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Whose city? Activist Planning for a democratic Sydney 

Report of Workshop sponsored by UTS CCS (Cosmopolitan civil Societies), UTS 

Centre for Local Government and Sydney Alliance, 17 November, 2015 

The workshop invited reflection on the following question: 

“Shouldn’t we have the right to make the decisions that define our city? In the midst 

of a major top-down reorganisation of local councils, and growing concentration of 

planning power in the hands of an appointed ‘Greater Sydney Commission’, people 

across Sydney are engaged in a myriad of contestations to claim public power. 

Drawing on this experience, this workshop asks how our ‘right to the city’ can be 

claimed, and won. We look back to previous experiments and engage with current 

initiatives to develop new models for grassroots social planning. “ 

The rationale for the workshop was identified as: 

“In 1968 the ‘Right to the City’ was proclaimed in Paris. Soon after, the Whitlam 

Government created the ‘Australia Assistance Plan’ which in Sydney became the 

‘Area Assistance Scheme’, a thirty-year social planning experiment, where people in 

Sydney defined social needs and planned how to meet them. Through the 1980s 

local councils also became a key site for democratic social planning. Councils were 

increasingly defined as a key barrier to Sydney’s ‘global city’ aspirations and in 1987 

councils were suspended and a series of appointed bodies created to plan the city. 

Democratic life has flourished at the local level, with councils becoming key vehicles 

for public involvement in Sydney’s civic life. Yet again, in 2015, councils face 

reorganisation under the guise of ‘amalgamation’, and now referred to the appointed 

‘Independent Pricing and Regulations Tribunal’. Political power over planning is to be 

vested in a new ‘Greater Sydney Commission’, composed of 13 appointees. 

Meanwhile, at the City of Sydney local democracy is to be reconfigured for private 

interests – with the introduction of two compulsory votes for each business, plus a 

residential vote, giving some charmed voters the obligation to ‘vote thrice, vote 

often’. 

Planning ‘from above’ does not serve us well. Failed social planned continues to 

blight the city, and produce wide-based public mobilisation for alternatives. We are 
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witness to multiple and cumulative attacks on the fabric of our city life, from the 

attempt to close inner-Sydney public schools in the 1990s, backfired in its entirety, to 

road-building and toll-road initiatives that clog the city, to the discontinued coal-seam 

gas exploration projects, and closed-door planning-for-gambling, poised to make 

Sydney the highest-spending gambling city in the world.   

In this context, new political forces are emerging, both to protest at planning failures 

and to promote alternatives. New experiments in urban planning through social 

participation have emerged, asserting public priorities against a wide range of social 

ills. Some of these forms of ‘activist community planning’ are highly successful and 

offer alternative models for the city, albeit in microcosm. There are other deliberately 

cross-sectoral and cross-Sydney initiatives, such as the Western Sydney Community 

Forum and the Sydney Alliance, designed to remake the social planning and political 

landscape. 

This Workshop aims to reassess the potential for participatory and democratic social 

planning in Sydney. It reflects on the lessons of past efforts, and draws together 

emerging models. How would Sydney change if power was exercised by the people 

that live here? What mechanisms can be leveraged or constructed to enable a new 

social planning paradigm? What are the key sites and issues for creating momentum 

for our ‘right to the city’? “ 

Introductory session 

Professor Pugalis of the UTS Centre for Local Government opened discussions by 

setting out the issues faced by most modern cities: 

As David Harvey (2008) noted, “We live in an era when ideals of human rights have 

moved centre stage both politically and ethically. A great deal of energy is expended 

in promoting their significance for the construction of a better world. But for the most 

part the concepts circulating do not fundamentally challenge hegemonic liberal and 

neoliberal market logics, or the dominant modes of legality and state action. We live, 

after all, in a world in which the rights of private property and the profit rate trump all 

other notions of rights”. 
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Pugalis reminded us of the issues we face, in which 

• The wealthiest 10% of the population in OECD countries now earn 9.6 times 

the income of the poorest 10 % (in the 1980s this was 7 times) 

• The rights of the citizen are being displaced by the rights of the consumer, 

with record sales of Porsche and private jet fleets, a celebration of private 

wealth. 

• There is a growing concentration of power and growing inequalities 

• Ramifications include rising rents, homelessness, gentrification, displacement, 

the criminalization of the poor 

The modern concept of “right to the city” was initiated in France in 1968 with Henri 

Lefebvre and  student occupation protests. The movement revolved around the 

following principles: 

• The rights of all urban dwellers- a communal project 

• All have a right to shape the city regardless of citizenship, class, education, 

ethnicity, ability, profession, gender, age etc. 

• The rights of the excluded, dispossessed and marginalized are part of the 

production of the city, for their needs and aspirations to be met 

• The emphasis is on “use value” rather than “exchange value” 

• It is an active process of continual struggle, negotiation and contestation- 

there is no logical end point. 

• It entails a right to change: “to change ourselves by changing the city” (Harvey 

2008) 

The right to the city challenges the prevailing capitalist system and political economic 

order. It challenges top-down decision-making, exploitative practices and the needs 

of capital. 
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The movement has since expanded to embrace many people and places with some 

significant events including: 

2000- the European Charter for the Safeguarding of Human Rights in the City 

2001- Brazilian City Statute 

2004- The World charter for the Right to the City 

2006-The Charter of Rights and Responsibilities of Montreal, Canada 

2007- Right to the City Alliance 

2010- The Mexico city Charter for the right to the City 

2012- The Gwangju Human Rights Charter, South Korea 

The concept has been embraced by powerful institutions such as UN-Habitat and 

UNESCO. But with this growing popularity there are searching questions. Can the 

right to the city become part of the status quo rather than changing this? Does this 

popularity serve to de-politicize its revolutionary potency? The development of cities 

is never an “innocent process” as different groups and interests attempt to exert 

control over different versions of “their city”. The danger of co-option is always there. 

Panel One: Lessons from The Area Assistance Scheme (AAS) 

Presented by Jenny Onyx, Judi Bamforth, Amanda Howard, and Margot 

Rawsthorne. The team outlined some of the major findings from their forthcoming 

book. The Area Assistance Scheme moved beyond broad abstract statements of 

principle, and actually established practical structures and processes to enable 

genuine citizen participation in the planning of social services. 

The Area Assistance Scheme (AAS) from 1979-2009 was arguably one of the most 

successful schemes in the history of Australia; it was created by the NSW State 

Government and  repeated evaluations recommended its continuation. It was 

responsible for the creation of hundreds of local social services of various kinds, 

including many local community centres with a specifically community development 
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brief. It entailed a deep engagement by local organisations in both the policy 

planning and the funding of local services. However, despite its acknowledged 

success, successive State Governments through the 1990s attempted to dismantle 

it. The case study illustrates both the promise, but also the difficulties of engaging in 

a community development program involving a partnership between community and 

state1. 

 The years 1972 - 1975 saw the reforming Commonwealth  Whitlam Government, for 

the first time acknowledge that urban development in Australia was a concern for the 

Commonwealth Government.  

 

Two Commonwealth initiatives  provided the ground in which the State based  Area 

Assistance Scheme (AAS) would be planted - the establishment of the Western 

Sydney Regional Organisation of (local government) Councils (WSROC) and the 

Australian Assistance Plan (AAP) with its Regional Councils for Social Development 

(RCSD). These regional councils were community based with a strong community 

development orientation. 

 In 1975 the Commonwealth Government of Whitlam lost power, and with it the 

broader social vision seemed lost. However, when the Australian Assistance Plan 

was dismantled, the new NSW State Labour Government picked up the momentum 

in relation to urban development and planning. The new State Department of 

Planning implemented the first Area Assistance Plan, or AAS in Western Sydney at 

the beginning of 1979, having been intensively lobbied by the newly formed local 

government peak body WSROC.  

The Scheme had some features of the AAP and sought to address some of the 

same issues, but this time local government provided an already established 

structure through which to operate immediately, unlike the RCSDs which were 

community based and took time to establish.  Like the AAP it placed local and 

regional community development at the centre of its design. In the mid-1980s the 

scheme was extended to several other regions of NSW where rapid urban 

development was taking place 

                                                           
1 Material for this case study was drawn from the authors experience as evaluator of pilot scheme together 
with material compiled with a team of researchers in preparation for a book on the subject (Bamforth et al, 
2016, in press) 
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AAS was a funding program but it was a good deal more than that. It aimed to 

provide a multi-faceted attack on social disadvantage in the rapidly expanding urban 

areas of Western Sydney. By supporting the development of community 

organisational infrastructure and local government social planning capacity along 

with the funding of services, it also set up a platform for the ongoing planning and 

development of facilities and services into the future. The processes whereby 

funding was allocated and services established were crucial in meeting the broader 

and longer term objectives of the Scheme.   

The Area Assistance Schemes (AAS) had a number of innovative features, including 

the provision of professional support by Community Project Officers (CPOs) in Local 

Government Councils; a regional planning and funding council (RRC); the direct 

participation in the planning and funding process of state government, local 

government and community representatives from across the region, and a holistic 

approach to planning and service delivery that went beyond the brief of any one 

government department.  

The original Principles of the AAS specifically included the following; all but one 

remained much the same throughout the life of the scheme: 

 

• promote the better use of local and regional resources both physical and 

organizational, to meet priority needs 

• aid cooperation and coordination between all agencies involved in community 

development 

• aid the review of restrictive regulations that prevent low cost, private sector 

solutions to improving social services (this was later dropped) 

• develop community organizational skills 

• increase an awareness of local and regional needs and promote regional 

resource planning and coordination; and  

• aim at the equitable distribution of resources within the region 

 

The governance, or decision making process in each region included three main 

steps:  
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• A local government ranking of projects was based on the priority needs of the 

Scheme, project applications, local community demographic and social 

profiles, feedback from local consultations and knowledge of community 

groups. 

• Recommendations for funding were made by a tripartite regional committee, 

(RRC) based on the applications, community profiles and a presentation by 

local government representatives. The RRC was made up of one third State 

Government representatives from relevant departments, one third local 

government representatives (selected through WSROC in Western Sydney) 

and one third elected community representatives.  

• The ultimate authority for all AAS decisions rested with the State Minister for 

Planning. For most of the life of the AAS, the Minister accepted the 

recommendations  of the RRC. On only one occasion did the Minister 

interfere with this, ignoring the RRC recommendations and inserting his own 

funding decisions.  This event triggered a major reaction across the western 

Sydney Region, triggering a “save our AAS” campaign, which was in part 

responsible for a subsequent election loss of several seats in the region.  

What this event demonstrated was that while the State Government had 

ultimate decision making power, nonetheless “people power” could prevail. 

 

The role of the Community Projects Officer (CPO) was seen as critical in the success 

and uniqueness of the AAS on a number of levels. Subsidised by the NSW State 

Government, embedded in local Councils and responsible for operationalising the 

AAS in local communities, the CPO was uniquely placed as a conduit, facilitator, 

advocate, resource and monitor.  For the NSW State Government, funding CPOs 

represented a small investment for a significant return in terms of responsive service 

provision, engagement and planning buy-in with local councils. For councils, the 

funding represented some resourcing of community development work which was 

just beginning to be adopted by local government, and participation in decision 

making about the allocation of funds at a local and regional level. For local 

communities the CPO acted as a unique, local contact and resource to support and 

guide projects towards funding. Linking the subsidy to the co-ordination of the AAS 

created a mechanism for State and local government to converse and share 
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planning priorities, and for the community to access a new and locally focused 

resource pool. This relationship was not always a friendly one, but it was one which 

worked effectively for 30 years.  

As Community development worker, the CPO facilitated the AAS process on the 

ground and they were ideally placed to engage with community groups and 

organisations trying to navigate the development of projects.  In many cases CPOs 

were involved with projects during their formative stages with some describing work 

done with groups for up to 12 months before a project was ready for an AAS 

application to be submitted. Once projects were running, the CPO provided ongoing 

support and had detailed knowledge about the operation of projects. This 

relationship-based approach to project development and implementation, meant that 

in addition to working with applicants ready to submit, extensive and broad based 

community development work was undertaken with a range of community groups.  

A key part of this community development role was the development of extensive 

local knowledge and a detailed understanding of the origins, aims and potential 

benefits of grass roots projects applying for AAS funding. During ranking committee 

deliberations, CPOs were often able to draw on this knowledge to answer questions 

or provide background information about each project and its relationship to local 

community life. Ranking committees were able to utilise this knowledge in decision-

making and community groups and organisations felt a high level of trust in the 

process because of their trust in the CPO.  

The discussion focussed on some of the problems in the attempt to engage in 

“authentic conversations” both within the community and with government. 

Government itself consisted of departmental silos with poor coordination between 

them and struggles for control between departments and with the scheme itself. 

Questions were raised by the Scheme not only about the rights to participation, but 

the obligations that go with that. It became increasingly clear that the community 

required much more sophistication in negotiating its involvement. Ultimately, the 

mainstream departments found the Scheme too much of a threat to their own 

hegemony and ultimately dismantled it. 
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Panel Two: Democratic Planning and Local Government 
This panel was convened by Roberta Ryan, and included contributions by   Neil 

Selmon , Alex Lawrie,  and Geoff Turnball 

Central to this discussion was the white paper provided by the current Liberal 

government of NSW which promised a community participation charter enshrined in 

law as the centre of the new planning system. As defined in this paper, community 

participation means “people from all walks of life will now contribute to shaping their 

community through groundbreaking arrangements for community participation. A 

significant and representative proportion of the community will participate in the 

development to long term strategic plans for their area. The planning system can 

move from combative to collaborative. 

This change to the planning system radically departs from previous practices where 

strategic plans were imposed, leaving the community disengaged and concerned by 

the directions for growth”.  

The community charter for good planning has been prepared by a working group of 

community organisations consisting of: 

• Community councillors Network 

• Inner Sydney Regional Council for Social Development 

• Better Planning Network 

• National Parks Association of NSW 

• National Trust of Australia (NSW) 

• Nature Conservation council of NSW 

• NSW Heritage Network 

• Shelter NSW 

• Australian International Council of Monuments and sites 

• The Total Environment Centre. 

A major question involves the identification of appropriate spaces in which dialogue 

and consultation/ participation can take place. There are those government defined 

spaces to which citizens may be invited, but also Community defined spaces 

established by citizens themselves. 
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Government defined spaces include: 

• Exhibitions of plans and DAs 

• Legal appeals 

• On line feedback 

• Activation precinct or urban growth precinct consultations 

• Input to government policy formation 

• Community reference panels 

Community defined spaces include: 

• Greenbans 

• Westconnex campaign 

• Requesting council studies (eg sale of ATP) 

• The community charter 

• Better Planning Network campaign 

• Industry campaigns-eg committee for Sydney 

• Sydney Alliance and LCSA listening campaigns 

• Invited officials to local meeting/ lunch 

• University and Think Tank sessions (such as this one) 

The question of course is whether all of this fine rhetoric remains just that or whether 

it actually starts to bear fruit with genuine community participation in the planning 

process. Some key issues and challenges: 

• There has been a lack of community “peak” access during policy formation 

• What should a participation charter cover? 

• Are there engagement/ consultation policies in place? 

• Do the policies reflect fairness, transparency and best practice? 

• Are engagement practices appropriate? 

• Is anyone really listening or wants to know? 

• How do you know if they heard what we said? 

• Does consultation occur early or just at the end of planning process? 

• Have diverse views been heard? 

• Are community groups taken seriously or sidelined s NIMBYs? 
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• Has the process reached broadly into the community? 

An interesting case is the comparative analysis of governance in Vancouver BC, 

Canada and Sydney NSW Australia. The two cities are similar in many respects and 

face similar problems of rapid urban growth. Both have a Metro strategy, and similar 

community strategic plans. Both are transit oriented. The main difference is that 

Vancouver has a long history of regional cooperation and collaboration, initiated by 

the municipalities. The metro Vancouver strategy (eg for transport) cannot be 

adopted unless all municipalities have agreed to it. There is genuine bottom up 

strategic planning with extensive community consultation and collaboration leading 

to official community plans (OCPs). The emphasis at all levels is on collaboration, 

with legislated principles for government relations and dispute resolution provisions. 

It is hoped that the Greater Sydney Commission will begin to fill the gap in 

collaborative planning in Sydney. The Commission will have an independent chair, 

Secretaries of three departments including Treasury, 6 district commissioners, an 

environment commissioner, and economic commissioner, and a social 

commissioner, with observers and various panels and committees. However there 

are several as yet unanswered issues: 

• It is a construct of the state (not the local communities) 

• There may be opportunities for elected representative influence 

• Who will the 6 district commissioners be and how appointed? 

• How will they be able to represent their district? 

• How will disagreements be resolved in practice? 

• How will local plans be aligned with district and regional (metro) plans? 

Discussion revolved around the central questions. 

• How can broad statements of intent be translated into practical processes 

and structures? 

• How can we develop a strategic perspective to involve government with 

community? 

• How  do we deal with power relations within government and between 

government silos? 



 
 

 
 Whose City? Activist planning for democratic Sydney – Final Report Page 12 

• How can we develop spaces for dialogue where both government and 

community can meet on equal terms, to create authentic conversations? 

 

 

Panel three: Experiments in Grassroots planning today 

This panel was provided by Sydney Alliance, with David Barrow and Justine Lloyd, 

and provided a basis for the working groups to pick up some of the major themes of 

the day in the afternoon. The aim being to start to identify points of potential leverage 

and frameworks for citizen action. 

Justine provided an example of a recent experiment carried out by Sydney Alliance,  

The campaign centred on the ‘Inner South & East District an area containing some of 

the most affluent and the most disadvantaged areas of Sydney.The Sydney Alliance  

works on principles of community organising established by the Industrial Areas 

Foundation (IAF), which emphasise a cycle of listening, research, action and 

evaluation. 

The Sydney Alliance conducted a listening campaign in 2013, which built on many 

years of listening within communities as part of the establishment of the SA. A key 

outcome of the SA’s city-wide listening was that transport was a major issue for 

people of Sydney (Sydney Alliance 2015b). The campaign that emerged from this 

bottom up process was a place-based issue that also related to public transport: 

safety at an intersection where bus-drivers, car-drivers and cyclists converged and 

were forced into conflict with each other. Bus networks are particularly dense in this 

part of the city as a legacy of Sydney’s extensive tram network, which was pulled up 

in the 1970s, but many of its bones remain in the dedicated bus routes and large 

depots. Members of the Rail Tram and Bus Union (RTBU) at Randwick and 

Waverley depots, as well as local churches and community organisations spoke at 

the District discernment in November 2013, where the more than 60 people present 

voted to work on this issue together. 
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The campaign brought unions in constituencies normally not in coalition with one-

another, for example, the Catholic Archdiocese of Sydney and the Cancer Council of 

NSW. Many meetings were held at Paddington Uniting Church, and members and 

staff of the Church were involved. A real difference from current debates over 

transport that pit us against each other based on vehicles (cars against bikes, buses 

against cars, etc). was that SA gives a space for people to recognise themselves as 

members of their organisations, rather than ‘cyclists’ or ‘drivers’, or even simply ‘local 

residents’. This configuration of people and place was entirely new, and unlikely 

alliances were forged. 

 

Once the group had their research together (crash stats, discussions with transport 

planners, meetings with local council traffic managers etc.) they reached the next 

step: taking the issue to the decision-makers. It was at this point the team had a 

major realisation! Every time they tried to go to a decision-maker, they were told that 

all ‘State Roads’, i.e. ones with traffic signals are exempt from planning by local 

council, so they had to go to the newly formed ‘Roads and Maritime Services’ (RMS). 

Yet there was more to the issue than just fixing a kerb, or making a road more 

efficient, and RMS didn’t seem to understand it. “We started to feel like we were in 

an episode of Utopia”. More conversations ensued with planners who were keen to 

see change happening, and were advised to try Transport for NSW (TFNSW), 

framing the issue as a ‘safety’ issue, and emphasising the public transport aspects. 

 

In summary, TFNSW convened a ‘roundtable’, bringing all the experts together. RMS 

was asked to do a redesign, including doing traffic count surveys and found it was 

one of the busiest intersections for bikes & pedestrians in the city. The final changes 

haven’t been announced, but change is in the air. 

the process of community organising works to continually break down divisions, and 

move across imaginary dividing lines, thus incorporating lessons from social 

movements such as civil rights.. Listening is more than just ‘active’ here: Listening is 

practice wielded to find tensions in agendas, and requires continuous receptivity to 

find “lines of dialogue, paths or relationship & political possibility that might otherwise 

be slammed shut” (Coles 2004: 685). This continuous listening decentres 
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established agendas, as well as creating different repertoires:. Activists over time 

become experts on these issues and are able to negotiate, leading to “relationship 

power” thus decentralizing conventional power bases.  

In the ensuing discussion, a recurring theme was the notion of “rights” which itself 

becomes individualized rather than the common good. A dichotomy develops 

between government (developers) vision versus “NIMBY” (Not in my back yard) for 

example over property values, played out in conflicts over affordable housing. To 

move from reactive to proactive involvement we need to identify “OUR TURF”, that is 

our space as a collective concept. Questions concern: 

• How to build power, involve people 

• What is the human experience locally 

• How to respond to sophisticated control of the agenda 

• How to resource action 

In preparation for the afternoon workshops, Jason Prior UTS Institute for Sustainable 

Futures, identified themes for leverage: 

• Proposals/ action must identify the practical. How do we move forward? How 

do we engage people?. Note that historically, in times of plenty, people are 

not interested in social needs. During depressions the need is too great to 

manage creatively. 

• Where should action start? Local government? Peak community 

organisations? Other cities? 

• How do we make a space? There are elite spaces and community spaces. 

But we need a third space for mutual negotiation? Recognize multiple spaces. 

• We need an appreciative enquiry to recognize an ideal: what are my rights in 

a dense urban environment? For example sunlight, green space….. 

• Above all, how to create a process that is useful 

Afternoon workshops: Identifying points of leverage and frameworks for 
action 

There were four active groups. A summary of each was reported at the concluding 

plenary session. 
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The NIMBY Group 

How do we move people’s thinking from their own lives to the greater good? There 

are many examples of opposition by local residents, for example to nuclear power 

plants, affordable housing developments, West connect. Any opposition to these 

major public infrastructure projects is reduced to NIMBYism. 

To deal with that we need to unpack the issue rather than dealing with the reaction. 

This occurs on many scales. Tune in to the other side of the debates. Examine the 

role of local institutions eg churches, school P & C, Post office. 

What nostalgic communities are we considering…the past? Present ? or future back 

yard?....how does the city as a whole relate to the common good? What do these 

have in common? What are the things that are special to Sydney?. 

In order to unpack the NIMBY dichotomy, we recommend: 

• Using and sharing the REDwatch resource (The good, the Bad and the Ugly) 

• Reframe the “backyard”, thinking of scale. 

• What are the rights associated with “my back yard”? 

• Discuss NIMBYism in terms of community relations and the common good, 

with listening, empathy and respect. 

• NIMBYism can be used to help break down issues and their legitimacy 

• Stop the media ; do not accept the label. 

• Support people / organisations that discuss issues in more nuanced ways. 

• Have discussions about NIMBYism. Who runs the conversation….must move 

beyond REDwatch 

Council Amalgamations Group 

There may be an opportunity for community engagement over governance with this 

issue. Look for an alliance of actors to drive the development of a governance 

structure.  Such a governance structure concerns local government relations with the 

State government. 

A local government governance structure could be funded through LGA Incentives 

for amalgamation money (available from the state). Better planning network 
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principles are endorsed by the “left” . How then to springboard from these 

relationships to something broader? Use Community planning legislation (LGA). 

Alliances can be formed involving:Regional Peaks 

• Academics 

• ROCs (Regional Organisations of Councils) 

• LGAs who have agreed to amalgamate 

• Better Planning Network 

• Sydney Alliance 

• CLG (Centre for Local Government at UTS) 

This governance structure would become an over-arching umbrella which is 

inclusive, but doesn’t have to include everyone. It would  take the spirit and best 

practices of the AAS and apply it to the current environment.  It would require a 

funded staff member to facilitate a common understanding and common group 

language. It would have the capacity to have a well informed activist educating the 

local community… need a person funded by Local government? 

The Greater Sydney Commission targets specific people as members. Uncertain as 

to who are players at the local level? We need an audit of who is involved. This may 

or may not provide a real political opportunity, depending on perceptions of the 

political process. 

The Manifesto Group 
Rather than responding, the group talked about setting the scene, community 

engagement, event management… 

Manifesto – a concrete principles of rights – green space, solar access etc; 

applicable to all citizens of Sydney. Would involve research, the community and then 

take this to government. 

(and need a timeline and budget) 

To establish a manifesto: 

1. Put out manifesto to GetUp!  



 
 

 
 Whose City? Activist planning for democratic Sydney – Final Report Page 17 

2. Process it through formal groups 

3. Then get a polished doc you can send to government 

• You need a sexy message to get people involved 

• Where do you get the draft statement – so need a working group first to 

come up with the statements – Better Planning Network? 

• Arts manifesto went through a gradual widening process, but people 

still feel they haven’t been consulted…. Make sure our process is 

broad and open so this doesn’t happen 

The basic document would consist of  basic principles… then in stage 2 

each community area (say Local council) could add their own local values. 

Does this exist already? ALP & Greens endorsed the better planning 

group’s doc…We want something that’s very basic – fundamental 

principles of livability, irrespective of the population growth you might have. 
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The research group 

Rights to the City – Whose Rights to the City? 

Current research – how to harness livability 

Planning – how to design the dream city of the future 

Sharing economy – mythical notion of participation economy, activist planning & 

social planning, ebbs and flows of social planning 

Power struggles of planning at the community level 

Sites of transformation & resistance 

This would respond to the crisis of planning, crisis of the narrative of planning, 

dreams in crisis, number of potential sites of leverage in that, not just in how to help 

people who are reacting to top-down planning but also the planners themselves 

Urban Growth may see the need to reground their approach and find a new narrative 

Questions of labour productivity, health, cultural meaning, locality  

Planning in terms of dreaming – meaning you have in your neighbourhood 

We all have our research interests.. which can get very fragmented and centered 

around 1 person’s viewpoint. Need a community of practice to broaden the research 

and involve the community.  

AAS – half academic, half activist practicioners. Met once a month, assigned jobs, 

used different methodologies to get information. It was an emergin process. We 

ended up with something different than what we expected. 

There are community of practices across NSW – meet by skype or electronic 

comms, meeting doesn’t have to be confined to physical face-to-face. 
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Simple things we don’t discuss around the problems of research, mundane issues 

Get rid of academic jargon – or create different products for difference audiences 

(plain English and A* journal-ese) 

A manifesto; NIMBYism resource; community group and a container for it all 

 

Some final Conclusions 

A number of recurring themes have emerged from the day’s workshop. Chief 
of these are: 

1. The need to interrogate the concept of NIMBYism, to clarify the positive and 

negative aspects, to challenge its political use in dismissing resistance to 

public projects, to create formal ways in which the concept can be used to 

create an authentic conversation, transforming an individualistic to a collective 

idea of “Our Back Yard” 
2. The need to recognize multiple spaces for dialogue and negation. To create a 

third space, not government controlled, not simply community owned, but a 

space for both to dialogue in mutual respect and on equal terms. 
3. The need to move beyond fine rhetoric and abstract principles to specific, 

concrete and practical action and the establishment of concrete means of 

achieving the desired ends. The experience of the AAS demonstrates that it is 

possible with good political will.. 
4.  An immediate first step must be the establishment of  a Charter of Basic 

Principles Relating to City Planning and Community Consultation. This would 

require both the preparation of a document to specify key principles that, if 

upheld, would create a better and liveable city, and then a campaign to get 

this accepted within the community at large and then by government. 

5. The need for stronger, more visible alliances between those organisations 

already involved in this issue, with clear shared agenda and sharing of 

information and collective strategies. 

6. The need for a serious research agenda to both explicate issues and 

problems, but also to identify best practice. 

. 
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We need to continue and repeat this conversation again with all the people who 

should have been here in the first place. 

The immediate practical step is this written  report from the information and insights 

generated by the workshop, and to distribute this report  to all attendees (using 

Eventbrite info) and other interested parties, with specific request that attendees 

send out to their networks and use the report as they see fit. Hopefully someone can 

repeat this conversation on a bigger scale and take some of these ideas to the next 

stage. 

CCS has been defunded, but this project could be taken on by a new group.. we 

could create something that’s funded by the University over time. Would industry 

want to get involved? 
 

The organizers thank all those who took part in this workshop. 
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