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Abstract: This paper explores how participatory processes and the politics of contestation and resistance attempt to influence discourses in government initiated urban renewal. The focus is specifically on the North Parramatta urban renewal project and the role of power relations and legitimacy discourses in participatory processes established by a government owned land developer, in this case UrbanGrowth NSW. In particular, this paper critiques the initial participatory process and subsequent contestation by a community group to convince UrbanGrowth to undertake further consultation that does not start with a predetermined outcome. Due to the significant use of social media by the community group, this study examines Twitter text in its discourse analysis. Three findings emerge. First, UrbanGrowth communicated exclusively through local newspaper articles, while the community group utilised newspaper articles and social media. Secondly, UrbanGrowth insisted that upfront participation was adequate for the project despite numerous concerns being raised by the community and politicians. Finally, UrbanGrowth maintained a discourse that value capture gained through the rezoning processes was a major driver to secure the precincts future, while heritage, environmental and social considerations were of less importance.
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Introduction
Conflict in planning is an established feature of an unrepressed pluralist polity, as such, strategic planning projects are often characterised by controversies, conflicts and community resistance. This is despite significant variations in project types, planning systems, and geographic locations (Brand and Gaffikin 2007, p. 292). Moreover, Brand and Gaffikin (2007, p. 304) argue that when conflicts are properly harnessed they can confer positive frictions and drive dissent against superficial consensus. In many cases, planners are also dealing with intractable differences between stakeholders and institutions who suggest there is no rational solution (Mouffe 2013, p. 130). These conflicts are further exacerbated by strategic planning projects that translate into perceived losses for existing communities (Pacchi and Pasqui 2015). In this paper we examine a case of community resistance with reference to discourses surrounding collaborative planning for a large brownfield urban renewal project in the western suburbs of Sydney.

This paper adopts Foucauldian analysis which views discourse both as performative practices, but also representations of reality, thus their own ‘regimes of truth’ are created as an acceptable formulation of problems and solutions to problems (Foucault 1980). This approach has been identified by Sharp and Richardson (2001) as an appropriate framework for deconstructing power relations and legitimacy discourses underlying planning and environmental governance. Foucault’s work has been employed in planning research as a counter argument to normative models based on Habermasian communicative action, with particular emphasis placed on revealing mechanisms of power in planning discourses and practices (Flyvbjerg and Richardson 2002, Huxley and Yiftachel 2000). Sharp and Richardson (2001) argue that discourses are the outcome of messy and complex power conflicts in which different groups vie to impose their agenda (Jacobs 2006, p. 44). Foucault (1980, p. 93) believed that the functioning of power centred on the ‘production, accumulation, circulating and functioning of a discourse’. Accordingly, power is exercised rather than possessed (Flyvbjerg 2001, p. 92). Furthermore, Foucault (1979, p. 27) asserted that we should abandon any suggestion that knowledge can only exist when power is suspended, but rather accept that power produces knowledge, or in other words, power and knowledge directly imply one another. Searle (2004) reiterates that when we evaluate planning practices, we should be critical of how knowledge is reproduced, particularly when framing problems, setting the parameters of inquiry and designing processes (Richardson 2002, p. 357).

Before outlining the North Parramatta Urban Renewal (PNUR) area proposal and community opposition, we provide a review of literature on urban renewal, collaborative planning and social media. We then provide an overview of discourse analysis, which we used to provide a detailed analysis of debate and contestation over the PNUR area proposal. Some conclusions follow.



Urban Renewal and local communities
Brownfield sites are defined by Dixon (2007) as any land which has been previously developed, including derelict and vacant land, which may or may not be contaminated. Ruming et al. (2010) notes urban renewal implies a process of modernising declining buildings, streets and neighbourhoods to extend their life. Inherent in the notion of renewal in the Australian context is urban densification and consolidation (Ruming et al. 2010). Densification of renewal sites fits closely with the notion of the compact city (Randolph 2006) which seeks to sustainably reuse previously developed and/or under-utilised land in established urban areas (Davison and Legacy 2014). 

Due to the challenges of urban renewal in Australia’s major cities, state governments often transfer the delivery of large renewal sites to state-owned profitmaking land development agencies (Davison and Legacy 2014). UrbanGrowth NSW is the current development agency in New South Wales (NSW) and can be traced back to its initiation in the early 1970s (Gleeson and Coiacetto 2005). The predecessor to UrbanGrowth was Landcom which was corporatised in 2011 under its own legislation. UrbanGrowth’s modus operandi most closely resembles government lead development and holding of undeveloped land in several European cities (Gleeson and Coiacetto 2005). Furthermore, land development agencies under conservative Australian state governments have become land asset managers, which include the disposal of surplus land and the management and sale of public buildings (Gleeson and Coiacetto 2005). More recently, land development agencies have also become involved in the management and delivery of complex strategic planning projects (Gleeson and Coiacetto 2005), in particular, brownfield renewal sites which are usually more difficult and costly to develop than greenfield sites. Thus, these sites require government intervention in order for them to become an economically viable proposition for developers (Davison and Legacy 2014). Sager (2011, p. 171) identified 14 neoliberal policies for urban planning. Sager’s policy of property-led urban regeneration is highly relevant to this case study as it identifies the move away from comprehensive plan making to project based amendments to existing plans. Property-led urban renewal initiatives are a supply-side intervention based on economic development (Sager 2011, p. 172). Healey (1991, p. 103) suggests property-led urban renewal is preoccupied with overcoming public sector constraints on land supply in local economies, while ignoring other potential constraints that may affect development in that locality.

Brownfield sites are most commonly located in existing urban areas and proposals frequently encounter resistance from local communities (Ahlfeldt 2011). Therefore, engaging local communities in the planning and redevelopment process is a key role for land development agencies. Local politics also plays a part in the pursuit of urban renewal. As such, densification is often directed towards identified centres and away from residential areas and exemplifies the complex negotiations between individuals and community interests (Pinnegar and Randolph 2012). While local community resistance is identified, Raco et al. (2007) found the involvement of existing communities is often limited which creates the perception that renewal projects are a threat to local communities. Also, Dinçer’s (2011) review of renewal in historic urban spaces concludes that the approach was focused excessively on renewal of physical place and the built environment, while no projects seriously addressed socio-economic and cultural implications. Community participation can have some influence on the level of community resistance to urban renewal. The literature discusses two distinct approaches to community participation in planning.  

Collaborative planning is a concept that encompasses a variety of theoretical approaches including communicative (Healey 1997), deliberative (Forester 1999) and argumentative politics (Dryzek 1994). The foundations of collaborative planning can be attributed to the theory of communicative action (Habermas 1984) which was derived from the democratic perspective of government for and by the people (Gualini and Bianchi 2015, p. 40). Collaborative planning sees conflict as creative tensions between different spheres of a pluralist society. Further, it assumes people confront each other from different relational positions (Healey 1999, p.115). Alternatively, Mouffe’s (1999) agonistic pluralism has been used to develop agonistic planning theory (Gunder 2003, Mouat et al. 2013) which positions power, conflict and difference at the centre of collaboration in planning. From the agonistic perspective, consensus building as a conflict management tool is accused of facilitating neoliberal governance as it relies on decision making practices that are widely accepted as democratic, but do not challenge existing power relations (Purcell 2009, p. 141). Others have interpreted notions of collaborative planning as systems of domination rather than emancipation (Bickerstaff and Walker 2005, p. 2140), due to insufficient attention to the power structures in which planning is practised (McGuirk 2001, p. 196). Hence, the collaborative approach works to draw attention away from the underlying political processes that shape the city (Yiftachel and Huxley 2009, p. 907).

While consensus building has been a focus to advance the participation of citizens and tame antagonism, Legacy (2016) argues that framing the two concepts renders invisible the fluidity and political formation of participation. To this end, Legacy (2016) found the narrow application of participatory planning is a political act to manage contestation and antagonism used by citizens to unsettle the planning process. Furthermore, Schatz and Rogers (2016) and Rogers (2016) argue the NSW Government has sought to manage participation by using temporary consensus-seeking consultation events. However, the rhetoric of citizen involvement in decision-making does not explain the mechanisms through which representation can influence the planning process (Schatz and Rogers 2016). Despite the diversity of renewal occurring in Sydney, Ruming et al. (2010) notes there is little understanding of the factors that influence the process and the social and economic outcomes.

Social media and participation
While evaluations of how Internet enabled communications are being used in planning practice as a forum for direct citizen engagement has been scant (Mandarano et al. 2010), Trapenberg Frick (2016) notes community groups who utilise both digital media and mainstream media, such as newspapers, heighten other residents’ concerns about the planning process and the stakeholders involved. Moreover, digital media allows participants to produce their own material through several communication channels including; YouTube videos, websites and posts on social media platforms to create a perpetual digital footprint (Trapenberg Frick 2016). Afzalan and Muller (2014) and Williamson and Ruming (2015) also found that social media did not create a collaborative communications process in isolation, but integrated well with mainstream media communication methods. However, detailed analysis of social media dialogues between citizens and a government agency by Williamson and Ruming (2017) concluded that government departments need to recognise the speed of public engagement is being influenced by social media and that planning practitioners are facing serious limitation in that it is very difficult to discuss planning matters in the short message format Twitter operates on.

The use of social media for the purpose of engaging with planning processes can be broken into two separate groups of Government-initiated and citizen-initiated social networks (Evans-Cowley 2010; Evans-Cowley and Hollander 2010).  Citizen-initiated social networks focusing on planning issues form the majority of social networks found by Evans-Cowley (2010), and were typically organised to oppose a proposed development or draft plan. Facebook is a popular social network that attracts millions of users across the world; however, the use at a personal level may not constitute what is required for participation in planning processes, due to people’s interpretation of what a friend is and their belief that simply joining a network is an action for a cause (Evans-Cowley 2010). Evans-Cowley and Hollander (2010) found significant challenges for planners attempting to use Facebook. Evans-Cowley and Griffin (2012) identified Twitter as a powerful tool to engage the public, hence Evans-Cowley and Griffin (2012) suggested Twitter is an opportunity to engage with the public in a different way. Furthermore, Schweitzer (2014) suggests engagement with individuals on Twitter may prove more beneficial than broadly distributing information and those benefits can improve a government agency’s reputation and their planning dialog more generally. 

We propose to contribute to a growing body of literature focusing on the presence and potential influence of social media in planning processes (Kleinhans et al. 2015) by presenting a case study that explores social media use after the formal consultation period in a planning process. The following section introduces the case study and its planning context.

Redeveloping North Parramatta
The Parramatta North urban renewal (PNUR) area consists of 146 hectares of NSW Government owned land located at the geographic centre of Sydney (Figure 1). The site consists of four precincts referred to as Cumberland (40 hectares), Sport and Leisure (21 hectares), Old Kings School (4 hectares) and Parramatta Park (81 hectares) (Figure 2). The PNUR area is located west and north-west of the Parramatta Central Business District (CBD) and is separated from the Westmead Medical Precinct by the Parramatta River (UrbanGrowth NSW 2014). An established residential area adjoins the east of the site, which is comprised of 2-3 storey residential flat buildings and single storey detached dwellings (DP&E 2015). A light industrial precinct is located to the north of the site. Parramatta Park and the western rail line are located to the south of the site. Parramatta Park includes Old Government House, which is UNESCO World Heritage listed (DP&E 2015).
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Figure 1 - Location of Parramatta within Sydney (Source: UrbanGrowth NSW 2014)

The proposal sought to rezone 50 hectares of land in the Cumberland and the Sport and Leisure Precincts. The current land uses in the Cumberland Precinct include Cumberland Hospital and associated health services and the former Parramatta Gaol. Current uses in the Sport and Leisure Precinct include Parramatta Stadium, public swimming pool, club facilities and open parkland (UrbanGrowth NSW 2014).

The Cumberland precinct is home to some of NSW’s and European Australia’s most important heritage locations and assets including Australia’s first farm and water mill, Parramatta Female Factory and the Old King’s School. The proposal provided a series of recommendations on the retention and adaptive re-use of the heritage buildings and the need for archival recording. All buildings identified as having exceptional and high significance would be retained, while buildings with moderate to low significance would be demolished (SJB Planning 2014). A second and arguable more important heritage aspect of the PNUR area is archaeological evidence of Aboriginal settlement dating back more than 30,000 years. The proposal recommended excluding Parramatta Park from the rezoning and undertaking research on Aboriginal associations with the PNUR area (SJB Planning 2014).
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Figure 2 – PNUR sub-precincts (Source: UrbanGrowth NSW 2014)

The PNUR area proposal suggested the Cumberland precinct be rezoned to provide approximately 4,100 dwellings, 20,000 square metres of adaptively reused heritage building floor space and up to 4,000 square metres of retail floor space. The Sports and Leisure precinct would be rezoned to provide approximately 34,000 square metres mixed use floor space, predominantly for commercial uses. The proposed building heights consisted of medium density buildings of 4 to 8 storeys and high density buildings of 12 to 30 storeys.

Planning context	Comment by willwa2011@gmail.com: Added comment that hopefully makes this section clearer.
In the case of a precinct where the majority of land is government owned, the Minister for Planning (Minister) may declare a State significant site to enable the delivery of State planning and/or infrastructure. This process is deliberately flexible to allow for a site specific planning regime to be established. State significant sites are typically declared because of their social, economic or environmental characteristics (DP&E 2015). This section provides a description of how the PNUR area was nominated, declared by the Minister for Planning and the subsequent planning process that was undertaken.
In 2012, the local member for Parramatta requested the State Government agree to development a master plan for Parramatta's Heritage Precinct (Hansard 2012). The State government agreed and the Minister appointed UrbanGrowth as the project manager in September 2013 (Table 1). To create an approval body for the master plan and associated rezoning, UrbanGrowth requested that the Minister consider declaring the Cumberland and Sport and Leisure precincts of the PNUR as a State significant site. This would allow the State government to rezone the precincts through a State Environmental Planning Policy that would amend the local planning instrument known as Parramatta Local Environmental Plan 2011. 

In the first instance UrbanGrowth managed the delivery of a strategic planning proposal to rezone the PNUR area on behalf of the various government landowners. Secondly, UrbanGrowth would then act in a coordinator role to deliver enabling works such as heritage restoration, roads and public domain works (SJB Planning 2014), prior to lots being sold to property developers for commercial and residential development.

Prior to public exhibition, consultants were engaged to undertake a consultation processes with the local community. The two rounds of consultation in November 2013 and July 2014 consisted of design charrettes, online surveys, community and industry forums and information stands in public places. The proposal and supporting studies were formally placed on public exhibited in November and December 2014. The Department of Planning (Department) received 166 public submissions.

UrbanGrowth prepared a report responding to the submissions and modified the planning proposal to address key issues raised particularly by the NSW Heritage Council. The amendments reduced the total number of proposed dwellings from 4,100 to 3,900. The report was submitted to the Department in June 2015 and made publicly available on the Department’s website. After final considerations, the PNUR area was rezoned by the Minister in November 2015.


Table 1. Timeline of planning actions

	Date
	Action

	August 2012
	NSW Government supports the development of a master plan for Parramatta's Heritage Precinct (Hansard 2012).

	September 2013
	UrbanGrowth NSW appointed project manager.


	November – December 2013
	Round 1 consultation referred to as the Reframing Parramatta North project.

• 15 November 2013 - Stakeholder charrette one
• 21 November 2013 - Community drop in session
• 22 November 2013 - Online feedback 
• 22 November 2013 - Stakeholder charrette two
• 11 December 2013 - Industry forum


	July 2014
	On 2 July 2014, UrbanGrowth NSW requested that the Minister consider listing the Cumberland and Sport and Leisure sub precincts as a potential State Significant Site (SSS).

On 21 July 2014, the Minster for Planning agreed to consider land as a potential SSS.

	July – August 2014
	Round 2 consultation referred to as the Parramatta North Urban Transformation Program.

• 30 July 2014 – Stakeholder charrette one.
• 1 August 2014 - Stakeholder charrette two.
• 7 August 2014 – sit and chat (informal discussion session).
• 7 August 2014 – Project web site/online feedback launched.
• 8-9 August 2014 – Swing by (pop up events in high-pedestrian areas of Parramatta).
• 22 August 2014 - Stakeholder charrette three.


	August 2014
	Declaration of the Cumberland and Sport and Leisure sub precincts as a SSS, referred to as the Parramatta North Urban Renewal Area (PNUR).

	September 2014

	Detailed study requirements were drafted by the Department and issued to UrbanGrowth NSW.

	October 2015

	UrbanGrowth NSW submitted its study to the Department.

	November – December 2014
	Public Exhibition (19 November – 19 December 2014).

	June 2015
	Response to submissions published.


	November 2015
	Parramatta Local Environmental Plan 2011 amendments gazetted.




NPRAG in the (social and mainstream) media
In January 2015, the North Parramatta Residents Action Group (NPRAG) was established in response to the public exhibition of the PNUR area proposal. Just a month after being founded NPRAG had established a social media presence on Facebook and Twitter. The group created the Twitter handle @NthParraRAG and utilised numerous hashtags including; #losingourpast, #betterplanning4parramatta, #handsoffourheritage, #handsoffourassets, #presspause, #onceitsgoneitsgone and #2ndbest4thewest. NPRAG attracted over 260 followers and posted 752 tweets between February 2015 and February 2016. 

NPRAG’s monthly use of Twitter is presented in Figure 2. NPRAG averaged 2 tweets per day throughout 2015. This activity increases to 7 tweets per day when retweets and tweets from other parties are included. Thelwall (2014, p. 89) advises that it is appropriate to observe social media data in segments when looking at a long running topic. Social media time series graphs are likely to be spiky due to natural variations in the data, rather than due to external events, hence the largest spikes should be investigated as they may represent specific points of interest. There are 3 clear spikes in the Twitter data. The peaks in May and July 2015 are not directly related to decision points in the planning process, but seem to be reactions to information provided through the Department’s website and newspaper articles. Specifically, in May 2015 a final report included responses to submissions was made public on the Department’s website, this report recommended the proposal proceed with minor amendments. In late June a newspaper article suggested the process would continue without further consultation. It should be noted the Minister at the time did not have a Twitter account and while UrbanGrowth had a twitter account they did not engaged with NPRAG via Twitter, thus newspaper articles was UrbanGrowth’s only communication channel. The third peak in November 2015 was when the Minister approved the rezoning.
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Figure 2. Number of Tweets by month

Twitter data was collected directly from the Twitter application programming interface (API) using the TAGSv6 application created by Hawksey (2013). The data was collected approximately every 7 days throughout the duration of the planning process. It should be noted that the Twitter API applies restrictions to conserve its resources, thus the data collected should be treated as a sample, rather than a comprehensive collection (Thelwall 2014, p. 86). Thelwall (2014, p. 87) also notes that although sample size is directly linked to Twitter activity for the hashtag, using content analysis or a similar method, can provide a deeper and more qualitative insight into the data. A number of researchers have employed statistical software to interrogate large social media data sets of millions of tweets (Schweitzer 2014). As the Twitter data set used in this case study was relatively small at 1,872 tweets the data was manually examined and coded.	Comment by willwa2011@gmail.com: Added further details regarding sample size and data analysis.

Throughout 2015 the PNUR area proposal was mentioned in mainstream media a total of 39 times: 33 occasions in print media; twice on television news bulletins; and 4 occasions on radio news programs. It is noted that the proposal was mentioned in print media twice in 2013 and 2014, but seemed to be become more newsworthy after the formation of NPRAG.

Methodology
This paper employs Foucauldian analysis to deconstruct UrbanGrowth’s adoption of collaborative planning in the governance of the proposed redevelopment of the PNUR area. Following Sharp and Richardson (2001), we focus both on text and practice in the construction of a collaborative planning process and subsequent contestation by the NPRAG. The data collected specially relates to the period between February 2015 and February 2016. The analysis of this case study’s strategic approach to plan-making and the relationship between power/knowledge were important elements to be unpacked (Sharp and Richardson 2001). Attention to discursive practices was analysed through the timing and sequencing of key events during the plan-making process (Sharp and Richardson 2001).

The analysis focuses primarily on the discursive claims of the central actors - the Minister, UrbanGrowth and the NPRAG as the local community group. Attention is paid to the relative power of the Minister and state agencies and the attempts made by NPRAG to affect change. The primary textual analysis was conducted on the PNUR proposal documents and government press releases. Secondary data sources included newspaper articles reporting the process and social media content generated by NPRAG. A detailed semi-structured interview was also conducted with the convenor of NPRAG. The next section discusses three discourses centred on power relationships and community resistance.

Collaborative planning as an instrument of power and discourse
This section contains an analysis of the mobilisation of a collaborative planning approach through the appointment of UrbanGrowth and the subsequent management of the strategic planning for the PNUR area.

Under the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) the Minister is required to determine whether to publicise an explanation of the intended effect of a proposed planning instrument and seek and consider submissions from the public for State significant sites (DP&E 2015). In addition to public exhibition, the PNUR assessment report states that: 

“UrbanGrowth NSW also carried out additional consultation including stakeholder design charrettes and forums, agency consultation and community drop in sessions” (DP&E 2015, p. 37). 

In the official discourse, participation is illustrated by reference to the additional consultation which is described as: 

“The concentrated consultation approach was designed to deliver a fast-paced, saturation-style of communications and engagement activities. The approach was prepared to trigger constructive stakeholder conversations about urban renewal on the unique Parramatta North site, as well as inviting new community voices to be part of the consultation, ahead of rezoning application lodgement with the Department” (Elton consulting 2014, p. 5)

The consultation report then stated the three charrette’s were attended by 45, 43 and 39 participants who were invited representatives of government landowners, other government agencies, and community and business groups. The attendees were described as the prominent voices (Elton consulting 2014, p. 13). The events that were designed to attract participation from the community recorded 18 participants at the ‘sit and chat’ session. No numbers for ‘swing by’ sessions were documented. Overall, 17 responses were received through online feedback and feedback forms handed out at the ‘sit and chat’ and ‘swing by’ sessions (Elton consulting 2014, p. 13).

The planning study that was placed on public exhibition mentioned “Community consultation and engagement fed into the proposed planning framework (SJB Planning, 2014:93), and that “feedback and participation in the charrettes has guided and informed the process” (SJB Planning 2014, p. 93).

The State government’s discursive framing of the consultation for the PNUR area would appear to have been in line with Habermasian principles of participatory empowerment and discursive deliberation. However, the community’s perception of the consultation was an industry driven agenda with a predetermined outcome: 

“All we want is timely, genuine consultation that’s not driven by an apparent predetermined industry agenda” (Fitzgerald 2015a).

“Baird [NSW Premier] has indicated there was wide consultation and therefore the government had a mandate to move ahead with the development” (Fitzgerald 2015b).

The Federal labor member for Parramatta also publicly supported NPRAG by making the following comment on the consultation process; “It’s important that residents have the opportunity to understand the plans and know their true impact – not a sugar-coated version of the truth” (Burnside 2015).

A sense of urgency was created by a newspaper article that described how NPRAG met with the Minister and a representative from UrbanGrowth. The Minster explained that ‘‘He didn’t feel it was necessary to pause the planning process and thought the community consultation was adequate’’ (Stevens 2015a). In response NPRAG noted that “of the two drop-in sessions UrbanGrowth planned, one was postponed and never rescheduled” (Stevens 2015a). Stevens (2015a) also noted NPRAG was given the impression changes will be made to the proposal during the formal process, but remains anxious with no word on what the amendments would be. NPRAG voiced their frustration by saying ‘‘They keep saying we’ll be happy, but no one is sharing anything’’ (Stevens 2015a).

This discourse demonstrates competing regimes of truth and highlights the inequalities of power relations during the planning process, particularly the State government’s steadfast position that consultation had been undertaken and there was no need to further consider issues. As such, the PNUR project is an example of where legitimacy for large scale urban renewal projects can be derived primarily through expert knowledge, rather than participatory criteria. The repeated referral to collaboration supports previous research (Bickerstaff and Walker 2005) on the failure of Habermasian ideals to neutralise power relations in planning.

The local community group and the politics of resistance
Outside of their formal involvement in plan-making, NPRAG engaged in a plurality of media strategies to challenge and disrupt the discourse of collaboration implemented in the initial stages of the project. To understand NPRAG’s strategies, this section focuses on two distinct discourse of pressing pause for further consultation and secondly, the perceived different approaches to planning between central Sydney and western Sydney.

A discourse of pressing pause for further consultation
While the planning process continued, NPRAG also continued their media campaign and began to look wider for other State government planning projects. A connection was found with another community group’s contestation of an UrbanGrowth project 160kms north of Sydney in the city of Newcastle:

“Thanks to our comrades in Newcastle. United we Stand saving public land to remain in public hands #handsoffourassets” (28/08/2015)

To put this tweet in context, NPRAG were referring to an opinion piece by a member of the Newcastle Inner City Residents Alliance regarding UrbanGrowth’s consultation for the Newcastle Urban Renewal Strategy: 

“The language of this briefing also suggested that ‘‘consultation’’ is conceived by UrbanGrowth (as it often is by politicians and bureaucrats) as a one-way flow of information from officials to citizens, with the latter giving feedback on proposals, but having no opportunity to negotiate changes to them.” (Foley 2015)

This opinion piece reinforced the NPRAGs perception that there were no grounds for negotiation by the community. The NPRAG tweet and the opinion piece use socialist language such as “comrades” and “united we stand” to refer to perception they were locked in some type of battle with UrbanGrowth to be heard during consultation processes.

NPRAG also enrolled process issues from other projects when they utilised a newspaper article in which the Minister admitted UrbanGrowth’s consultation for another project, know as the Parramatta Road Corridor, was inadequate:

“Rob Stokes admits @UrbanGrowthNSW consultation process flawed http://t.co/xtXn6OkE5H Write to rob today #presspause on PNUR .@emfarrelly” (31/05/2015)

At this stage of the process NPRAG utilised Twitter to reinforce their position to press pause for further consultation, and secondly, to distribute their message as quickly and widely as possible by tweeting directly to public figures such as Alan Jones, a talkback radio host: 

“Parramatta kept in the dark - lights are now on NSW govt no more hiding in shadows. #presspause” (16/02/2015)

“Ask us what WE want don't tell us what YOU want. #Handsoffourassets #handsoffourhistory #.@AlanJonesMBEASM http://t.co/pnwfagPVGg” (18/03/2015)

“No genuine consultation for Australia's History and people of parramatta. Another @UrbanGrowthNSW vandalism project http://t.co/MVkBNnBveA” (18/06/2015) 

NPRAG also organised a symposium to generate ideas for the site. This all day event organised an extensive list of speakers including academics, politicians and heritage experts to provide their views on the PNUR area. An afternoon session titled “blank canvas” asked attendees to provide their ideas on what should guide development of the site. Twitter was one of the communication channels used to distribute invitations for the symposium:

“Registration opens sept 11 for the visionary consultation that was never provided for this unique precinct #OzHist http://t.co/zxoeKytZGp” (8/09/2015)

“Community creating their OWN consultation against #urbangrotopia for #fleetstreetheritageprecinct #betterideas http://t.co/ut2TOfEjkw” (14/09/2015)

This event demonstrated how NPRAG acted as a stimulus for grassroots collaboration and represented a direct challenge to the dominant urban renewal process being undertaken by the State government and their refusal to undertake more consultation.

A discourse of the west is second best
The heritage significance of the site was never in dispute; however, the underlying methodology for redeveloping the site was based on the site generating its own funding for restoration works. This was made evident by a spokesperson for UrbanGrowth who said:

“the heritage precinct redevelopment plan seeks to transform NSW government-owned land into a vibrant area that respects and preserves some of our most important heritage. In fact, as well as providing new housing and jobs, one of the drivers for the project is to create a long term funding program for heritage restoration and management." (Munro 2015)

The interpretation of UrbanGrowth’s statement by NPRAG is quite different to what may have been intended:

"It's another case of 'second best for the west' being told we have to self fund our heritage restoration and cultural amenities — when Sydney city gets massive government funding for the Art Gallery, White Bay and Macquarie Street without selling Hyde Park or the Domain for residential apartments." (Stevens 2015b)

The 'second best for the west' discourse was only mentioned in one newspaper article, but was used provocatively on Twitter throughout 2015. Examples of it being used in conjunction with various aspects of the NPRAG campaign are:

“Australia's other UNESCO listed sites didn't have residential development on it to fund restoration. Why Parramatta? #secondbestforthewest” (11/04/2015)

“@UrbanGrowthNSW where's the call for great ideas for the PNUR state significant site #secondbestforthewest ???” (2/07/2015)

“We thought #robstokes was a visionary not a vessel for property developers #2ndbest4thewest #betterideas #nswpol https://t.co/XNrc05XT0o” (26/11/2015)

“@mikebairdMP have you forgotten your minister western sydney don't sell our #oz history #2ndbestforthewest #nswpol https://t.co/nDlyXXS1Jw” (27/11/2015)

The NPRAG convenor explained that they used the 'second best for the west' hashtag because “you need to use more purple language [on social media]. You need to be more emotive. Because people only retweet something that’s interesting and emotive” (NPRAG Interview). When asked about the groups strategies for social media and print media, the convenor explained “I don’t believe any of the news articles we’ve obtained in the local Parramatta Advertiser and Sun [newspapers], have come from social media at all. I think that’s because I’ve been feeding those journalists” (NPRAG Interview).  The NPRAG convenor also suggested “social media helps us I think broaden support in the community. It helps us connect with other groups that have got the same issue, helps strategize” (NPRAG Interview). Conversely, getting attention through a radio interview and subsequent newspaper article seemed to increase the NPRAG social media following “after our ABC Australia Wide interview. Which we promoted heavily obviously on twitter and Facebook. And as soon as we had that really big media article, my following went up on Facebook and twitter” (NPRAG Interview). This suggests hearing about the community group and its campaign through traditional media was a catalyst for some to search for less formal communication channels being used by NPRAG.

This discourse moves beyond the perceived inequalities encountered through the planning process and suggests planning inequalities are evident across different geographic regions of Sydney. While NPRAG puts forward an emotive statement regarding the funding for other developments, it is noted that alternative funding sources are used and other urban renewal sites will include residential development at a similar scale to PNUR site. Notwithstanding, NPRAG raises the question of why different options were not considered to fund the heritage restoration works or if these options were considered why it was not done publicly. This discourse highlights NPRAGs argument that a predetermined agenda was put forward for community consultation and suggests that collaborative ideals reinforce established power relations (Bickerstaff and Walker 2005).

Conclusions	Comment by willwa2011@gmail.com: Social media may disrupt the planning process, but that it is difficult to see exactly how this will occur due to the nature of the current planning system/ state government.
In order to gain insights into state led planning governance, this study adopted a Foucauldian perspective on the power struggles emanating from large scale urban renewal and the resistance mobilised by a local community group. While the community used traditional media channels, they also adopted social media as a significant section of their communications strategy.

Despite the State government’s discursive construction of the PNUR project as a collaborative process for local residents, in practice, the State exerted influence over the planning process and ensured that legitimacy for the project was derived primarily from an initial consultation process with landowners and expert reports. This demonstrates how the State uses significant sites legislation as a mechanism to govern at a distance (Foucault 1991) through its reinforcement of the centralised role of large scale urban renewal projects through state legislation. 

Whether intended or not, the initial collaboration phase was repeatedly referred to as adequate and no further discussion was required. This concurs with Legacy (2016) and Schatz and Rogers (2016) findings that temporary consultation early in the planning process  is used to manage contestation by community groups. The NPRAG repeatedly raised the question through both mainstream and social media: What does representation mean during the process? While NPRAGs question was not answered, there are possibilities for social media to disrupt the plan making process; however, it is difficult to see exactly how this will occur due to the nature of the current planning system and the NSW government’s growth-led agenda.  

The notion of value capture featured strongly in the State government’s discourse in the form of residential development to fund the reuse of heritage and enabling works. This aspect seemed to be an adopted practice for UrbanGrowth, but both a surprising and confusing aspect of the project for the local community. Supply side intervention to unlock long held government land is a given for many urban renewal projects, however, this may have been more clearly communicated to the local residents in the initial stages of the project, as resident perceived these types of decision were made prior to any engagement. Furthermore, this case study sheds little light on what factors direct urban renewal, apart from seeking self-funding mechanisms.

In this case study the local residents took an antagonistic approach which sought to drive dissent against superficial consensus building. In this instance social media was utilised to break power structures without success.
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