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31 January, 2025 
Dear City of Sydney Planning team, 

We write in objection to Development Application D/2024/1165.

As long-term residents of Chippendale, we are extremely concerned about the proposal to 
install one of the world’s largest backpacker hostels in our low-density residential 
neighbourhood.

One of the largest backpacker hostels in the world is Danhostel Copenhagen, which has 
1020 beds set across 18 floors of a high-rise. It is located in the centre of the city, 
surrounded by an appropriate number and variety of amenities for a mass tourism business. 
To propose that a backpacker hostel of 1064 beds can be squeezed into 4 designated floors 
on a smaller property footprint in a residential neighbourhood is nothing short of absurd. 
Details of the DA make clear that the applicant proposes to achieve this result by ignoring all 
regulations designed to protect the safety and reasonable comfort of its guests. 

The application demonstrates complete disregard for accuracy in reporting key figures of 
compliance. Many specific requirements are either unlabeled or not specifically measured, 
and several misrepresentations are made. Taken together, these factors suggest a deep 
level of disregard for compliance on the part of the applicant, and reads to local residents as 
contempt for the community. 

The proposal: 
- is entirely unsuitable for the site itself
- fails to meet a staggering number of requirements and guidelines
- fails to meet objectives of its variation request.

The application has required extensive details of objection, and these are provided below. 

We look forward to a comprehensive rejection of this proposal. 

Before further plans or alterations are considered for the development of this site, we 
strongly encourage representatives from the City of Sydney to convene a meeting with local 
residents to understand how development of this site could make a positive contribution to 
the community. 

Regards,

Jake Henzler and Luke Carroll 
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1. The proposed development is an inappropriate use of the site

a) City of Sydney DCPs Development Control Plans, Section 3 - General Provisions
explains that a competitive design process is required for “development in respect of
which a development control plan is required to be prepared under Clause 7.20 of
the Sydney LEP 2012;”
Clause 7.20 (1) of the Sydney LEP 2012 requires a development control plan for “any
development that increases the gross floor area of an existing building.”
As the DA identifies that the total floor area of this site will be increased, a
development control plan is required. As a development control plan is required, a
competitive design process is also required. This has not been undertaken, rendering
the DA invalid with a variation request.

b) The application’s variation request to Clause 4.4 Floor space ratio - Sydney Local
Environmental Plan 2012 makes several misrepresentations and omissions in an
attempt to avoid meeting requirements.

i) “to provide sufficient floor space to meet anticipated development needs for
the foreseeable future”
As outlined further on, the proposal does not contain a sufficient floor space
ratio to meet its proposed use as a backpacker hostel, let alone alternate
commercial uses in the future.
The proposed atrium limits the working internal space of the building to the
small cupboard-sized accommodation around it. This atrium would also
connect all floors of the building, including the roof, in a way that would
severely restrict future potential uses of the space.

ii) “to regulate the density of development, built form and land use intensity and
to control the generation of vehicle and pedestrian traffic”
The proposal asserts that that there will be “no unacceptable traffic impacts,”
which is plainly untrue.
The NSW Government’s Tech Central Place-based Transport Strategy (2021)
highlighted the inefficiency of buses on the current Camperdown axis - which
the proposed DA relies on as the primary mode of public transport available
for 1,064 people. The addition of this number of people relying on these
services will further strain a system identified as unreliable.
The Transport Assessment provided for the DA suggests that the primary
modes of transport for guests to and from the site would be walking and ride
share bicycle. However, The City of Sydney has identified the location of the
site as a pedestrian crash hotspot in Tech Central Place-based Transport
Strategy (2021). The report highlights the area as one that is not conducive
to pedestrian and bicycle access due to the type and volume of traffic. The
addition of 1,064 extra people in the area will exacerbate the already
identified problem, increasing traffic crashes and increase danger to
motorists, cyclists and pedestrians.
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The impact of increased pedestrian traffic was not assessed as part of the 
proposal’s traffic assessment. The City of Sydney walking count determined
an average of 18,539 pedestrian crossings at the location of the proposed 
site. At a minimum crossing of 2 times per day per person (leaving 
accommodation and returning), would increase the amount of pedestrian 
traffic by 11 %. This would significantly impede local access to required 
services at Broadway Shopping Centre. 
The Transport Assessment suggests that the site has access to low traffic 
streets to gain access to other connecting cycling paths. This is in direct 
contradiction to the City of Sydney’s Access Strategy and Action Plan 
Continuing the Vision which states “There is no safe cycleway despite the 
key role Broadway plays in connecting the city centre with major facilities and 
the inner west”. 

iii) “to provide for an intensity of development that is commensurate with the
capacity of existing and planned infrastructure”
In addition to the points above regarding inadequate transport infrastructure
to support 1060 new guests in the area, there is also insufficient infrastructure
(existing or proposed) to support the provision of new supermarkets required
to support this many additional visitors. According to Mirvac, Broadway
Shopping Centre has a maximum capacity of 1640 cars. Its food court has a
maximum capacity of 500 people. The DA does not explain how this already
busy centre will accommodate an additional 1060 visitors in addition to the
many local residents and visitors that it serves.
The existing use of the site was a low-density commercial building, inhabited
only part-time by around 100 people. It is unclear how this set-up can possibly
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be appropriate for the sewage, recycling and rubbish from an additional 1000 
short-stay tourists. 
Our residential complex of about 150 people requires approximately 20 
general waste bins and 10 recycling bins to be collected each week. The 
waste generated by 1064 visitors will require at least 7 times this volume, the 
equivalent of 140 general waste bins and 70 recycling bins. This is not 
acknowledged in the proposal, nor are the impacts that such a volume of 
waste will have on already strained waste collection services and traffic along 
one-way Knox St. 

iv) “to ensure that new development reflects the desired character of the locality
in which it is located and minimises adverse impacts on the amenity of that
locality”
The proposal asserts that there will be no additional privacy impacts, which is
plainly untrue. Currently, the south side of the site, facing Knox St, contains a
small number of windows in the commercial premises that are limited to one
end of the building. Most of the 14 apartments in 5a Knox St contain at least
one bedroom and a living space with windows that look directly at this
building. Provided below is the view from one residential apartment on Knox
St to the site’s current south facade.
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The DA proposes to alter the current configuration of the building’s south 
facade to include 43 windows spread across four floors, multiplying the vision 
from inside the site of the proposed backpacker complex to existing homes by 
at least tenfold. 
The images also demonstrate that the proposed rooftop terrace, stretching 
the entire length of the building and screened entirely by glass fences, will 
also look directly into the homes of current residents, creating an extensive 
new aspect for over 1000 short-term visitors to look directly into people’s 
homes.
The proposal’s misrepresentation of privacy issues is alarming. It indicates 
that, despite requirements, the applicant is not interested in understanding or 
minimising the effect of this proposal on the privacy of existing residents. 

i) The proposal asserts that there will be no adverse visual impacts, which is not
true. The proposed north facade of the building (on Broadway) is a bizarrely
incohesive assembly of architectural ideas that is ill-suited to the heritage of
the area or its contemporary constructions and recent redevelopments.
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Cladding the building’s frontage in small sandstone tiles does not reproduce 
the effect of nearby heritage buildings, and instead draws attention away from 
them towards the significantly larger, cheap new development. 
The trapezoidal windows on both north and south facades are unlike that of 
any buildings in Sydney and do not reference or maintain styles of 
fenestration common to the city or the specific locality. Both facades are 
visually awkward in their own right and contextually jarring on a section of 
street that is bookended by heritage buildings. 

The proposal suggests that the strange, brightly painted relief imprinted on 
the tower is intended to reference the domed clocktowers of the Grace 
Brothers buildings on the opposite side of Broadway. No reasonable person 
assessing this design element could come to the view that the shape shown 
makes this reference. Far from being a nuanced reference to the surrounds of 
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the site, the relief dominates the frontage of the proposed building and is 
arresting in its shape. 

c) Clause 7.20 2)a) of the Sydney LEP 2012 also outlines that:
“Development consent must not be granted to development to which this clause
applies on the following land unless a development control plan that provides for the
matters in subclause (4) has been prepared for the land— (a)  land in Central
Sydney, if the site area for the development is more than 1,500 square metres”
The total site area for the development is approximately 1700sqm, meaning that
consent cannot be granted without a DCP that provides for the prescribed matters.
The application shows no evidence of this DCP, meaning consent cannot be granted.

d) The City of Sydney’s Development Control Plan, Section 3 - General Provisions
(3.6.1, 3.6.1) also outlines a range of requirements regarding energy efficiency and
water efficiency in non-residential developments. The proposed development is a
non-residential, large commercial development. The application does not
demonstrate how all requirements across these two clauses are being met.

e) The City of Sydney’s DCP Development Control Plans, Section 2 - Locality
Statement for Chippendale requires that “development must achieve and satisfy the
outcomes expressed in the character statement”

i) This character statement describes the “neighbourhood quality” of
Chippendale, which is characterised by low-density housing, small-scale
commercial premises and a range of educational institutions. A majority of
non-residential buildings in the suburb provide service to the community,
whereas the proposed mass tourism hostel only detracts from this character.
The site (in red below) is located in an area directly surrounded by
predominantly residential uses. Currently, the population of the surrounding
neighbourhood is approximately 34% backpackers to 66% residents. The
proposal would not only multiply the total number of backpackers by more
than 7, but it would alter the composition of the population itself to
approximately 81% backpackers and 19% residents.
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f) At least two of the Principles of this locality statement are also not met by this
proposal:

i) “Continue to support non-residential uses on sites with active ground floor
uses on Broadway, Regent Street and City Road.”
There are no ‘active ground-floor uses’ proposed by this DA. All uses of the
ground floor will be functionally exclusive to the excessive number of
continually changing guests and will not contribute any services to the local
community.

ii) “Maintain the existing pattern of retail and small scale commercial uses
scattered throughout the neighbourhood.”
A five-storey, 1064-bed backpacker hostel is plainly a proposal for a
non-retail, mass-scale commercial enterprise.

g) Standard Instrument (Local Environmental Plans) Amendment (Land Use Zones)
Order 2021 under the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 describes
the site of the proposal as being zoned ‘MU1 Mixed Use’. This describes several
several objectives for this site that are not met by the proposal.

i) “To encourage a diversity of business, retail, office and light industrial land
uses that generate employment opportunities.”
As there are already at least two backpacker hostels in the immediate
neighbourhood, including one on the adjoining site, the proposal does not
contribute to a diversity of business. It prevents a diversity of business that
might otherwise be offered by a mixed development on this site.

ii) “To ensure that new development provides diverse and active street frontages
to attract pedestrian traffic and to contribute to vibrant, diverse and functional
streets and public spaces.”
While the existing frontage of this site leaves a lot to be desired, this cannot
be understood to lower the standard for development. The site will serve
entirely as private premises for its 1064 guests, and makes no contribution to
the functionality of either street on which it is located. It does not make any
contribution to public space, but will place excessive additional demand on
existing public spaces.
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iii) “To minimise conflict between land uses within this zone and land uses within
adjoining zones.”
The site shares a block with and is directly across the road from from multiple
low-density residential buildings. A five-storey, 1064-bed backpacker hostel is
intended to be a hub for budget, short-term tourism and is entirely in conflict
with other land uses in this zone.

iv) “To encourage business, retail, community and other non-residential land
uses on the ground floor of buildings.”
As above, there are no business, retail or community land uses on the ground
floor proposed by this DA. All uses of the ground floor will be exclusive to
guests and will not contribute any services to the local community.

h) Action #1 of The City of Sydney’s Access Strategy and Action Plan Continuing the
Vision designates the Broadway area as a Tech Central Opportunity, linking research
centres of UTS, Sydney University and University of Notre Dame. The location of the
proposed development should be an obvious candidate to be developed to the
required standard of a “high quality places to attract global business and talent” in
order to “unlock the value of Tech Central: community, economy and property value”.
The proposal of a 1,064 backpacker hostel is a direct contradiction to the defined
strategy of the area.

2. The proposed development does not meet required standards for development of
backpacker hostels

b) The City of Sydney’s Development Control Plans, Section 4: Development Types
describes multiple Objectives and Principles for Visitor Accommodation (General)
and for backpacker hostels that are not met by the proposal:

i) “Ensure the design, development and management of visitor accommodation
provides acceptable levels of health, safety, cleanliness, amenity and
administration for guests, whilst not adversely impacting on the amenity of the
surrounding locality.”
The proposal includes an overwhelming number of cupboard-sized rooms
filled with bunk beds. This does not meet the required standard (detailed
below). The applicant clearly aims to maximise private revenue at the
expense of safety and comfort of visiting guests.
The single proposal would multiply the population of the immediate
neighbourhood by approximately 300% and increase the entire population of
Chippendale by around 10% overall. It is impossible to imagine how this type
of increase to population does not adversely affect the amenity of the
surrounding locality. Even one quarter of the proposed guests would create
more backpackers than residents in the immediate neighbourhood.

ii) “Ensure backpacker accommodation is located within close proximity to public
transport, services and facilities and away from predominantly residential
uses.”
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While the site is located near to buses, the addition of 1064 guests onto this 
bus network at any one time will render many of these bus services unusable 
to many residents. This is covered in more detail further on. 

iii) “New development must be self contained with no common access ways with
adjoining properties.”
The DA proposes to provide new access from the site into Grafton Lane.
Exclusive access to Grafton Lane has been granted to the operators of the
adjacent building, whose public entry is located in this laneway. Grafton Lane
is currently gated off to the public at the discretion of the business (see
below). Creating an access point to a laneway that can be gated off at the
discretion of an adjoining business contravenes this principle.

iv) “For sleeping rooms: (a) the maximum number of persons to be
accommodated in a bedroom, or in a dormitory, must be determined on the
basis of 3.25sqm per person per sleeping room”
The DA itself suggests 3.24sqm per person, which does not itself meet the
standard, is not accurate and possibly misunderstands the requirement that
all rooms meet a minimum standard. Though accurate measurements are not
provided in the DA, calculations suggest that a vast majority of rooms do not
meet the required standard, with a large number of rooms measuring under
2sqm per person, which includes the size of the beds themselves. The
proposal provides insufficient detail to satisfy this requirement.

v) “For sleeping rooms: (d) individual, secure lockable storage facilities of a
minimum capacity of 0.6 cubic metres per person is to be provided to allow
guests to individually store baggage and travel items within the sleeping
room”
The proposal does not indicate labelled space for lockers in any sleeping
rooms. In addition, meeting this requirement in tiny rooms designed for 8
people will necessarily deduct from the total availability of square metres per
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person described above. The proposal provides insufficient detail to satisfy 
this requirement. 

vi) “Communal recreational areas: (a) are to be provided within the premises at a
rate of 0.75sqm per person based on the maximum number of guests”
Though the proposal indicates that this Principle is met, it can only be
achieved by including the area designated as a cafe, which the proposal
indicates will also be open to the public. A business space that is open to the
public cannot also be considered a communal recreational area of the
backpackers hostel.
The proposed internal communal recreation spaces are actually closer to
0.6sqm per person.

vii) “Communal recreational areas: (c) are to be provided internally where
possible and in addition to any outdoor communal recreation area.”
The most significant communal recreational area of this proposal is the
rooftop terrace with lap-pool and bar. This is a key feature of the development
proposal and appears to have been included to compensate for the lack of
space designated internally for communal recreational areas.
Requirements for these internal spaces are clearly designed to prevent
overflow of guests onto surrounding streets and minimise noise and antisocial
interactions with nearby residents.
It is entirely possible to provide more internal communal recreation areas,
which would negate any need for additional outdoor space on the rooftop, but
the applicant has chosen not to configure the proposal to meet this
requirement.

viii) “Where communal outdoor facilities are proposed: (a) they should generally
be no greater than 20% of the total communal recreational area”
The proposal suggests that the total internal communal recreational area is
665sqm. As noted, this includes a cafe space that is open to the public, which
likely means the internal communal recreation area total is significantly lower.
The proposal also suggests that only outdoor communal recreational space is
the ground-floor courtyard (157sqm). As the proposal includes a rooftop
terrace with swimming pool and bar, this is clearly not an accurate
representation.
Deducting the space of the atrium void, the rooftop terrace provides
approximately 1100sqm of outdoor communal recreational space.
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The total outdoor communal recreational space is approximately 1250sqm. 
The absolute total communal recreational space is approximately 1900sqm, 
and the outdoor spaces form approximately 65% of this space.
This principle is not met by the proposal, which seeks to increase the 
allowance of outdoor communal recreational space by more than triple. 

ix) “Where communal outdoor facilities are proposed: (b) the design and location
is to ensure that the noise impact to surrounding property is minimised”
The proposal includes a rooftop terrace and bar designed to service both
1064 guests and members of the public. This terrace would overlook multiple
properties on surrounding blocks, many of which are only two storeys shorter
than the site. Noise from such a venue would be significant and have direct
effects on neighbouring residential properties.

x) “Where communal outdoor facilities are proposed:(c) the use should be
restricted to before 10pm, particularly if there are residential uses nearby; and
(d) details on the management of the space including any restricted hours of
access, for example, no access later than 10:30pm, are to be included in the
Plan of Management”
There are a significant number of residential uses nearby. The proposal does
not contain any details about management of timed access to this space.

xi) “For bathrooms: (a) toilets are to be in a separate compartment from common
showers and bathrooms;
The proposal indicates that shared rooms contain bathrooms that locate the
common shower and common toilet in the same compartment. This is not
compliant with this principle.

xii) “For kitchen and dining areas: (a) an internal self-catering kitchen and a
separate dining room for use by guests is to be provided with capacity for at
least 15% of the maximum number of guests to prepare and consume meals
at any one time”
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To achieve the capacity required to meet this principle, the proposal would 
need to provide space for 160 guests to prepare meals at any one time. The 
proposed area for this activity in the plans is approximately 112 square metres 
in total. This would allow for a 0.7 square meter area for each of the 160 
people to both prepare and consume meals. This is nowhere near an 
appropriate amount of space in which someone can reasonably be expected 
to achieve either of these tasks, let alone both. Furthermore, there is no 
indication of any facilities provided in the kitchen that could be used to 
prepare meals, and such facilities added to the space indicated would 
necessarily detract from the available space per person to prepare and 
consume their meals. 

3. Considerations for appropriate development

Any redevelopment of this site must be approached with consideration to factors
already identified as fundamental by City of Sydney. These include the scale and
nature of premises, pro-active initiatives for sustainability, contributions to broader
social responsibility, attracting future-focused businesses, and enhancing the
liveability of spaces for current and future communities.

The fact that the existing building is not itself a functional addition to the
neighbourhood cannot be viewed as lowering the quality of development that City of
Sydney expects for its residents and economy.

a) Alignment with Chippendale locality statement (Sydney Development Control Plan
2012)
 City of Sydney’s Development Control Plans, Section 2 - Locality Statement for
Chippendale requires that development must “maintain the character of the
conservation area and protect residential amenity”. Development of a large scale
commercial backpackers hostel contravenes many of the objectives of the planning
control, and is wholly inconsistent with the locality statement for Chippendale.
The locality statement for Chippendale has keen focus on low scale development,
small scale commercial spaces, and being sympathetic to the scale and fine grain
character of the area. Appropriate development of the site should therefore consider
multiple spaces for a variety of commercial uses, and potentially other uses such as
residential, to stay consistent with the area, and provide services and amenity to the
existing community of Chippendale.
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b) Alignment with City of Sydney Strategy (Sustainable Sydney 2030–2050 Continuing
the Vision and Economic Development Strategy)
The current proposal for a huge backpacker hostel is contrary to all goals established
by City of Sydney Strategic Plan. There is limited introduction of green space, no
consideration for carbon emission and increased carbon footprint. Increasing
population density of the site to 1,064 would contravene targets of reducing the city’s
water usage and waste output. The proposed development does not address any
stated goal of the CIty of Sydney, and is therefore a missed opportunity to provide
development that could enrich the area in line with stated targets of increase social
and residential housing and increasing cultural output. A backpacker hostel can not
contribute to the proposed area becoming a hub for tech and industry and cannot
contribute economically to health, higher education and creative designer sectors,
and will detract from the qualities required to promote development required to
achieve this goal.

i) Greening of the local environment - Any serious development proposal for
the site should consider how to increase the local greenery consistent with
the goals to achieve 40 % green cover and 27 % tree coverage. This could be
achieved through installation of new trees and vertical gardens on the site.
This would have added benefits of providing natural cooling to the area, and
reduction of noise impacts on existing residents.

ii) Sustainability goals and achieving net zero - New and large scale
development for the site should consider how they will contribute to
increasing sustainability and contribute to City of Sydney’s goals to becoming
carbon neutral. This should include provisions for providing renewable energy
to the area, detailed plan on water reduction and management, and strategies
to promote reuse and recycling of any development that occurs on the site.

iii) Promoting TechCentral - Broadway has been designated by CIty of Sydney
as TechCentral, with the strategy identifying jobs growth targets in higher
education, health and creative industries. The development of a large scale
site should be focussed on contributing to these goals.

c) Respect for existing community
Any redevelopment of the site at 184-200 Broadway should be making a positive
contribution to the immediate neighbourhood and the existing community of
Chippendale. It should be required to provide additional amenities, services and
environmental supports commensurate with the scale of additional impact it will
reasonably create.
In the case of the current proposal, this must include consideration of the following:

i) Planting of trees and greenery along the street to create additional areas of
shade and reduce the impact of heat on footpaths and buildings.

ii) Installation of noise-dampening structures on the Knox-St side of the
developed building to absorb existing and additional noise and reverberations
created by pedestrians and traffic on the street. This should include
considerations like vertical greenery.

iii) Reconfiguration of thoroughfare on Knox St to reduce impacts of noise and
improve sustainable transport uses.

iv) Maintaining the privacy for residents of existing residential buildings on Knox
Street and the surrounding area. It should seek to avoid and minimise any
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new vantage points into existing premises, such as windows or rooftops. At a 
minimum, architectural features, such as windows organised to limit and 
obstruct direct lines of sight to residential premises, should be described. 
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28th January 2025 

TO: City of Sydney 
Town Hall House 
456 Kent Street        
Sydney NSW 2000         
council@cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au 

FROM: Bjorn Godwin        
21 Shepherd St        
Chippendale NSW 2008 

Re: Objection to Development Application D/2024/1165 - 184-200 Broadway, Chippendale 

As a resident and business owner in Chippendale since 1987, and owner and licensee of the 
Knox St Bar (2012), located at the corner of Knox and Shepherd Streets Chippendale, I object to 
the proposed development for a 164-room, 1,058-bed backpacker hostel at the existing Telstra 
building site.  

Knox Street and Chippendale should not be treated as mere service corridors or transit points 
for a development of this size. The proposed Development Application fails to consider the 
impact on the public spaces it will rely on, while also presenting a business model that restricts 
economic growth for surrounding areas. This development, as it stands, overlooks the broader 
community bene ts and opportunities. It is crucial that the Council reject Development 
Application D/2024/1165. 

Local Business Context 

Knox St Bar is one of many small venues, bars, cafes, galleries and businesses in Chippendale 
that embody the city’s and in particular the Lord Mayor, Clover Moore’s, continuing vision for a 
more liveable, sustainable and diverse Sydney:  

1. Knox St Bar was one of the early adopters in 2012 of the city’s small bar license reforms,
speci cally designed to foster responsible, community-integrated venues that stand in
direct contrast to large-scale drinking establishments. The city’s stated goal is:
“reactivate fine-grain spaces and build a unique night-time culture to create a thriving
and diverse nightlife that benefits both locals and visitors”. This approach has proven
successful for the Chippendale brand, contributing to the area's transformation into a
neighbourhood known for its artistic community, small-scale venues, cultural
authenticity and green initiatives.

2. As an active member of the Chippendale Collective and having completed the NSW
Government's Uptown Accelerator program run by the O ice of the 24-Hour Economy
Commissioner, Knox St Bar has worked hard to build and maintain Chippendale's
unique district identity and culture. This proposed development for a mega backpacker
hostel on the Telstra site fundamentally contradicts the NSW Government’s program
objectives for creating distinctive, community-driven nightlife precincts that re ect
local character and scale. The introduction of the 1,058-bed backpacker hostel would
overwhelm and undermine years of careful, strategic development of Chippendale's
intimate, arts-focused identity and a decade of the city’s strategic plans and practical
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work to build and develop community engagement, trust and ownership of its local 
amenity. 

3. Mega hostels such as this, with built in bars, cafes and direct access to its hotel like the
Lansdowne, exemplify the closed-loop business model, where guest spending is
contained within the premises, limiting economic activity to surrounding local
businesses. There is therefore zero incentive to integrate and align with the local
community or invest in the public domain.

4. Local business on the other hand, has an interest and economic need to integrate with
the residential community, aligning with DCP Section 3.2.2 (Addressing the street and
public domain). As a small business, Knox St Bar actively manages noise levels, patron
behaviour, and local amenity. Our sta  already spend considerable time managing
existing pedestrian tra ic and patron noise from the Lansdowne Hotel and its
associated backpacker hostel upstairs. Additionally, we regularly clean up dumped
furniture, garbage, and unfortunately, deal with public urination in Knox Street - issues
that will only be massively exacerbated by this development's scale and concentration
of short-term visitors and lack of public amenity and accountability.

Scale and Impact (DCP Section 3.2 - De ning the Public Domain) 

The DA is grossly disproportionate to our local area's character and infrastructure as
envisioned and invested in over decades by the City of Sydney, NSW Government’s 24-
Hour Economy Commissioner, Chippendale Collective, residents and businesses.
Despite its size, the development will not generate meaningful business for local
establishments other than the connected Lansdowne Hotel owned by the applicant.
The concentration of so many transient guests moving back and forth 24/7 via Knox St,
will overwhelm local infrastructure placing an excessive negative burden on the
neighbourhood, its residents and other businesses.

Environmental Impact (DCP Section 3.5.2. Urban Vegetation) 

The DA fails to meet the minimum 15% canopy coverage requirement under DCP
Section 3.5.2.
The DA lacks adequate landscaping improvement to o set its dense urban setting.
The DA does not adequately address integration of green space in an already dense
urban environment while o ering zero plans for reducing or mitigating its impact on the
community.

Tra ic and Safety (DCP Sections 3.1.1 Streets, lanes and footpaths and 3.1.2 Pedestrian 
and bike network) (Data was derived from previous metrics from studies provided to council 
engineers/planners and councillors.) 

There is a signi cant contradiction in the DA itself which claims Knox Street is “quiet” 
while simultaneously proposing it as a primary access point for frequent deliveries and
waste collection – essentially a service lane and garbage collection point.
This is further contradicted by the DA’s Statement of Heritage Impact stating: “Knox
Steet was once a thriving part of the local community, with shops and small business
engaging directly with the street”.
Knox Street can have up to 200-300 daily pedestrian movements, including residents
with shopping carts, prams, e-bikes, cycles as well 100’s of Notre Dame Uni students
moving between City Rd and Shepherd/Grafton St campuses. When there is an event on
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at Victoria Park, day and night, (such as Australia Day celebrations) many multiples of 
this number of people will use Knox Street as their primary gateway to and from Victoria 
Park.  
The proposed development will add 100-200 daily vehicle trips through surrounding
streets for guest drop-o s, pick-ups and deliveries at Knox Street. Already we have 100’s
of vehicles using Grafton, Knox and Shepherd Streets daily, including the morning and
afternoon vehicles who run the ‘STOP’ sign, using Grafton and Knox Streets as a rat-run
to avoid Broadway congestion.
Dozens of speeding e-bike deliveries and wrong-way vehicle tra ic pass daily across the
Knox, Shepherd and Grafton Street intersection.
As a business operating at this intersection, we regularly witness instances of road rage
between vehicle drivers, e-bikes riders, cyclists and pedestrians (including collisions)
and regular parking disputes while emergency services vehicles can have extreme
di iculty accessing the corner of Knox and Shepherd Streets.
During school term residents from throughout Chippendale cycle up and down
Shepherd Street for drop-o s and pick-ups at surrounding schools, pre-schools,
universities and businesses.
Despite decades of neglect by the city in providing basic safety infrastructure and tra ic
calming measures by having siphoned o  the levied public domain contributions from
nearby developments that were meant to be used on Knox Street (e.g. 1998
redevelopment approval of  apartments at 5 Knox Street was conditional on a Knox
Street plan for tra ic calming and streetscaping measures), Knox Street remains a vital
neighbourhood connection, serving as a critical pedestrian corridor and an essential
link between Broadway, Victoria Park, and the heart of Chippendale’s residential and
cultural precinct.
The DA’s dismissive characterisation of Knox Street as merely a ‘service lane’ for waste
collection, deliveries, drop-o s and pick-ups shows a complete disregard for its vital
role, e ectively reducing this historical neighbourhood thoroughfare to nothing more
than a back-of-house service alley. Con rming the DA’s contempt and disregard for the
public domain that it is leveraging to support the proposal.

24/7 Vehicle Access and Loading (DCP Section 3.11.13) 

The Plan of Management (PoM) is inadequate by failing to e ectively address how it will
manage to reduce the development’s impact upon the amenity of surrounding
properties from the speci c issues that will be generated from such a high
concentration of services and activity.
The PoM (Section 7.2 Deliveries and trades) states: “Regular deliveries are expected for
linen, F&B supplies, housekeeping which will be received on the lower ground floor.”
This clearly and deliberately underestimates the complexity and increased tra ic
congestion and associated noise that will converge on Knox Street given the scale and
24/7 activity from what would be one of the ‘World’s Largest Backpacker Hostels’.
It’s ludicrous and impractical to suggest "No Parking" zones in surrounding back streets
(Knox, Shepherd & Grafton) could be the designated points for 24/7 guest drop-o s and
pick-ups. With 1,058 beds and average stays of 2-3 nights (calculated by DA docs), this
will generate 100-200 daily vehicle movements (based on 25% of guests arriving and
leaving by rideshare).
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“Climate change is the most serious environmental 
challenge that human beings have faced. It is the defining 
issue of our time. 

Globally, the largest contributor to climate change is the burning of fossil fuels for 
energy. Burning these fuels releases emissions that create a greenhouse effect in 
the atmosphere. This traps increasing levels of solar heat and causes warming. An 
energy transition to renewable energy is already well underway. To avert the worst 
consequences of climate change, we need to accelerate this transition. 

That’s why we're pursuing ambitious but achievable goals of our own as part of our 
climate emergency response. Our vision is for a resilient, sustainable Sydney that 
remains one of the world’s most vibrant and liveable cities for decades to come. 

Our environmental strategy 2021-2025 sets these targets for our area: 

 70% reduction in greenhouse gas emissions by 2030 from 2006
baseline
 net zero emissions by 2035
 50% of electricity demand met by renewable sources by 2030.”

https://www.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/environmental-action/energy-and-
climate-change

“

”

https://www.cityofsydney.nsw.gov.au/policies/environmental-sustainability-policy
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Planning Institute of Australia
PO Box 5427
Kingston ACT 2604 Tel: 02 6262 5933
membership@planning.org.au ABN 34 151 601 937 

• ‘Commitment to good planning principles and decisions based on facts
and evidence

• Sustainable and ethical development’

Planning Institute of Australia (PIA) Code of Professional Conduct | 21 November
2023
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INTRODUCTION
This Code provides the core principles of conduct required of our Members to 
ensure they practice their profession with the highest ethical and professional 
standards. The Code serves to ensure integrity of planning decisions and of the 
planning system as a whole, and to foster confidence and respect for the 
planning profession within the community.

In adhering to this Code, Members should pursue an appropriate balance of the 
following:

• Commitment to good planning principles and decisions based on facts
and evidence

• Sustainable and ethical development

• Efficient and economically sound outcomes

•
internationally recognised rights to self-determination and free, prior and
informed consent (consistent with the UN Declaration on the Rights of
Indigenous Peoples)

• Responsible management of natural and built resources

• Effective and fair governance
• Pleasant, healthy, safe and socially connected working and living
environments.

The Institute requires its Members to adhere to the following core principles 
which underpin the Code, as detailed in this document:  

1. Competency, due care and diligence

2. Respect, honesty and integrity

3. Professional behavior [sic]

4. Confidentiality and disclosure. 
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Submission by Friends of Chippendale
4 February 2025

Collaborators and organisers of community group to respond to project:   Bjorn Godwin
Mat Burri

Michael Mobbs 
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Summary

1. The proposal has no energy or water data to allow assessment of its climate
pollution.  The documents fail to either or both understand or apply the principles of
ecologically sustainable development as required by the Environmental Planning and
Assessment Act.

2. The proposal does not mention ‘climate emergency’, ‘climate pollution’, the types
or amounts of energy and water used, stormwater produced or sewage produced
and makes no reference to Sydney City Council’s several climate policies; this seems
to be an extraordinary failure of the project process which we cannot understand.

3. The exterior of the building is attractive but distracts from the truth of the building
inside.  In truth, the substantive building design poses as a backpackers hostel to
take advantage of more lenient building codes than those which apply to student
and longer-stay housing buildings. This inaccurate categorisation of the building type
seeks to allow the proposal to maximise density and avoid stricter planning
obligations.

4. We ask Council to class the project as one requiring compliance with the stricture
planning obligations applying to housing than those described in the project
documents, and to refuse the application.

5. We will make a second submission as soon as we complete reviewing the
documents.

Our position

1. The proposal should be rejected for the reasons offered in this and other
submissions many of which we have considered during the drafting of this
submission. We know over 300 individual submissions have been made asking
Council to reject the proposal.

2. A proposal we may support will include:
a. Housing;
b. Sustainable use of water, energy, waste matching or exceeding other projects

which have brought international recognition for the projects and
Chippendale (examples include: Central Park which recycles sewage and rain,
makes its own energy, Sydney’s Sustainable House which for 28 years has
kept all rain and sewage – over 2.5 m litres - on the household site and makes
all its own energy); community composting where over 300 to 400 kg of food
waste is composted in the footpath gardens each week;

c. Ground level diversity such as a through site link between Knox Street and
Broadway, landscaping of Knox street to slow vehicles and confine use to
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delivery and building access including redirecting one way traffic from West 
to East;

d. Any revised proposal is more likely to be supported by our community if we
are consulted about it during the design process.

3. Because, for decades, we have engaged with each other - Council, developers and
others - our community and Council have achieved international recognition of
Chippendale as the ‘seventh coolest suburb’ on Earth. We will protect and increase
the dynamics which have produced this recognition.

NOTE:  We appreciate that this is a lengthy submission.
The document length is unavoidable as this project is the biggest and will have the most 

significant impact  in our community since the redevelopment of Central Park.
The proponent’s documents are far lengthier which we have had to read, understand and 

collate our community response here in two weeks. Please accept that in the two weeks we 
have done our best to absorb the information, analyse it and create our submission 

including providing content we consider ought to have been in the application documents.

Responding to proposal lodged without community 
consultation

The moment the proposal was made public, it was clear to the Chippendale community 
that, if realised,  it would not only be detrimental to the area, but also not comply with 
many existing rules and regulations. Brought to us mid-January 2025 with complete 
disregard for the community - not one example of local consultation – the proposal will 
impact us most. It triggered a quick response. Our Chippendale community first got together 
on Jan 21st at Knox Bar to discuss the proposal and published a fact sheet (in the 
appendices). This gathering was facilitated by Michael Mobbs and Bjorn Godwin and all 
present had a chance to speak and discuss. The contributions and conversations were rich 
and varied. Businesses and residents were widely represented.

A week later, at the  follow-up meeting, other residents added their input. Together the 
events attracted over 70 people. 

We are aware the meetings and over 300 submissions geographically represent a suburb-
wide response so we say with confidence there is no “NIMBY” thinking in the objections, 
rather fact-based responses. We may use the computer programme we paid for to enable 
individual, unique submissions to be tracked both as to content and location. To maintain 
confidentiality we are, unfortunately, unable to publish here a map showing the location of 
the objectors. Council may review the geographical spread with its own data. We have also 
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consulted with the Chippendale Residents Interest Group (CRIG) who have provided helpful 
support and information. 

Each participant brought their unique lived experience and shared valuable insight. With the 
help of those who worked in or knew about a broad range of activities we considered 
emergency services, access, waste management, water usage, taxi drop-off, wheelchair and 
prams access, road safety . . .

The following history is the fruit of a collection of concerns expressed by the community, 
collectively referred to as "Friends of Chippendale". 

The history below  of Broadway and Knox Street shows how the Chippendale community 
lives and breathes here and has done so for many decades, developing both knowledge and 
love for our streets, buildings, footpaths, parks and friends, despite the eyesores and 
polluting main roads around us. Since our community began our public discussions another 
group, YIMBY SYDNEY, has responded with its own campaign, and the final part of this 
history suggests we two groups, one from our community, one supporting new 
development across Sydney, have lots in common.

YIMBY Done Right

The Telstra building is in an ideal location to support increased housing supply, aligning 
with many Sydney YIMBY principles of density, affordability and accessibility. However, this 
DA does not contribute to a real housing solution—instead, it packs 1,058 beds into 
overcrowded, substandard conditions, creating an urban slum. The simplest way to improve 
affordability and access to housing in Sydney is to build more of it, but this 
development fails to achieve that goal. Rather than supporting well-planned urban growth, 
it exploits planning loopholes to avoid proper regulation, prioritising profit over liveability.

We support affordable, sustainable, and well-planned growth, but the proposed backpacker 
hostel on Broadway fails to deliver real housing. Instead of providing long-term homes, it 
prioritises short-term, high-turnover accommodation, doing nothing to address Sydney’s 
housing crisis. This project will drive up rents, strain infrastructure, and worsen congestion.
It is the failed Randwick suburb backpacker developments but worse, on steroids.

1        Knox Street

Knox Street: A Microcosm of Urban Development Failure

Introduction
Knox Street, though a relatively small and often overlooked street in Chippendale, serves as 
a focal point for the broader concerns surrounding the proposed Development Application 
(DA) at 184-200 Broadway. This project, like many before it, will significantly impact Knox 
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Street and the immediate neighbourhood while failing to contribute meaningfully to its 
upkeep or improvement. Despite being a well-used gateway from Chippendale to Victoria 
Park and Broadway, Knox Street has long suffered from neglect, with little to no 
reinvestment in its public space, even as surrounding developments have brought increased 
foot traffic, vehicle congestion, and waste management burdens.

Since at least 1998, when developer contributions were first levied on 5 Knox Street, 
hundreds of thousands of dollars have been collected from surrounding projects under 
Sydney’s Developer Contributions Plan. 

However, enabled by a lack of transparency, these funds have never been applied to Knox 
Street’s immediate area, leaving its public realm unimproved despite growing demand. 

The only tangible improvement to Knox Street in the last 25 years has been the recent 
planting of three sapling trees—one of which was incorrectly planted and subsequently 
removed, making this a truly lame and token effort.

Friends of Chippendale have long lobbied for substantial improvements to the local area, 
presenting streetscaping and traffic-calming measures to City engineers and lobbying 
councillors for many years. Despite these sustained efforts, no concrete action has been 
taken to address the persistent infrastructure and public space deficiencies in Knox Street 
and the broader neighbourhood. This ongoing inaction further highlights the failure of 
urban planning in Chippendale, where essential community needs are consistently sidelined 
in favour of large-scale private developments.

This submission will specifically reference the various planning codes and specific concerns 
that Friends of Chippendale have highlighted, including the lack of sustainable development 
measures, the failure to consider climate impacts, and the ongoing pattern of developments 
proceeding without proper community consultation. As noted in this submission, the 
proposal does not account for key environmental sustainability factors such as energy use, 
water consumption, stormwater management, and climate pollution. The absence of such 
considerations represents a failure to comply with the principles of ecologically sustainable 
development required by the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act.

Furthermore, the Friends of Chippendale submission highlights the broader systemic issues 
tied to our proposed Western Gateway Project and the need for integrated, sustainable 
urban planning. This proposed DA contradicts efforts to create a liveable, community-
oriented urban space and instead follows the pattern of unchecked, profit-driven 
development that erodes local character and liveability. 
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The following sections will address these concerns in detail, emphasising why this project 
must be reconsidered because of its negative long-term impact on Chippendale.

The Impact of Large-Scale Developments

The pattern of large-scale institutional and backpacker developments eroding local 
character and economic vitality is well-documented. 

The University of Notre Dame’s expansion into Chippendale in 2005 offers a cautionary 
precedent, demonstrating how high-density student-focused projects can displace small 
businesses, overburden public infrastructure, and transform vibrant neighbourhoods into 
ghost towns outside of academic terms. 

In Fremantle, Western Australia, the University has purchased all the properties four blocks 
deep and 8 blocks wide between the city and the sea - and about a quarter of the city is now 
denied both rates, taxes and almost any street life.

The Case of Randwick: A Warning Signi

The negative impact of high-density, transient-focused developments is not limited to 
educational institutions. The decline of Randwick due to an influx of backpackers further 
illustrates the risks. 

Once ranked among the world’s most attractive suburbs for property buyers, Randwick has 
since suffered from rising rents, business closures, and economic stagnation. With 22 vacant 
shopfronts on its main street alone, Randwick has seen its local economy hollowed out as 
backpacker accommodation replaces a more sustainable mix of businesses and residents. 
The economic strain, lack of community investment, and the prioritisation of transient 
populations over long-term residents have left Randwick struggling to regain its former 
vitality. 1 “It’s Just Dead”: Sydney Suburb “killed off” by backpackers,  news.com.au, January 20, 2025

The Threat to Chippendale

The proposed DA at 184-200 Broadway threatens to replicate Randwick failures in 
Chippendale.

By branding itself as a backpacker hostel to exploit weak regulatory loopholes, it avoids 
essential planning obligations while significantly increasing density. As seen in Randwick, 
this type of development contributes little to the local economy beyond pub sales and 
exacerbates the loss of small businesses, reinforcing a cycle of neglect. Without proactive 
urban planning and community-driven consultation, Chippendale risks following the same 
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