney 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Attachment A 

Pyrmont Action Inc has had successful collaborations with major developers, including 
Lend Lease on the re-design of Waterfront Park to meet community needs; and on the 
re-design of 1 Distillery Drive apartment building to ensure it complied with the LEP, DCP 
and the Jacksons Landing Master Plan.  We had effective early consultation with the 
developers of Harbour Mill apartments in Jones Street, and with the Department of 
Planning and the City of Sydney in the development of SLEP 2012, identifying anomalies 
through our deep knowledge of the area. 

We also worked with Maritime Services (now RMS) on the Bank Street Master Plan (2006) 
and the plans for the Bank Street Public Recreation Area (made null and void by the 
incoming Coalition Government).   

We were represented on the original Bays Precinct CRG (under the former Labor 
Government) which produced Towards an Integrated Strategic Plan for the Bays 
Precinct March 2010.  This CRG included representatives from all the relevant state 
agencies, from the City of Sydney and (the then) Leichhardt Council, businesses 
operating around the Bays, and community representatives from the various precincts 
around the Bays, including Pyrmont.  The report was endorsed by the entire CRG.    

On gaining Government, the Coalition decided to “re-invent the wheel” inviting 
interested community members, and businesses with interests in the area, to participate 
in a new Bays Precinct CRG, orchestrated by Urban Growth (now integrated into 
Infrastructure NSW).  Unfortunately, this proved unwieldy so the two interest groups were 
separated which rather defeated any objective of effective collaboration in advancing 
the Bays planning.  Nevertheless, under Infrastructure NSW, a new spirit of genuine 
engagement has emerged and Pyrmont Action is represented and fully involved in a 
new round of consultations on the development of the Blackwattle Bay Master Plan.  

We are also represented on the Ports Authority NSW Glebe Island/White Bay CLG and 
have been members for more than10 years.  This is an effective consultation vehicle 
which meets quarterly, with membership of community representatives from Balmain, 
Rozelle, Annandale, White Bay and Pyrmont, as well as from the businesses and lessees 
operating around the port.  Local government is also invited to send representatives to 
meetings.  We are appraised of new developments in the early stages and provide input 
to the planning, as well as feedback on issues of concern relating to the operations of 
the port, enabling Ports to mitigate against negative impacts on local communities. 

We provide this information to illustrate our long experience of working with government 
to fulfil our objectives, and to emphasise the benefit to government agencies in 
collaborating fully, and early, with experienced community representatives who, after all, 
have a far greater knowledge of their locale than the “government agencies, local 
councils and utility providers” to be brought together by the PIC “to consider holistically 
what infrastructure and services and needed in a place before it can grow” (New Model 
Summary Paper, p2). 



Attachment B 

A Model for Community Participation 

In its Pyrmont Review Report, the GSC (Recommendation 3) (p26) requires the NSW 
Government, as part of the Implementation of the Place Strategy, to develop an 
“effective collaborative governance model”.  Having participated in many different 
Community consultation processes, we strongly recommend the following model, ie “a 
bespoke arrangement specific to the Place Strategy area”.  It is based on the structure 
and operation of the original Bays Precinct CRG, established by the former Labor 
Government which provided a very satisfactory model for engagement on large 
projects.  

The membership should include representatives of the various precincts which
would be affected by development.  This would include Pyrmont, Ultimo and
Glebe, but could also include Haymarket.
Include representatives of local businesses, including from the Pyrmont Ultimo
Chamber of Commerce, and including from small, medium to large companies
The proposed engagement could include representatives from UTS, TAFE, the
Powerhouse, and the ABC to provide educational and cultural perspective
Representatives of government agencies including RMS, Department of
Transport, Department of Education, Department of Planning
Local government representation, ie City of Sydney


